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CHAPTER 1

Syriac Florilegia and Patristic Christianity beyond
East and West

Emiliano Fiori

Scholarship has recently come to see Late Antiquity as a Eurasian “Denkraum”,!
an epistemic space stretching over Syria, Mesopotamia, Iran, and the Cauca-
sus as well as Palestine and the Arabian Peninsula; recent hypotheses expand
it chronologically until 1000 CE.2 This periodization, together with this broad
Eurasian scope, suitably account for a range of religious, cultural, and intel-
lectual phenomena that cross-fertilized the area.® Within this broader space,
people, ideas, and religious identities were entangled in intellectual continu-
ums and religious divides. Patristic Christianity was one of the major endur-
ing cultural patterns of this long Late Antiquity;* the canonization of textual
authorities is one of the common cultural forms shared by the Abrahamic reli-
gion in the area, and “Patristic Christianity”, a process of “canonization of the
Church Fathers”? is one of its manifestations.

1 Nora K. Schmid, Nora Schmidt, and Angelika Neuwirth, “Spatantike. Von einer Epoche zu
einem Denkraum,” in Denkraum Spdtantike. Reflexionen von Antiken im Umfeld des Koran
(ed.N. Schmidt, N.K. Schmid, and A. Neuwirth; Episteme in Bewegung 5; Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz, 2016), 1-35.

2 Garth Fowden, Before and after Muhammad. The First Millennium Refocused (Princeton-
Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2014).

3 See Garth Fowden et al., “The First Millennium Refocused: Eine Debatte,” Millennium 13
(2016), 3-64.

4 As persuasively suggested by Fowden, Before and after Muhammad, 181-188.

5 This phenomenon has been the focus of increasing scholarly attention in the last decades.
See Patrick Gray, “ ‘The Select Fathers’: Canonizing the Patristic Past,” sp 23 (1989): 21-36;
Thomas Graumann, Die Kirche der Viiter. Viitertheologie und Viiterbeweis in den Kirchen des
Ostens bis zum Konzil von Ephesus (431) (Beitrdge zur historischen Theologie 118; Tiibingen:
Mobhr Siebeck, 2002); Yonatan Moss, “ ‘Packed with Patristic Testimonies’: Severus of Antioch
and the Reinvention of the Church Fathers,” in Between Personal and Institutional Religion:
Self, Doctrine, and Practice in Late Antique Eastern Christianity (ed. B. Bitton-Ashkelony and
L. Perrone; Cultural Encounters in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages 15; Turnhout: Brepols,
2013), 227-250; Yonatan Moss, “The Rise and Function of the Holy Text in Late Antiquity:
Severus of Antioch, the Babylonian Talmud, and Beyond,” in Patristic Studies in the Twenty-
First Century: Proceedings of an International Conference to Mark the 50th Anniversary of the

© EMILIANO FIORI, 2023 | DOI:10.1163/9789004527553_002
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Patristic Christianity, when seen in this broader perspective, was the object
of intensive transfer and renegotiation processes between different Christian
cultures within the epistemic space of Late Antiquity. The passage of patristic
knowledge from Greek to Syriac and Arabic was the most relevant episode of
patristic transfer in the Late Antique world, albeit not the only one. Indeed, two
crucial knowledge transfer pathways in the area were the interaction between
Greek and Syriac Christian cultures (fourth—seventh century), and the later
contacts between Syriac Christianity and Islam (seventh—tenth century). The
latter phase saw the formation of an Arabic-speaking Syriac Christian culture
as part of the multicultural environment known as “the Islamicate world”.6
Indeed, around the end of the first millennium, both East Syrian and West Syr-
ian intellectuals were integrated members of early Abbasid society, sometimes
belonging to its highest elite, and their intellectual confrontation with Muslim
scholars and rulers was intense.

The approach of the present volume to Syriac patristic Christianity does pre-
suppose a first-millennium focus, 1) because the Syriac evolution and transfor-
mation of the Greek “fathers” as a corpus of authoritative thinkers is comprised
fairly precisely within that time period; 2) although other Eastern Christian cul-
tures (Coptic, Armenian, Georgian, Slavonic, Ethiopic, Arabic Melkite) experi-
enced analogous developments of patristic canonization, the Syro-Arabic line
is particularly relevant, for it builds the most exemplary bridge between the two
poles of a first-millennium perspective on Late Antiquity, that is, from Greek
patristic literature up until the year 600 to the Syro-Arabic writers of the ripe
Abbasid era (ninth—tenth century), while hinging substantially on the central
role of the Syriac rearrangement of Greek patristic literature.

1 The ‘Allelopoietic’ Approach to Patristic Christianity in Syriac

The idea of this volume originates from the perception of two complementary
lacunae in contemporary approaches to the study of Eastern patristic Chris-
tianity. On the one hand, the attitude of Syriac and Arabic Christian cultures
towards Greek Christian thought has been too often treated with a “Greco-
centric” approach, as if they had been only or mostly mere “recipients” of Greek
patristic literature; the specific creative contribution of the Eastern cultures

International Association of Patristic Studies (ed. C. Harrison, B. Bitton-Ashkelony, and T. de
Bruyn. Turnhout: Brepols, 2015), 521-546.

6 For a definition, see Camilla Adang, Meira Polliack, and Sabine Schmidtke, “Introduction,”
Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 1 (2013): 1—5.
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in this field has been mostly overlooked (with the exception, e.g., of Sebastian
Brock,” although in a recent work he focuses again on the “Hellenization” of
these cultures).® On the other hand, scholarship has tended to disregard a per-
vasive literary form of Syriac literature, the patristic florilegia and miscellanies.
Although artifacts of this kind represent, e.g., 40 % of the Syriac manuscripts
of the British Library,® they have been almost completely overlooked in the last
150 years, apart from an important recent study'® and a few older works.!!

As far as the first lacuna is concerned, it is well known that integral trans-
lations of Greek patristic writings were particularly lively between the fourth
and seventh century, with a blooming in the sixth and seventh century. How-
ever, this phenomenon was relatively short-lived, as also attested by the relative
paucity of extant manuscripts containing integral patristic translations, and by
the early date of many among them.!? This translation literature is far from
understudied,'® as the penetration of Late Antique Greek Christian thought
into Syriac culture enjoyed scholarly interest throughout the twentieth cen-
tury. Scholars mainly and comprehensibly focused their attention on capital

7 Sebastian P. Brock, “From Antagonism to Assimilation: Syriac Attitudes to Greek Learn-
ing” in East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period. Dumbarton Oaks
Symposium, 1980 (ed. N. Garsoian, T.F. Mathews, and R.W. Thomson; Washington, DC:
Dumbarton Oaks, 1982), 17-34.

8 Sebastian P. Brock, “Charting the Hellenization of a Literary Culture: The Case of Syriac,”
Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 3 (2015): 98-124.

9 David Michelson, “Mixed Up by Time and Chance? Using Digital Media to ‘Re-Orient’ the
Syriac Religious Literature of Late Antiquity,” Journal of Religion, Media and Digital Culture
5 (2016): 136-182, here 154-155.

10  Grigory Kessel, “Syriac Monastic Miscellanies,” in Comparative Oriental Manuscript Stud-
ies. An Introduction (ed. A. Bausi et al. Hamburg: COMSt, 2015), 411-414.

11 E.g. Herman G.B. Teule, “Les compilations monastiques syriaques,” in Symposium Syri-
acum vII: Uppsala University, Department of Asian and African Languages, 11-14 August
1996 (ed. R. Lavenant; 0CA 256; Roma: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1998), 249—264, and
numerous articles by Albert Van Roey (see bibliography).

12 Sebastian P. Brock, “Lapport des Péres grecs a la littérature syriaque,” in Les Péres grecs
dans la tradition syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; ES 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 9—
26.

13  From Sebastian P. Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” Greek, Roman,
and Byzantine Studies 20 (1979): 69-87, and Sebastian P. Brock, “Towards a History of
Syriac Translation Technique,” in 111 Symposium Syriacum, 1980: Les contacts du monde
syriaque avec les autres cultures (Goslar 7—11 Septembre 1980) (ed. R. Lavenant; 0CA 221;
Roma: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1983), 1-14 to Adam C. McCollum, “Greek Literature
in the Christian East: Translations into Syriac, Georgian, and Armenian,” Intellectual His-
tory of the Islamicate World 3 (2015): 15-65. See also Daniel King, The Syriac Versions of the
Writings of Cyril of Alexandria: A Study in Translation Technique (CSCO 626, Subsidia 123;
Leuven: Peeters, 2008).
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texts whose Greek original is lost, e.g., the Chapters on Knowledge of Evagrius of
Pontus.!* Other Syriac translations of Greek works were studied, among other
reasons, because of their value for the establishment of the Greek critical text,
since manuscripts that transmit the Syriac versions are often more ancient than
the whole Greek manuscript tradition. This is the case for the writings of Diony-
sius the Areopagite (sixth century): the first witness of these writings is not in
Greek, but in Syriac.!> Nevertheless, the study of these patristic versions has
been completely unilateral so far, for it has exclusively hinged on what the
Syriac translations tell us about the ancient form of the Greek texts, as Joseph-
Marie Sauget did in1978.16 There has been no dramatic change in this one-sided
approach for the last forty years. As a result, the specificity of the Syriac “patris-
tic attitude”, which is a seminal feature of all Late Antique Christian cultures
on a first-millennium scale, has only rarely been given any attention. Hints have
recently emerged, however, at the perceived necessity of a broader approach to
the study of Patristic Christianity “beyond East and West",'” and thus from an
entangled intercultural perspective within a first millennium periodization.
Syriac Christianity was transformed by its assimilation of Greek patristic lit-
erature, but the latter became something else in its Syriac form. What took
place was not only a “Hellenization” of Syriac and Arabic Christian cultures,
but also a “Syriacization” and “Arabization” of Greek patristic culture. Recent
studies on knowledge transfer between different cultures term this kind of
exchange allelopoiesis, i.e., a reciprocal creative transformation between cul-
tures.!® The allelopoietic approach is particularly suited to the intercultural
study of patristics, since it aims at understanding sow and why an original
contribution is concretely manifested. In our case, we look at how Syriac and
Arabic Christianity contributed to the recreation of Greek patristic literature.
Based on such an approach, we ask the following questions: how did Syriac

14  Asurveyin Muriel Debié and Dominique Gonnet, “Les Péres disparus en grec,” in Les Péres
grecs dans la tradition syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; Es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007),
127-148.

15  See Emiliano Fiori, ed., Dionigi Areopagita. Nomi divini, teologia mistica, epistole. La ver-
sione siriaca di Sergio di Res‘ayna (visecolo) (2 vols.; csC0 656—657, Scriptores Syri 252—253;
Louvain: Peeters, 2014).

16  Joseph-Marie Sauget, “Lapport des traductions syriaques pour la patristique grecque,”
Revue de théologie et de philosophie 110 (1978): 139-148.

17 Columba Stewart, “Patristics beyond East and West,” in Patristic Studies in the Twenty-First
Century (ed. C. Harrison, B. Bitton-Ashkelony, and T. de Bruyn; Turnhout: Brepols, 2015),
317-341.

18  The term allelopoiesis was proposed by Lutz Bergemann, Hartmut B6hme, Martin Dénike
et al,, eds., Transformation. Ein Konzept zur Erforschung kulturellen Wandels (Miinchen:
Wilhelm Fink, 2011).
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Christians give shape to the patristic patrimony they received? Why and in
what forms did they, and later the Christian Arabic writers, select, transform,
and make the Greek “fathers” their own fathers? What are the themes and the
patterns around which they organized their reading of the fathers? How did
their reorganization contribute to the production of new knowledge?

2 Syriac Patristic Florilegia as Creative Laboratories of Knowledge

Since not much attention has been paid to the originality of the Syriac read-
ing of the “fathers”, patristic florilegia—one of the places where this originality
most eminently manifests—have also been understudied. This brings us to the
second lacuna mentioned above. From the sixth century onwards, florilegia
progressively became a prominent (though certainly not the exclusive)!® and,
in some cases, the predominant form used by Syriac and Christian Arabic intel-
lectuals to reshape Greek Christian thought, and thus produce new knowledge
by selecting and rearranging patristic literature in new collections. Although
they did not stop reading integral patristic texts, they largely privileged the flo-
rilegium and other types of collections.

Important progress has been made in recent years in the study of manu-
scripts containing a plurality of texts, and a broad phenomenology has recently
been proposed of “reading in excerpts” as a knowledge-organizing practice,
which extends across many cultures and covers fields ranging from Egyp-
tology to Late Western Medieval philosophy.2? Greek Byzantine,?! Coptic,2?

19  Integral translations of major works, like Gregory of Nazianzus’ Homilies or Dionysius the
Areopagite’s Corpus, continued to be read as a whole. As far as collections are concerned,
also homiliaries had great importance (see the reference work by Albert Ehrhard, Uber-
lieferung und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen
Kirche [3vols., Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1937-1952]). On Syriac homiliaries see especially the stud-
ies collected in Joseph-Marie Sauget, Littératures et manuscrits des chrétientés syriaques et
arabes (Studi e Testi 389; Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1998): homil-
iaries, however, did not collect excerpts as florilegia did, but rather integral homiletic texts.

20  Sébastien Morlet, ed., Lire en extraits. Lecture et production des textes de [Antiquité a la

fin du Moyen Age (Cultures et civilisations médiévales 63; Paris: PUPS, 2015); Jacqueline
Hamesse, “ ‘Florilege’ et ‘autorité’: deux concepts en évolution depuis I’Antiquité jusqu’a la
Renaissance,” in On Good Authority. Tradition, Compilation, and the Construction of Author-
ity in Literature from Antiquity to the Renaissance (ed. R. Ceulemans and P. De Leemans;
Lectio 3; Turnhout: Brepols, 2015, 199—225; the whole volume edited by Ceulemans and De
Leemans is interesting and relevant in this regard).

21 E.g. Alexandros Alexakis, Codex Parisinus Graecus 115 and its Archetype (Dumbarton Oaks
Studies 34; Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1996).

22 Paola Buzi, “Miscellanee e florilegi. Osservazioni preliminari per uno studio dei codici
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Ethiopic,?2 and Slavic?* studies have especially enjoyed this scholarly rush. Ter-
minological definitions and cataloguing methods have been established, while
codicological issues have been investigated.2> Manuscripts containing a plural-
ity of texts have been defined as “multiple-text manuscripts”, the study of which
is a field in rapid and constant expansion.?6 Alessandro Bausi?” introduced the
concept of “corpus’, i.e. the totality of the texts and excerpts of texts available

to a written culture that are rearranged and crystallized in ever-new multiple-

text combinations. Every time discrete excerpts or source blocks are extracted

from the textual corpus of a culture, they undergo ever different assemblages

23

24

25

26

27

copti pluritestuali: il caso delle raccolte di excerpta,” in Christianity in Eqypt: Literary Pro-
duction and Intellectual Trends. Studies in Honor of Tito Orlandi (ed. P. Buzi and A. Cam-
plani; Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 125; Roma: Institutum Patristicum Augustini-
anum, 2011), 177—203; Paola Buzi, “From Single Text to Multiple Text Manuscripts: Trans-
mission Changes in Coptic Literary Tradition. Some Case-Studies from the White Mon-
astery Library,” in One-Volume Libraries—Composite and Multiple-Text Manuscripts (ed.
M. Friedrich and C. Schwarke; Studies in Manuscript Cultures 9; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016),
93-109.

Alessandro Bausi, “A Case for Multiple Text Manuscripts Being Corpus Organizers,” Man-
uscript Cultures Newsletter 3 (2010): 34—36; Alessandro Bausi, “Composite and Multiple-
Text Manuscripts: The Ethiopian Evidence,” in One-Volume Libraries—Composite and
Multiple-Text Manuscripts (ed. M. Friedrich and C. Schwarke; Studies in Manuscript Cul-
tures 9; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016), 111-153.

David ]. Birnbaum, “Computer-Assisted Analysis and Study of the Structure of Mixed-
Content Miscellanies,” Scripta & e-Scripta 1 (2003): 15-54; Anisava Miltenova, “Intertex-
tuality in the Orthodox Slavic Tradition. The Case of Mixed-Content Miscellanies,” in
Between Text and Text: International Symposium on Intertextuality in Ancient Near East-
ern, Ancient Mediterranean, and Early Medieval Literatures (ed. M. Bauks, W. Horowitz,
and A. Lange; Journal of Ancient Judaism. Supplements 6; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 2013), 314-327.

See e.g. Marilena Maniaci, “Il codice greco ‘non unitario’ Tipologie e terminologia,” in
Il codice miscellaneo, tipologia e funzioni. Atti del convegno internazionale (Cassino, 14-17
maggio 2003) (ed. E. Crisci and O. Pecere; Segno e testo 2; Turnhout: Brepols, 2004), 75-107;
Patrick Andrist, “La descrizione scientifica dei manoscritti complessi: fra teoria e pratica,”
Segno e testo 4 (2006): 299—356.

As attested by, among others, Michael Friedrich and Cosima Schwarke, eds., One-Volume
Libraries—Composite and Multiple-Text Manuscripts (Studies in Manuscript Cultures o;
Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016). See also Stephan Dusil, Gerald Schwedler, and Raphael Schwit-
ter, eds., Exzerpieren—Kompilieren—Tradieren: Transformationen des Wissens zwischen
Spdtantike und Friihmittelalter (Millennium-Studien 64; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2017); Marri-
etta Horster and Christiane Reitz, eds., Condensing Texts—Condensed Texts (Palingenesia
98; Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2010). Multiple-text manuscripts can be either composite, i.e.
consisting of codicological units of different provenance, or unitary, i.e. consisting of a
single codicological unit.

Bausi, “A Case.”
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within each new collection. From the point of view of its contents, a multiple-
text manuscript contains diverse writings that are not by the same author and
do not belong to the same work. This textual plurality can take up the form of
a florilegium, which can be defined as a collection of excerpts from writings
by different authors. These excerpts are often mistakenly called “fragments”,
but such a denomination tends to obliterate the creative act of selection (the
excerption) that lies at the ground of these anthologies.

Although they are among the most ancient extant Christian florilegia, and
abundant in number, Syriac patristic florilegia have remained largely untapped
and untouched by this methodological renewal. A serious philological and
hermeneutical approach to these texts has so far remained a desideratum in
the field of Syriac studies. Such an approach is all the more desirable since,
as Marilena Maniaci has rightly pointed out, in florilegia the “juxtapositions
of textual units” are “bound together by a more or less tenuous line”.28 Even if
this line is admittedly difficult to find in some of the extant Syriac florilegia,
many of them do bear witness to a high degree of organization of the sources.
The excerpts in the latter type of florilegia are not merely juxtaposed but orga-
nized around specific topics in “patchwork-treatises” with clear overall aims; as
such, they vividly reflect a coherent editorial project on the part of the com-
piler. Thus, it is particularly regrettable that so far Syriac florilegia have mostly
been treated as mere juxtapositions of texts by scholars of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, who pillaged them by picking and publishing some inter-
esting passages of works whose Greek original is lost.2?

Therefore, the main objective of the present volume is to outline a phe-
nomenology of Syriac patristic florilegia and map their diffusion and relevance
in time and space, from the sixth to the eleventh century and from the Roman
Empire to China. In order to do this, it has been indispensable to study them
in their own right, i.e., as specific cultural products with their own textual-

28 Maniaci, “Il codice greco,” 84.

29 A representative, though certainly not exhaustive list can include the following: Ernest
W. Brooks, ed., A Collection of Letters of Severus of Antioch from Numerous Syriac Man-
uscripts (PO 12.2, 14.1; Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1915, 1920); Paul A. De Lagarde, ed., Analecta
syriaca (Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1858); Friedrich Loofs, Nestoriana: Die Fragmente des Nesto-
rius gesammelt, untersucht und herausgegeben (Halle an der Saale: Max Niemeyer, 1905);
Jean-Pierre P. Martin, Analecta sacra Patrum Anteniceenorum ex codicibus orientalibus.
Analecta sacra spicilegio Solesmensi parata. Tomus 4: Patres Anteniceeni. (Paris: Ex publi-
co Galliarum typographeo, 1883); Eduard Sachau, ed., Theodori Mopsuesteni fragmenta syr-
iaca e codicibus Musei Britannici Nitriacis (Leipzig: W. Engelmann, 1869); Eduard
Sachau, ed., Inedita Syriaca: Eine Sammlung syrischer Ubersetzungen von Schriften grie-
chischer Profanliteratur, mit einem Anhang, aus den Handschriften des Brittischen Muse-
ums herausgegeben (Wien: KK. Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1870).
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ity. This approach has enabled us to appreciate what florilegia were for Syriac
culture: laboratories of knowledge, where the selection, rearrangement, codi-
fication and transformation of old patristic sources—and in some cases their
canonization—were prompted by new religious and intellectual needs, most
often within the entangled cultural world of the Islamic Middle East.

3 Typological and Phenomenological Outlines

From a diachronic point of view, Syriac patristic florilegia mostly stem from the

two pivotal periods of Syriac Christianity. One is the Byzantine phase (sixth—

seventh centuries), in which florilegia were produced by Syriac Christians in a

context of Greco-Syriac bilingualism within the borders of the Roman Empire,

and the other is the Abbasid phase (eighth—tenth centuries), in which the

Islamic environment and the confrontation between different Syriac Churches

were among the main factors determining the production of florilegia.

From a typological standpoint, patristic florilegia (not only Syriac but Chris-
tian florilegia at large) can be divided into three major categories:

— the exegetical florilegium, a rather rare type of patristic anthology in Syriac,
an example of which is illustrated by Marion Pragt in the present volume;3°

— the ascetical florilegium,3! certainly the most frequent type, which mostly
contains works on ascetic topics and is investigated here by Grigory Kessel
and Vittorio Berti, who both further expand their research beyond the genre
of the florilegium;

— the speculative florilegium (defined as “dogmatic florilegium” by Marcel
Richard),3? usually aimed at the refutation of heresies, and sometimes ac-
companied by excerpts from translated Greek philosophical works, which
is the focus of the chapters written by Flavia Ruani, Emiliano Fiori, Bishara
Ebeid, and Herman G.B. Teule.

We should also mention the collections of biblical testimonia explored in

Sergey Minov’s chapter. This literary genre can be regarded as a precursor of flo-

rilegia and, arguably, an immediate model for them. Testimonia were collected

30  See Bas ter Haar Romeny, “The Identity Formation of Syrian Orthodox Christians as
Reflected in Two Exegetical Collections: First Soundings,” PdO 29 (2004): 103-121; Bas ter
Haar Romeny, “Les florileges exégétiques syriaques,” in Les Péres grecs dans la tradition
syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; ES 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 63—-76.

31 Teule, “Les compilations;” Kessel, “Syriac Monastic Miscellanies.”

32 Marcel Richard, “Notes sur les florileges dogmatiques du v¢ et du vie siecle,” in Actes du
vi¢ Congrés international d’Etudes byzantines (Paris, 27 juillet-2 aout 1948), 1 (Paris: Ecole
des Hautes Etudes, 1950), 307-318. Repr. as n. 2 in id., Opera minora 1 (Turnhout: Brepols,
1976).
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scriptural quotations which Christians gathered and organized thematically for
apologetic and polemic purposes against Jews and (to a lesser extent) pagans.
They emerged as early as the second century and enjoyed considerable popu-
larity during Late Antiquity. However, despite the existence of these exclusively
biblical collections, the Bible and the Fathers do not seem to be theoretically
distinguished within florilegia, where it often happens that the biblical text is
quoted along with a stream of patristic citations; indeed, the same terminology
is used for both, “testimonia” or “demonstrations” (<&oxéoo or <duaid).
The underlying idea is that a transhistorical truth cannot but remain stable
from the Bible to whatever age in the history of theology.

Syriac florilegia raise a number of questions that are only partially specific to
them.33In some cases, such as the monastic miscellanies, a florilegium overlaps
with a single manuscript (Kessel’s chapter in this volume illustrates this point
well).3* Contrariwise, we can observe that many florilegia—especially dog-
matic and, more rarely, exegetical ones (the Collection of Simeon, marginally
touched upon in Pragt’s chapter)—have their own manuscript tradition pre-
served in more than one multiple-text manuscript. At any rate, florilegia are
rather unstable artifacts, subject to both expansion, by the addition of texts,
and/or contraction, by means of abridgment. What, then, is the degree of tex-
tuality of florilegia? How strong is it? Can they always be defined as texts in their
own right? How should they be approached in terms of a critical edition? This
most general question can only be answered by tackling other broad questions,
shown below.

a.  What appears to be most difficult is determining how the sources from
the original works made their way to the florilegia. Some chapters in
this volume (especially Fiori’s and Ruani’s) show that we might get a
clue from blocks of excerpts that travel from one text to another rather
than from single excerpts; however, single excerpts may be useful when

33 The following part of the paragraph repeats, develops, and rearranges remarks that had
already appeared in Emiliano Fiori, “Conference report: Florilegia Syriaca. Mapping a
Knowledge-Organizing Practice in the Syriac World, Ca’ Foscari University of Venice, 30 Jan-
uary-1 February 2020,” COMSt Bulletin 6:1 (2020): 93-110.

34  Indeed, in the definition quoted above (see note 28), Maniaci maintains that florilegia are
“bound together by a more or less tenuous line that is not sufficient to cause a new stable
tradition to take place” (Maniaci, “Il codice greco,” 84). She assumes that even if the same
texts or blocks of texts do recur, their arrangement in each collection is a unicum trans-
mitted by a single manuscript, which never reappears in an identical way. Thus, florilegia
would seem to defy traditional philology, since they cannot always be investigated with
the traditional stemmatic method that locates every manuscript along well-defined lines
of derivation. They have no identical models, nor are they the origin of faithful copies.
This uniqueness of florilegia, however, is not an absolute rule, as we will immediately see.



10

FIORI

they feature typical but decisive characteristics such as interruptions with
sada (“and again”’), Lalo 3do (“after a while”), and others. In one case,
as pointed out by Moss in his chapter, we are so fortunate as to observe
the process of excerpt selection in the making; marginal signs and glosses
to a continuous, integral text sometimes clearly indicate the intention of
the Syriac reader to isolate some passages which indeed are later found
as excerpts in florilegia. Since glosses are often present in many Syriac
manuscripts, and they are rather uncharted territory as well, we should
consider mapping them more carefully when studying florilegia. How-
ever, we can also observe some florilegia that have other florilegia as their
source, not the original texts from which excerpts are drawn. Such flori-
legia thus appear to be of a second (or even third) degree. In fact, glosses
also appear in florilegia manuscripts themselves, which thus also bear
witness to an ongoing activity of reading and elaboration even once the
florilegia had reached a relatively stable form.

In order to assess the internal coherence and agenda of a florilegium,
it is also crucial to determine its historical context, wherever possible,
especially through the reading of all possible sources touching upon the
themes of the florilegium at hand and belonging to its presumable age.
Therefore, determining compilation practices requires working on the
fine details (see next point) as well as the big picture.

Many manuscripts containing florilegia include more than one, and some
contain florilegia exclusively. One can even think of the term “metaflo-
rilegium” to define such manuscripts, but this prospective category will
require further elaboration. If we apply it to any manuscript containing
a plurality of florilegia, it risks being an empty category; it may rather be
useful to apply it to manuscripts in which the florilegia are bound together
by a recognizable agenda or thematic thread.

These general remarks highlight how Syriac florilegia pose problems common
to all other compilation traditions in the Late Antique and Medieval Mediter-
ranean and beyond. That being the case, one cannot pursue the study of Syriac
florilegia without considering the developments of more advanced fields, such
as the most recent scholarship on Greek Byzantine and Latin Medieval studies
on multiple-text manuscripts.

Let us now turn to an overview of the individual contributions of this vol-

ume.3>

35

This paragraph is an abridged and reworked version of the comsT Bulletin report (see
note 33), and partially relies on the abstracts of the papers given at the first FLOS work-
shop (see below).
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4 The Present Volume: An Overview

Sergey Minov’s paper deals with a collection of biblical testimonia, and there-
fore opens the volume with good reason. Minov discusses how this genre was
still operative during the early Islamic period among Syriac-speaking Chris-
tians. The primary focus of his investigation is an unpublished Syriac work,
entitled Collection of Demonstrations from the Old Testament against the Jews
and Other Unbelievers, which is attested in a single West Syriac manuscript
(London, British Library Add. 12154) dated to sometime between the eighth and
ninth century. He addresses the question of whether this composition stands
in a direct genetic relation with the early specimen of the Greek testimonia lit-
erature, or whether it should be regarded as an original compilation, produced
in a Syriac-speaking milieu. The chapter also discusses the question of a possi-
ble social and religious function of this text during the early Abbasid period, as
well as its relation to the rich tradition of Syriac florilegia of this period.

In his chapter, Yonatan Moss tackles some core methodological questions
of the volume. Why did the florilegium become a predominant mode of orga-
nizing, transmitting, and creating knowledge in the Syriac world? How did
the process of selection from larger texts, and compilation in florilegia, work
in practice? Moss’ proposal to explore these overarching questions is highly
concrete. He asks whether there are any material traces of the selection and
extraction processes of individual passages from the continuous texts and their
incorporation into the florilegia. Moss precisely finds such traces in at least one
continuous sixth-century manuscript—London, British Library Add. 14567—
which contains “minor” works by John Chrysostom, in conjunction with several
of the later theological florilegia. BL Add. 14567 comes with dozens of scribal
notes appearing in the margins and serving a variety of functions. Structurally,
the link between the marginal notations and the main body of the text in this
manuscript has the same function as that between headings to excerpts and the
excerpts themselves in the florilegia. But there is more. Moss tracks down sev-
eral cases of word-for-word identity between notations found in BL Add. 14567
and headings found in subsequent florilegia, both referring to the same texts.
This would seem to open a window unto one of the concrete processes through
which the late ancient and early medieval Syriac florilegia were formed.

Marion Pragt’s chapter explores the organization of exegetical knowledge in
two West Syriac collections. These are the so-called London Collection (seventh
century, extant in one single manuscript of the eighth-ninth century, London,
British Library Add. 12168), and the Collection of Simeon (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Syr. 103 and London, British Library Add. 12144).
Her focus is on the reception of Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies on the Song of
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Songs in both collections. Gregory’s Homilies circulated in Syriac in both full
and abbreviated versions, which have not yet been edited or fully studied, and
became one of the main sources for Syriac interpretations of the Song. In the
London Collection and the Collection of Simeon, the compilers operated in
two ways; they abridged texts from individual authors (Gregory of Nyssa’s Hom-
ilies on the Song of Songs) while they also added extracts selected from various
works. Pragt examines how the Homilies were abbreviated and organized, in
what different ways Gregory and other authors were used and what this may
reveal about the compilers’ aims and interests.

In her chapter, Flavia Ruani studies the content and form of florilegia as
part of the Syriac heresiological tradition. These often bear the title of Demon-
strations from the Fathers against Heresies, and their main goal is to refute the
opinions of a variety of adversaries (Julianists, Nestorians, etc.). Furthermore,
they both adopt and adapt a structural way of refutation going back to classical
heresiology (starting in the second century in Greek), which consists of quoting
excerpts either from the adversaries themselves, for the sake of refutation, or
from previous Church authorities, in support of specific arguments. As one way
to understand the polemical nature of the florilegia as constructed texts with
their own editorial intention, Ruani suggests that we study the use they make
of previous heresiological works. Firstly, the chapter offers an overview of the
heresiological sources quoted in the florilegia, which come from the Syriac and
Greek traditions. Such a survey allows us to understand which texts were in cir-
culation and available to the authors of the florilegia in Upper Mesopotamia in
the seventh—tenth century, and which were deemed relevant. The main part of
the chapter focuses on two of them. These are the Panarion by Epiphanius of
Salamis, and Ephrem of Nisibis’ heresiological works, namely, the Prose Refu-
tations against Mani, Marcion and Bardaisan and the Hymns against Heresies.
After offering a survey of the quotations from these sources, she concentrates
on a close reading of the selection, organization, and content of these excerpts,
including the textual modifications they may have undergone and the contexts
in which they were received. Finally, the chapter broadens its scope to previ-
ous, contemporary, and later authors and texts that quote the same sources.
Comparisons are drawn, for example, with Philoxenus of Mabbug, Severus of
Antioch, and Moses bar Kepha.

Emiliano Fiori's chapter presents a large Christological florilegium preserved
in different manuscripts of the British Library and the Mingana collection. The
florilegium, which expounds a Miaphysite Christology in 110 chapters and is
mainly made up of quotations from Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Anti-
och, discusses highly technical topics. An initial exploration of the patristic
materials of this florilegium and of their itineraries through the centuries leads
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Fiori to some provisional results concerning the context in which they were
originally collected and the circumstances that may have prompted the pro-
duction of the florilegium as we have it now. Much of what is discussed in the
Christological florilegium in its current form was already present in some late
sixth-century controversies between Miaphysites and Chalcedonians. These
very topics emerged again in an age of renewed polemics that opposed Mia-
physites to Chalcedonians, between the end of the Umayyad caliphate and the
first decades of the ‘Abbasid rule. By investigating the reiterated emergence of
these topics in Syriac Miaphysitism between the sixth and ninth century, Fiori
illustrates the nature of the florilegium as an ‘emergency kit for Miaphysite
apology against Chalcedonian adversaries, who were in the heyday of their
power and influence, with the support of both the Roman Empire and the first
Caliphs.

Bishara Ebeid concentrates on the apologetic writings on the Trinity and
Christology of Abu R2’itah al-Takriti, a Miaphysite theologian of the eighth—
ninth centuries, who used Greek patristic authorities to answer the accusa-
tions of non-Miaphysite Christians as well as Muslims (with the latter group, of
course, the references made to the Fathers are indirect). In the Christological
controversies of the fifth and sixth centuries, Miaphysite authors like Severus
of Antioch and Peter of Callinicum relied on the patristic heritage to prove
that their doctrine was orthodox and in agreement with the Church Fathers.
Two centuries later, the patristic quotations used by Severus, Peter, and other
authors were further selected and reorganized in Christological and Trinitarian
patristic florilegia. In his paper, Ebeid analyzes the use of the patristic tradition
in some of Abu R&'itah’s writings (The first letter on the Holy Trinity, The let-
ter against Melkites, and The apology on the Trisagion) and demonstrates that
the latter's knowledge of the Fathers’ doctrine and the quotations and refer-
ences he makes from their works, both directly and indirectly, are based on
these Syriac dogmatic florilegia. Ebeid points to the highly relevant fact that
Syriac florilegia had a multilingual life, whose impact extended beyond the Syr-
iac language, as his chapter clearly shows, and influenced the arguments and
thought of a seminal Christian Arabic author like Aba R@’itah.

Herman Teule’s chapter takes us as far as the second half of the second
millennium and allows us to explore the persistence of ancient compilation
practices in a little explored age of Syro-Arabic literature. While he was still the
Metropolitan of Amid, the later Chaldean Patriarch Joseph 11 (1667-1713) pub-
lished in Syriac a selection of conciliar decrees. The oldest extant manuscript
is probably an autograph by Joseph himself. As stated by Joseph in one of
the introductions to this work (there are at least three), his Syriac text goes
back to an Arabic original, authored by a Carmelite. Teule discusses the Sitz im
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Leben of the Arabic original, focusing on the rationale behind the selection of
these conciliar documents.

Grigory Kessel's paper moves from the assumption that, just as in other
Christian traditions, reading played an important role in Syriac Christianity, but
that the development of reading practices within the Syriac Christian tradition
hasnot yet received the attention it deserves. Scholars of Syriac Christianity are
in a very fortunate position, as we have in our possession the actual products
that reflect the changes and developments that took place within the Syriac
monastic tradition from the sixth century onwards, namely, the miscellanies
(not only florilegia). Miscellanies were the main vehicle for the transmission
of monastic literature and were deemed essential for a monk’s spiritual for-
mation. In the earliest extant examples (dating to the sixth century) we can
already detect a feature that remains constant through time: each miscellany
has a unique combination of texts. Such collections of texts thus offer us a
unique glimpse into the Syriac monastic milieu of their day. They show us,
for example, which texts were given preference in copying and which texts fell
out of use after a period of circulation. Thanks to miscellanies, we can observe
clearly how Syriac monasticism was shifting from its admiration for the Byzan-
tine monastic tradition to the establishment of its own extensive corpus; most
of Syriac monastic literature, including translations of Greek patristic writings,
is preserved solely in monastic miscellanies. Kessel considers Syriac miscella-
nies containing ascetic texts as a source for the study of intellectual activity in
Syriac monasteries. He demonstrates some aspects of the significance of the
miscellanies for the study of Syriac literature by presenting as a case study the
works of Ephrem of Nisibis that can be found in the miscellanies. Traditionally,
Ephrem was known in both Byzantine and Syriac milieus not as the historical
Ephrem, the fourth-century author of cycles of madrashe, but as a solitary who
left the world and concentrated on permanent contrition for his sins. Indeed, a
close look at monastic miscellanies produced in different periods reveals that
the works transmitted by such miscellanies as Ephremian are in fact not by
Ephrem himself; they are rather pseudo-Ephremian. Ephrem’s authentic works
probably did not exercise any attraction for an audience that was entirely con-
centrated on ascetical questions.

Vittorio Berti’s paper vastly broadens the geographic scope of our investi-
gation and shows how far in space the Syriac practices of collection and com-
pilation reached. The Sogdian Christian manuscript E28 is a set of scattered
sheets and fragments discovered in Turfan which were reordered by scholars
through codicological and philological analysis. It can be defined as an East
Syriac monastic miscellany, although not a florilegium in the proper sense;
it collects entire works, which include lives of ancient solitaries, counsels for
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novices, and ascetical homilies. A Syriac manuscript containing precisely the
same texts is not extant; it is most likely that the Sogdian miscellany is an
original product of the Turfan Christian monastic community. The latter possi-
bility suggests that we pursue a comparative work on the most pertinent Syriac
manuscript tradition for each text collected in the Sogdian miscellany in order
to sketch the hypothetical Syriac library as it may have been known by these
Sogdian monks, the imagined audience, and the plausible context of use of the
book.

The present volume was inspired by and represents a development of an inter-
national workshop that was held in Venice between 30 January and 1 February
2020 and was organized by the ErRc-funded Starting Grant project “FLOS. Flo-
rilegia Syriaca: The Intercultural Dissemination of Greek Christian Thought in
Syriac and Arabic in the First Millennium cE”. It was the first such event entirely
devoted to practices of compilation of religious texts in the field of Syriac and
Christian Arabic studies. Both the workshop and this book are the first major
landmarks of the project towards the definition of a new phenomenology and
methodology of patristics in a broader Eurasian perspective, which was out-
lined earlier in this chapter using the fresh look offered by florilegia. Indeed,
we hope that the studies collected here will usher in a new season of research
on patristic anthologies and collections as intellectual artifacts and, thereby,
as creative laboratories of new religious knowledge, which transformed the
heritage of Greek patristic thought and brought it well beyond the spatial and
chronological limits of its original context.
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CHAPTER 2

An Unpublished Syriac Collection of the Old
Testament Testimonia against the Jews from the
Early Islamic Period

Sergey Minov

Introduction

Resorting to the Old Testament for apologetic and/or polemic engagement with
Jews and Judaism constituted an integral and, arguably, one of the most impor-
tant elements in the Christian repertoire of identity maintenance from the
very beginnings of the new religion. Among the earliest literary forms to be
deployed for such purposes were collections of scriptural testimonia, that is,
loosely organised and often thematically arranged lists of biblical quotations
that were meant to demonstrate the truth of Christianity vis-a-vis Judaism.!
Although the earliest specimens of this genre did not survive, there are still sev-
eral Greek collections of anti-Jewish testimonies, preserved from Late Antig-
uity and the Middle Ages.?

While the roots of this literary form lay in Greek-speaking milieux, the genre
of testimonia collections gained popularity among other Christian cultures as
well. When it comes to Syriac-speaking Christians, some scholars argued that
such collections were in use among them as early as the fourth or fifth century.?

1 One of the earliest systematic treatments of this genre was carried out by James Rendel Harris,
in his seminal monograph Testimonies (2 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916—
1920). For a more recent and balanced discussion, see Martin C. Albl, “And Scripture Cannot
Be Broken”: The Form and Function of the Early Christian Testimonia Collections (Supplements
to Novum Testamentum 96; Leiden: Brill, 1999).

2 See texts published in: Robert V. Hotchkiss, A Pseudo-Epiphanius Testimony Book (SBL Texts
and Translations, Early Christian Literature Series 1; Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1974);
Martin C. Albl, Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa. Testimonies against the Jews (sBL Writings from the
Greco-Roman World 8; Atlanta, Georgia: Society of Biblical Literature, 2004); Marc de Groote,
“Anonyma Testimonia Adversus Iudaeos: Critical Edition of an Antijudaic Treatise,” VChr 59
(2005): 315-336.

3 Cf. the suggestion regarding the author of the Teaching of Addai in Harris, Testimonies, 1:59;
and a more nuanced discussion of Aphrahat’s possible indebtedness to “a wider NT and early
Christian testimonia tradition” in Albl, And Scripture, 146-148. Cf. also hypothesis of Allison
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Even though such a possibility does not seem unlikely, no conclusive evidence
in that regard has been provided so far.

In this article, I am going to present and discuss a hitherto unpublished
and unstudied specimen of the testimonia literature in Syriac, which consti-
tutes the earliest preserved representative of the genre in this language. Enti-
tled Collection of demonstrations from the holy scriptures of the Old (Testament)
against the Jews and the rest of unbelievers, this work is attested in a single tex-
tual witness, manuscript London, British Library Add. 12154.* Dated by William
Wright approximately to the late eighth or early ninth century on the basis of
its handwriting, this manuscript was produced within a West Syrian milieu.
It contains an extended anthology of various texts, which include theological
works in defence of Miaphysite Christology and many extracts from works of
patristic authors, in Syriac or translated from Greek. The Collection appears on
fols. 201v—222", preceded by an excerpt from the Ecclesiastical History by John
of Ephesus and followed by a collection of the letters of George, Bishop of the
Arabs.

Below, I shall provide a summary of the Collection, followed by discussions
on its biblical profile and the work’s context and message, as well as its possible
relationship to the Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, an important anti-Jewish
composition from approximately the same period.> The complete Syriac text
of the Collection is presented in Appendix 1, followed by an index of scriptural
passages in Appendix 2.

1 Summary of the Collection

In this section, I shall offer a detailed summary of the Collection, based on the
complete Syriac text of the work. I present the composition’s general layout,
with all structurally relevant para- and intra-textual material translated into
English (in italics), and all quoted (or mentioned) scriptural passages, listed in
accordance with their sequence.

Peter Hayman regarding sources of the Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, mentioned below,
PP 41-42.

4 For a detailed description, see William Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British
Museum, Acquired since the Year 1838 (3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870—
1872), 2:976—-989.

5 Published by Allison P. Hayman, The Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew (2 vols.;
Csco 338-339, Scriptores Syri 152—153; Louvain: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1973).
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Title: Collection of demonstrations from the holy scriptures of the Old (Testa-
ment) against the Jews and the rest of unbelievers.

11 The first chapter: About (the fact) that the God of everything and Lord is indeed
declared and announced in the holy prophets in the Trinity of persons, that is, the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, as also we, Christians, believe and praise.

1.2 First, about the three holy persons together:

Gen 1:26, 3:22, 11:7, 18:1—23, 18:26, 18:32-19:3,% 19:12-13, 19:19—25; Exod 3:1-7,7
3:11-15, 31:1-3,8 3318-23,2 34:5-6, 34:8—9; Num 6:22—27;10 Deut 6:4; Ps 33:6,
67:7-8; Wis 8:3; Ezek 37:1; Isa 6:1-3.

1.24 In all these (testimonies), the three persons of the Holy Trinity are declared.
1.25 Again, about two persons:

Gen1:27, 51, 6:3,1119:24, 22:10-12,12 22:15-18, 31:11—-13; 1 Sam 12:3—5;13 Ps 56:11,
119:89, 130:5, 51:12—14,'* 143:10; Prov 30:4,'% 8:11—31;16 Joel 3:1;17 Mic 3:8; Isa
61:1, 63:14.

1.45 And it is on account of the Holy Trinity, indeed, that we have brought forward
these (testimonies) now; we may still find many like them, also among those that
are arranged below.

2.1 Chapter two: Allusive, i.e., more concealed prophecy about the coming of our
great Saviour, the one who is announced in the holy prophets.

A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About two persons.
A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the person of the Son, who is called God
and angel.
A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Holy Spirit.
A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Father and the Son.
10  Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About three persons.
11 Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About two (persons).
12 Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Son, who is called God and angel.
13 Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Son.
14  Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Spirit.
15  Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About Son.
16 Agloss by the same hand on the right margin: One that, in my thought, (is) about his exalted
incarnation.
17 Agloss by the same hand on the right margin: About the Spirit.
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Gen 49:8-12; Exod 4:13; Deut 18:15; Ps 8:5—7; Mic 5:1; Zech 6:12-13, 9:9-11;
Jer 23:5-6, 30:8—9, 33:20—21; Ezek 34:25, 37:23—24, 37:25, 21:32; Dan 2:34-35;
Isa 10:33—11:10, 28:16—17, 55:3-5, 61:1—3; Num 24:17.

2.22 Completed are also the (testimonies) of this chapter. However, these below
are the same and have the same meaning, and all of them together are, indeed,
bound and fastened one with another in the likeness of cords.

3.1 Chapter three: That that king and saviour, whose kingdom and salvation the
prophets have been announcing, is not only for the Jews but, indeed, generally and

equally for all people who accept him.

Gen 18:17-18, 22:8; Ps 2:8,18 72:6-19; Isa 42:6—9, 45:22—25, 49:5-6, 49:8—9,
55:4—5, 62:10-12; Zech g:10.

3.13 Completed is also this chapter.

4.1 Chapter four: That the one, whom the prophets announced that he would come
for salvation, is God, as also we, Christians, indeed, announce and believe.

Job19:25; Ps12:6, 80:2—4, 84:8, 94:1,144:5, 118:25—-27; 2 Chr 6:17-18; 1 Kgs 8:27;
Hos 10:12; Mic 1:2—3; Zeph 3:14-18; Bar 3:36-38; Ezek 44:1-3; Isa 7:10-14,
35:2—10, 40:3—5, 40:9—11, 46:12—13, 63:9.

4.22 Completed.

5.1 Chapter five: That this God the Saviour, who was prophesised by the prophets,
is the Son and Word of the Father, as also, indeed, say and confess we, Christians.

Ps 2:6-8, 43:3, 45:7-8, 57:4, 7211, 110:1—4; Zech 2:14-17; Isa 9:5-6, 48:12-16;
Sir 24:1-12, 24:19—29.

5.13 Completed.
6.1 Chapter six: That the one who was born from the Virgin Mary in Bethlehem
of Judaea, according to the prophecy of Jeremiah and Isaiah, that is to say, dur-

ing the time of the kingship of Augustus, Caesar of the Romans, is the Lord and
Saviour mentioned above, as also we, Christians, confess and hold.

18  Agloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the calling of the nations.
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Dan 9:24—26; Gen 49:10;!° Ps 89:4—5, 89:21, 89:29—38; Jer 33:17.
6.8 Completed are also the (testimonies) of this chapter, likewise in brief.
7.1 Chapter seven: Prophecy (that) concerns distinctly, that is. specifically, the
(actions) of the salvific dispensation of Christ, Our Saviour.
7.2 About his flight, that is to say, entrance to Egypt:
Isa19:1;
7.4 About his gentleness, and humility, and good deeds:
Isa 42:1—4, 52:13—53:7;
7.7. About that glorious entrance of his:2°
Gen 49:10-11; Zech 9:9; Ps 8:3;
7.11 About his handing over, that is arrest:
Ps 2:11-3; Wis 2:12—22; [sa 3:9-10; Ps 41:10, 109:1-9, 27:12; Zech 11:12-13, 13:7;
7.20 About what happened in the law court:
Mic 4:14; Isa 50:5-8; Jeremiah agraphon; Isa 53:7-12;
7.25 About his crucifixion:

Ezra agraphon; Ps 22:17-19, 69:22, 22:8—9; Amos 8:9—10; Zech 14:6-7, 12:9—-
10, 11:7—9;

7.34 About his burial:
Lam 4:20; Ps 41:8—9, 88:6; Gen 49:8—9;

19  The biblical verse is accompanied by the following explanation: As ke, indeed, calls king-
ship sceptre, while prophecy—lawgiver. And the Jews do not have these from the very time of
the coming of the eternal righteousness, Our Saviour Christ. The one, whose manifestation
both seals, that is cancels, the appearance of prophecy, and removed their governorship, as,
indeed, Angel Gabriel and the righteous Jacob said before.

20  Agloss by a different hand on the left margin: to Jerusalem.
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7.39 About his rising from the grave:

Ps 16:8-10, 68:2—4, 78:65—66, 118:21—24; Zech g:11; Isa 25:8—9, 26:1—4, 49:9,
42:7; Hos 6:1—2; Ps 12:6;

7.51 About his ascension to heaven:
Ps 24:7-10, 68:19, 47:6—10; Zech 13:6; Isa 63:1—6.

8.1 Chapter eight: About the rejection and repudiation of the nation that did not
accept Christ, and the election and calling of the nations that accepted him and
believed in him.

Ps 69:22—23;

8.3 Again, then, this is also demonstrated in that Psalm “O God of my praise, do
not be silent” (Ps 109:1), from its beginning until its end.

Hos 7:13-16, 9:7—17; Amos 5:21-27, 6:8, 9:1-5; Jer 14:11-12, 15:1—4, 18:11—13; [sa
1:10-16, 30:8-14, 65:2—7; Ezek 7:1-9, 15:1-16:3, 16:44—52, 22:17-18;

8.19 One can bring forward from the prophets all these and many other (testi-
mondies), and they demonstrate the rejection of the nation by God. Again, the great
prophet Moses also writes (things) that are similar to these in “Give ear, O heav-
ens, and Iwill speak” (Deut 32:1), the second ode of his.?' These demonstrate, then,
the election and calling of the nations:

Gen 17:5-7, 12:3, 26:4, 49:10; Ps 2:7-8, 72:8-11, 72:17, 22:31-32, 117:1-2, 98:2;
Zech 9:9-10; Isa 43:6—9, 8:16-18, 25:6, 26:1—4, 5411, 11:9-10, 42:1—4, 40:3-5,
45:21-24, 49:8—9, 51:4—5, 52:10, 55:4—5, 65:1, 65:8—-16, 65:22—24; Joel 3:1-5.

21 The reference is to Deut 32:1—43, which circulated as a separate unit included into the so-
called “Book of Odes’, often appended to the liturgical Psalters in Syriac (and some other)
traditions. For the text and discussion, see Heinrich Schneider, Willem Baars and Jiirgen
Ch.H. Lebram, The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshitta Version. Part 1v, fasc.
6: Canticles or Odes; Prayer of Manasseh; Apocryphal Psalms; Psalms of Solomon; Tobit; 1
(3) Esdras. General Preface (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972).
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Conclusion: These demonstrations have been gathered and laid out here from
the books of the holy prophets for the admonition of Jews and pagans. Although
there were many others that are suitable to be brought forward against them, yet
these that have been laid out will suffice. Completed are the testimonies.

2 Structure of the Collection

Before proceeding further, a caveat is in order regarding the use of the term
“author” and comparable terms in connection with our work. Establishing the
authorship of the Collection is made difficult, if nearly impossible, by the anony-
mous and atomistic, and thus easily changeable nature of the work itself. The
situation is made even more complicated by the fact that we do not know
whether its text in BL Add. 12154 is an autograph, so that the manuscript’s scribe
could be considered as the work’s author, or it was copied from an earlier tex-
tual witness. If the latter scenario is the case, we have no means to assess the
extent of the scribe’s agency in shaping both the form and the content of the
Collection as it appears in this manuscript. In light of all these considerations,
I employ the terms “author” and “compiler” in relation to our work only condi-
tionally, using them interchangeably in order to refer to the person responsible
for the form in which it appears in BL Add. 12154.

The text of the Collection encompasses 200 units with scriptural passages.
The compiler used a wide range of para- and intra-textual means to organise
this diverse material and thus make it accessible to readers.

First of all, he divided the whole work into eight thematic chapters dealing
with different major areas of anti-Jewish apologetics and polemics, which are
numbered (both in the text and on the margins) and introduced by rubricated
titles. In addition to that, in some chapters, such as 1 and 7, the compiler adds
short subtitles (some of them rubricated) to help the reader navigate them. Fur-
thermore, in some cases, he uses marginal notes to indicate the relevance of a
given passage with greater precision. Such notes abound especially in chapter1,
where different biblical passages are marked as referring to different persons of
the Trinity.

In rare instances, a biblical passage is accompanied by an elaborate explana-
tion of its relevance. For example, in the case of Gen 49:10 (6.3), the compiler
supplies this verse with an extended explication of its supersessionist meaning.

Most of the scriptural passages quoted in the Collection are introduced by
the name of the supposed author of the biblical book from which they come
or, if they follow a passage from the same book, by such phrases as again (1.20 et
passim), after a while (1.4 et passim), after many things (1.13,1.30) and after some
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things (1.27-1.29).22 Sometimes, a passage is introduced only by the name of
the book, as in Gen 17:5-7 (8.20): From the Creation. Most of these introductory
names and phrases are rubricated.

On some occasions, when a given biblical author was thought to produce
several compositions, the introductory phrase mentions his name together
with that of the specific book:

Gen 49:8 (2.2) Moses in the first book; from the blessing of Jacob the elder;
the two following passages, i.e., Exod 4:13 (2.3) and Deut
18115 (2.4), are introduced as In book two and In book five,
respectively;

Num 6:22—27 (1.17)  Moses in book four; the following passage, i.e., Deut 6:4
(118), is introduced as Again, in the Deuteronomy;

2Chr 617 (4.9) Solomon in the Book of Kings;

Prov 30:4 (1.39) Solomon in the Book of Proverbs;

Wis 2:12—22 (7.13) Solomon in the Great Wisdom;

Wis 8:3 (1.21) Solomon in the Proverbs;

Bar 3:36—-38 (4.14)  Jeremiah in the Epistle of Baruch.

On some occasions, the compiler introduces biblical passages using somewhat
more elaborate descriptions, as in the following cases:

Ps 89:4-5 (6.4) Again, then, David sings thus;
Jer 3317 (6.7) Jeremiah, then, says.

Sometimes, the introductory phrase ascribes a given passage not to the author
of the biblical book, but to the biblical protagonist who pronounced it:

Gen 49:8-7(7.38)  Jacob the patriarch;

Gen 49:10 (6.3) And these, again, the righteous Jacob confirms when he
was blessing Judah;

Gen 49:10-11(7.8)  The righteous Jacob;

Num 2417 (2.21) Balaam the soothsayer in book four of the Torah;

Dan 9:24-26 (6.2)  Angel Gabriel thus said to Daniel the prophet.

22 In most cases, attributions of the quoted passages to respective biblical books are cor-
rect. The only exception is the case of Wis 8:3 (1.21), wrongly introduced as Solomon in the
Proverbs.
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Most of the biblical passages quoted in the Collection are given in full. There
are, however, several instances when only the beginning of a relevant passage is
quoted, with a concluding comment added, as in the following cases: Gen 49:10
(8.23): and the rest; Ps 721 (5.6): the whole Psalm; Ezek 15:1-16:3 (8.16): and the
rest of the whole story that follows. The relevance of the whole Ps 109 is explained
in a separate sentence in 8.3, where only its first line is quoted.

On rare occasions, as in the case of Dan 9:24—26 (6.2), the scribe of the
manuscript marks a scriptural passage with the help of quotation marks, placed
in the right margin.

3 Scriptural Profile of the Collection

As mentioned above, the text of the Collection comprises 200 units with scrip-
tural passages.?2 Some of these proof-texts, however, occur more than once:
Gen 49:10 (6.3, 8.23); Ps 12:6 (4.3, 7.50); Isa 26:1—4 (7.46, 8.34), 40:3-5 (4.18, 8.38),
42:1-4 (7.5, 8.37), 49:8-9 (3.9, 8.40), 55:4—5 (3.10, 8.43). Accordingly, the number
of unique passages can be reduced to 193. It should be pointed out that there are
quite a few units whose biblical passages overlap to a greater or lesser degree,?*
but for the sake of convenience, I count such cases as separate.

The primary biblical text that underlies the Collection as a whole is that of the
Peshitta version.?> As one reads through the work, however, one comes across
numerous departures from the Peshitta text. After discarding cases of obvious
scribal mistakes,26 one can distinguish four main types of non-Peshitta material
in the Collection: (a) independent reworkings of the Peshitta text (3.1), (b) revi-
sions based on the Syro-Hexapla (3.2), (c) influence of other textual traditions
(3-3), and (d) extracanonical material (3.4). Here below, I provide examples
from all these groups. Except for the last one, they are by no means exhaustive
but serve to illustrate a broad range of textual choices made by the compiler of
the Collection.

23 For a complete list, see Index in Appendix 2.

24  Cf caseslike Gen 49:8-9 (7.38) and Gen 49:8-12 (2.2), Ps 69:22 (7.28) and Ps 69:22—23 (8.2),
Isa 45:21-24 (8.39) and Isa 45:22—25 (3.7), etc.

25  For the text of the Peshitta, I rely upon the Leiden edition: The Old Testament in Syriac

according to the Peshitta Version (18 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1966—2019).
26 Cf.Isa 62:10 (3.11): =e=als for s\
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3.1 Peshitta Reworked

Some of the digressions from the Peshitta version in the Collection could be
best understood to be an outcome of independent reworking of the Peshitta
text, carried out without making use of any alternative textual traditions. As an
example, the following cases can be singled out, in which the compiler (or his
source) rearranges original wording (3.1.1), adds explanatory material (3.1.2), or
abbreviates long original passages (3.1.3 and 3.1.4):27

3.1.1 Gen12:3

Coll. 8.21 ALY Aol (.m:ls VN ) ei:&\.m
Pesh. A0 I Kol pmla Ko aindua
3.1.2 Exod 3318

Coll.114 AARDAL 330 <ol “ra= im~a
Pesh. AARDAT 130w I
3.1.3 Dan 2:34—-35

Coll. 216 @m0 .~ms Ay <ia), 0 S\ s <acal duis
<l Aoy <aaa . <ian e mdaora ot el

i mla s o .ot <ia)) ham

Pesh. AL |<_'7A_§A @I s =y <aa A e duwa
~asar anordica.a), i haota ~acsaa hiax ,mal\i
iAo a0ma <KomIa KADOO KAand <Krula ~hia

< o hawnd ~uai i hamia <uox KA (ox

=51 <o)} hom <=l @wdusnr <aan com) sadrr

a3 ala dasn dl=a

3.1.4 1Sam 12:3-5
Coll.133 eoas 3mm= .<war dlor 01 KB o o d=al)) =l
(MUY o AAD MDA s 1D
Pesh. .MUX) I0A K10 DIAO 3D AIMD .0 QA0 I oD KM
(:éﬂ o .Sl (:nl o .53 (01 Kimasa . dioa o3 <iod
M5 s Miewo aar fam) (01 KL (0 o hdw
o =l A ml g laasoiar aa W) ais
Qa5 3M®. L 0m) N DI (A VI 0 ham a.hd
s cadmar< i s iy casas ymba el
AMDO @ IAa. oD

27  The non-Peshitta readings are highlighted in blue.
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3.2 Syro-Hexaplaric Revisions

The most prominent layer of non-Peshitta variants in the Collection is com-
prised by Syro-Hexaplaric material, derived from the Syriac translation of the
Greek text of the Septuagint carried out by the West Syrian scholar Paul of
Tella in the years 613-617.28 The extent of the use of Syro-Hexaplaric material
in the Collection varies considerably throughout different biblical passages. In
what follows, I provide only a sample of various uses of the Syro-Hexapla in the
Collection and not a complete list. These cases could be divided into three sub-
groups, in accordance with the extent to which the compiler reworked the orig-
inal Peshitta text based on the Syro-Hexapla. Thus, the first subgroup (3.2.1-8)
includes cases of a modest reworking, when Syro-Hexaplaric variants supplant
only a few forms in the Peshitta text. The second subgroup (3.2.9-13) encom-
passes cases of a more thorough reworking. Finally, the third subgroup (3.2.14
and 3.2.15) presents instances where the compiler gives whole passages accord-
ing to the Syro-Hexaplaric version, with or without significant changes.?%

3.2.1 Ps12:6
Coll. 4.3 e 1157 KAoIa AAmsy <hasar W\ =
Pesh. e RT3y AaIa Kmsy s A\ =
Syro-Hex. . ARy R da sy fhasar A\ =

3.2.2 Ps 43:3
Coll. 5.3 NIILa LKima) fax
Pesh. NHAUTL®a NImAY Tar
Syro-Hex. vsé.m IO NTDAI Tax

3.2.3 Ps 45:7
Coll. 5.4 ~pax <dhowida ar asals ola) wmle vl <aviaa
.v\l.m n’&m.;\.:zm
Pesh. ~par ara dar asls xls) <mlen ouawias
ndhaal=ny
Syro-Hex. <\ar <dhawida \ar .<=lsy =l wwle vamias
.u\é\cul:zm

28  For the text of the Syro-Hexapla, I use the following editions: Antonio Maria Ceriani,
Codex syro-hexaplaris Ambrosianus photolithographice editus (Monumenta sacra et pro-
fana ex codicibus praesertim Bibliothecae Ambrosianae 7; Mediolani: Impensis Biblio-
thecae Ambrosianae, 1874); Willem Baars, New Syro-Hexaplaric Texts: Edited, Commented
upon and Compared with the Septuagint (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1968).

29  Readings that reflect Syro-Hexaplaric variants are highlighted in blue.
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3.2.4 Ps 69:22

Coll. 8.2 e 310,11 a0y ases
Pesh. . @31 8\ aaas asms
Syro-Hex. e AT ,\ax <anys asms
3.2.5 Isa 65:8

Coll. 8.45 o s wdlas 5 uadiesos W GBI IR <am
Pesh. o angns dula), Kuadry ve LI K Kam

Syro-Hex. ... dazcas ~dlas s sadirdin = oo .1 0 am

3.2.6 Isa 65:22

Coll. 8.46 iy AL LI KRS e wana mddey A\
Pesh. LT LI K6 e ey mdndsy A\
Syro-Hex. A s hds < 30muny Khmads W\ ne
3.2.7 Ps 69:22
Coll. 7.28 s Unr < pmesa LTI e <anrs asms
Pesh. Masnr s podda i1z dlasss asms
Syro-Hex. s paunr e L emesa i e <anrs asmsa
3.2.8 Ezek 34:25a
Coll. 212 ¢ <&xrs <dhaus 1000 ~=alry <osdus word muow
A
Pesh. e <hus <haws A\ o~a ~=a\ry <o Lam) miowa
A
Syro-Hex. ¢=n ~dxad ~ax héus 30aca ~alry <odus woxd xuo
A

3.2.9 Jer 23:5-6
Coll.29 ~dusa= box) MONG (LIZ DY eh Chmds <o
A ~daosno <L anso S ladmia <Al u\é:uo .~ ahaosm
Auad 1s i Lirimao L roms 0iadu mdindas i
.(L: ~AHansm <150 ,maLs 10T A <Sar. AIma
Pesh. ~ueoe Bod JNKe LGim AN el Chmds <o
~dhansma <y xas3a ladmia haal=s V\l:zua ~&ansny
aima =alys < Liima<a <rams 0iadu ymamais.~ais
oM <210 miainly mav

30  In the scribal apparatus on the margins of Codex Ambrosianus, an explanatory gloss is
added: =a\se e Qm <o,
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Syro-Hex.

3.2.10
Coll. 2.11

Pesh.

Syro-Hex.

3.2.11
Coll. 714

Pesh.

Syro-Hex.

3.2.12
Coll. 2.5

MINOV

~dusam 1oy OO LI Y e Ch=d <o
AL ~dhansna <L ansvia - laduia <Al vxé:uo ~dhosm
aa i) Liimea cr0ms S0 mley dhdas i

3L <inis oMo 10 ;masialy am mlsy oar KIma.laad

Jer 33:20—21
Ly casdhtar all aml Lodu pasars (< .oim i wlm
A e\ S Jin <osdieio s oy @
oo Ly Kosdis A Loamioys <lla s Loama
V\l:.\:m ~io @\ ~amy s .-.ﬂv::&\&\ »ian. waxl qeomoen
.amiaa s
visar aljaml Ladu pears (¢ im i <am
.a0mioys a\\a K= oo Ay <a\ls yisara s
<~ @ <o Ay A\ odu sxos waxd dalsen ssue A
.mamiaa As u\é_“zun
s Ly odur cadu pl\am L i i wlm
~e0mly 1oys o s amy Ax.al Ly ~<oduna
~ami <y ey <aas oy o .-.llv::&\&\ oy <odun dua o
onlay palaih A U\l’l’lﬂ <o m)

Isa 3:9-10
ebmals Laim ~ris <alm aslsdies A\ > .Lamxas a
~<osm) ,mas o) 01 1a .S Asds camras) caia
comain S <am A= ) smadur axs s W\ =
.::)v ~osn) 01 . =xas Asds -o\m& DI ‘o\m:&.ﬂ »Q
-c\\lmﬂ Q@M. i Im .llv;m
1 eamls L <o <als aslsdies A\ > camren) ;0
amadure (.X ~>ume sy l)v:z) <o ML) ot
edlar) Lambiy assy el fiooea

Ps 8:5—7

) M oy 1o o cm) du 1asdions ~i1a\ >

smsdlla inssa usars add= (=9 w3 Ao medies

daony Ao .V\Ln LY AN ._r.\\mh AL ,muduna
amal\(F dund

31 The alternative reading t3..:1 ~&ansm for the two last words is given in the scribal appa-
ratus on the margins of Codex Ambrosianus.
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Pesh.

Syro-Hex.

3.2.13
Coll. 5.7

Pesh.

Syro-Hex.

3.2.14
Coll. 717
Pesh.

Syro-Hex.

3.2.15
Coll. 4.21

Syro-Hex.

Ao ,m.a&\"ls:: soLAInar YD ymudiaidhey iny\ >
yasdllr<o soudal s ~usarse <inss ~akds o>

.,cr.mk'i dundh S Ao Wy Kaaso
RO mio o cm) dur WwIhior UK 1o ,madu KA
~uoars a2 oz o smedies @) du ador
uRr s camla AN ,eudisuo~o sesdlla <ioswa

cnlan AN\ F dusd dansy )ou:aL's.V\Ln

Ps 110:1—4
IO I Sl A W) od wi) i e
O LI <rass i o -V‘(‘k;-‘ ~xoaa U'\.I::'ALJ
1@ s Al asala s de s A\Mdeda Llame o
e iy Khdns s b fhardluer maus <haiesd
o1 Ao Limm o ndals “m\ @) asas po <o
.omalsy mmal) Y wls\ <imaa am dues
ORI I T D W) od il i i
e iz I arasa ilos aad\(H <roas vaasds o
~KSN0uo <uar=n wnoAs. Wm:n&u A .373&\:.!0 eQama
.u\&\n\.n\’ =aly) v\l IO (0 A DI (0 KLIAD 5 TIMD s
miamas nal ~imaa am dus o1 <o i <
.oraal>oy
MO AW HuZ (D o Sy i) i e
AN vsé sy <\ ax .u\.nl\;in ~xysoaa v\e_-a_-nl;_-»
O AC TR L 2. PR ERRVA W R T
A 11 am iy . Caddu o (i s dals Ko

orual=y mmal, Kere ala

Ps 27:12
) e dhalas Sl o - ~<las ~adao A\ asaos Alv:z)
~as a\l>a <ibary <adw s asaor A\ =
) e whalar S\ qo das <rdw s asaor A\ =

Isa 63:932
e £1A L0 am A e Ao e &
eIK D10r 5i am A . ~ards o b <

32  This verse is absent from the Masoretic version of Isaiah and, thus, from the Peshitta.
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As to what concerns the appearance of Syro-Hexaplaric material in the Col-
lection, it is not clear whether it was introduced by its compiler or by the
source(s), from which he might have used to excerpt biblical passages. If the
compiler of the work was identical with the scribe of the manuscript BL Add.
12154, then the former scenario could find a confirmation in the fact that on one
occasion we come across a case when a gloss with Syro-Hexaplaric material was
added on the margin by the same hand as the main text: in Isa 65:2—7 (8.14) the
Syro-Hexaplaric variant s aiar< glosses the Peshitta reading sax=are.

Furthermore, in most instances of the revision based on the Syro-Hexaplaric
version, the reason for the compiler’s preference for these readings is not imme-
diately apparent. Only in rare cases does one seem to be able to grasp the rea-
soning behind these textual changes. Thus, in the case of Ps 69:22 (8.2), quoted
above in example 7, the change of the Peshitta reading ,&\aar~e=, “my food”
to the Syro-Hexaplaric »\sx =anx, “my drink” was made, most likely, in order
to bring the biblical prophecy into a closer agreement with the New Testament
narrative, where Jesus is said to be offered “to drink wine vinegar mixed with
gall” before his crucifixion.33

3.3 Other Textual Traditions

Furthermore, there are several instances of the non-Peshitta readings in the
Collection that do not fall into the two previous categories. Whereas sometimes,
as in cases 3.3.1-3, their origin can be reconstructed, even if tentatively, in sev-
eral other instances (3.3.4-6), it is more difficult to establish it with certainty.

3.3.1 Gen 49:10
Coll. 8.23 ~==vax Hyemal\ § dus R <10IDN0 KI0Ms ¢ 0 <IsT 1N =\
AaiLya. s casoy mla.<dhasl=n ,m mlaas & <&y
Pesh. 2mal\(7 dus > <ioiama .<roms o par ms <A
AN, L aam) mlo.,cp R = ~ A o
Syro-Hex. .calsx &\ A =0 (1030 o . rams o <ari aqy
~ASaa 3 aaam ama .l o (.Jm t..&u{\n <o

While the reading ~xs+ is not attested among the textual variants of the
Peshitta or Syro-Hexapla, it may be a result of the corruption of the read-
ing ~x,3, found in some textual witnesses of the Syro-Hexapla version of

33  Le. Matt 27:34. The Peshitta version: =w&ii=as Nalva s <&y ) aseno; ed.
George A. Kiraz, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels: Aligning the Sinaiticus, Cure-
tonianus, Peshittd and Harklean Versions (4 vols.; New Testament Tools and Studies 21.1—4;
Leiden: EJJ. Brill, 1996), 1:436.
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Genesis.34 It should be added that this reading and the addition of the noun
~&aal= after the phrase o em\saxset this quotation of Gen 49:10 apart from
units 6.3 and 7.8, where it appears in its standard Peshitta form.

3.3.2 Ps 69:27

Coll. 8.2 35, 51003 =oa A aamarca
Pesh. =L\ o1 moa A\ aamara
Syro-Hex. aamare sy whaldar o Axa

The readings »& 1=, “my bruises/wounds” and ,h=ax., “my sores” of the Col-
lection reflect ultimately the Greek variant tpavpudtwv nov, which appears in
place of Tpavpati®v gov in some textual witnesses of the Septuagint version
of Psalms.26 Moreover, this biblical verse is quoted in this form in works of
some Greek exegetes from Late Antiquity, as, for example, in the correspond-
ing section of the Commentary on Psalms by Theodore of Mopsuestia: xai éni to
dkyos T@V Tpaupdtwy pov mpoaédxav.3” What is noteworthy about the appear-
ance of these readings in the Collection is the fact that its compiler for some
reason decided not to use the semantically close rendering ,\sx ~&ala., “my
wounds” of the Syro-Hexapla, but chose instead to integrate the Septuagint
material by resorting to some other source. At this point, it is difficult to say
whether he did that by relying directly on some Greek work, such as Theodore’s
Commentary, or based on some Syriac intermediary.38

3.3.3 Isa 42:4

Coll. 8.37 ce01nm) K= moarlo IS Ay Tty KA

Pesh. o) hi moamilo A ids (a3 ey oA

Syro-Hex. ==asas. mlay ==ax s o <y =i AN mucon =soas
e 010

34  See Baars, New Syro-Hexaplaric Texts, 67.

35  The form is glossed on the margin with: ;v=nax.x.

36  SeeAlfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta Societatis Scientiarum Gottingensis, x: Psalmi cum Odis (Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931), 194. David Taylor has suggested, in a private corre-
spondence, that the gloss ;&v=ndx.x was added in order to warn the reader not to confuse
the form ;i with its homograph meaning “my (female) companions”.

37  Ed. Robert Devreesse, Le commentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur les Psaumes. I-LXXX
(Studi e Testi g3; Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1939), 457. Cf. also
Athanasius of Alexandria, Expos. in Ps. (PG 27, col. 312), and Theodoret of Cyrus, Comm. in
Ps. (PG 80, col. 1409).

38  Unfortunately, the relevant section of the Syriac version of Theodore’s Commentary has
not survived.
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Matt 12:20-21 Cur3? <=an. m=axla -~dhaay <Ly poy <o
«01am)y

In this case, the second part of the biblical verse, which diverges significantly
from the Peshitta version, can be understood as a result of the reworking of its
Syro-Hexaplaric counterpart. On the other hand, however, this reading coin-
cides entirely with the quotation of Isaiah 42:4 found in the Old Syriac (Cure-
tonian) version of Matt 12:20—21.

3-3-4 Joel 3:5

Coll. 8.47 o) 10y mar iy laa
Pesh. Ready iy mar <ind laa
Syro-Hex. D108 103 mar <indy lay <amia

3.3.5 Job1g:25

Coll. 4.2 Rdh a i IS dh1usa.am e 10018 K A
Pesh. AR i AN “aamsa am e s00iar IR A A
Syro-Hex. Ax. ;133033 wdina ad ymadu ~aam A ny\ A< A

A

3.3.6 Bar 3:36—38
Coll. 414 ~=»io< @la sar<y .m=s D arsduy o Lol am
o0 .mxsan A~imedla . maas. sansa) momsa <ales
@A <ruis maa swdie i A
Pesh. m1i> 1a) arsdu <o .mam 1) e o @l am
sanss) momaa .&hTaany <ouiod mla sar<y am e
A&\r{ i A .(.Am o N0 .mauns Liola .o
MA@ KN 1o dusaswdia
Syro-Hex. la sar< .mdia)l dise arsdy < .y ol am <w
o Liimala mlsy aas sanss) dmomea et ~uiar
~awArd KYuinsa e i AL <am 1o misn s

.u@m&\r(

While the version of the Collection is best understood as a result of the revi-
sion of the Syro-Hexaplaric text, it features several readings that cannot be
explained either on the basis of the Syro-Hexapla or that of the Peshitta. In
that regard, a particular problem is posed by the rendering of 636v émiotiuyg as
~=alxy ~asiar, and IopemA 16 Nyomuéve O adtod as mxsin Lsimsre.

39  Ed.Kiraz, Comparative Edition, 1:161.



AN UNPUBLISHED SYRIAC COLLECTION 37

3.3.7 2 Chr 6:17-18
Coll.4.9 duriz :al 1o aan) Moy, s wale e
LS ns i ml sy
Pesh. na ha s Larssmdn Liimss fml isn liasa
i L haismon .l)v:n SAras. o o)l S\l
i AN L msas s mduaar
LXX xail vdv, xdpte 6 Bedg IopamA, mioTwbiTw 81 T pud oov, 8 EAdANTOS TO
moudi gov @ Aawid. 8t el dANBAS xartonchoel Bedg uetd avBpwmwy et

TS YAS;

Unfortunately, the complete text of the Syro-Hexaplaric version of 2 Chronicles
has not survived,*® which makes it difficult to assess a possible dependence of
the compiler of the Collection on it in this case. Comparison with the Peshitta
version and with that of the Septuagint shows that the version of the Collection
stands closer to the latter. However, several peculiarities, such as the addition of
the noun ~a\> after yo~, and the absence of the names “Israel” and “David”
in the first verse, raise the question to what extent and on which basis the com-
piler reworked the Syro-Hexaplaric text of this passage, if that was, indeed, his
primary source.

At the conclusion of this section, a word should be said about one possi-
ble source of non-Peshitta and non-Hexaplaric material that might have been
available to the compiler of the Collection, namely the corpus of biblical trans-
lations produced by the West Syrian scholar Jacob of Edessa at the beginning of
the eighth century.#! Unfortunately, most of his surviving translations, i.e. those
of the Pentateuch, Ezekiel, Isaiah, and Daniel, are still unpublished, which
makes it challenging to assess the likelihood of their influence on our work.
At this point, I will limit myself to merely observing that in the two cases when
biblical passages from the Collection find their counterpart in the published
corpus of Jacob’s translations, they do not exhibit any recognisable traces of
influence from it. These are the very abbreviated version of 1Sam 12:3-5 (1.33),42

40  For surviving passages thad do not include our verses, see Baars, New Syro-Hexaplaric
Texts, 115—128.

41 See Alison Salvesen, “La version de Jacques d’Edesse;” in LAncien Testament en syriaque
(ed. F. Briquel-Chatonnet and P. Le Moigne; Es 5; Paris: Geuthner, 2008), 121-140; Alison
Salvesen, “Jacob of Edessa’s Version of Scripture in Relation to His Exegetical Interests,” in
Le sacre scritture e le loro interpretazioni; lenciclopedia dei fratelli della purita (ed. C. Baf-
fioni et al.; Orientalia Ambrosiana 4; Milano: Biblioteca Ambrosiana / Roma: Bulzoni,
2015), 239—254.

42 For the corresponding section in the Syriac text of Jacob’s version, see Alison Salvesen,
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and the extended quote from the Wisdom of Solomon, i.e., 2:12—22 (7.13).#3 The
latter passage seems to be better understood as a result of the reworking of the
Peshitta text based on the Syro-Hexaplaric version.

3.4 Extracanonical Material

Finally, I should mention two cases of scriptural proof-texts in the Collection,
which fall outside the canon of the Old Testament in Syriac tradition, even
understood broadly in its most extended version, as in some manuscripts of
the Peshitta,** namely the agrapha transmitted under the names of Jeremiah
(7.23) and Ezra (7.26). Besides the Collection, both these passages appear in sev-
eral other Syriac works: the Syriac version of the Acts of Sylvester, dated to the
sixth century,*> the already mentioned Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, and
the anti-Jewish treatise by the West Syrian polemicist Dionysius bar Salibi (12th
c.).*6 In order to make easier a comparison between them, I provide below the
Syriac text and the translation of three out of four versions for each of the

agrapha in a synoptic form and discuss their origin and mutual relationship
briefly.4”

The Books of Samuel in the Syriac Version of Jacob of Edessa (Monographs of the Peshitta
Institute Leiden 10; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 34.

43 A Syriac fragment containing Jacob’s version of Wis 2:12—24 was published by Willem
Baars, “Ein neugefundenes Bruchstiick aus der syrischen Bibelrevision des Jakob von
Edessa,” Vetus Testamentum 18:4 (1968): 548-554.

44 On the Old Testament canon in the Syriac tradition, see Jean-Claude Haelewyck, “Le canon
de 'Ancien Testament dans la tradition syriaque (manuscrits bibliques, listes canoniques,
auteurs),” in LAncien Testament en syriaque (ed. F. Briquel-Chatonnet and P. Le Moigne;
ES 5; Paris: Geuthner, 2008), 141-172; Edmon L. Gallagher and John D. Meade, The Biblical
Canon Lists from Early Christianity: Texts and Analysis (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2017).

45  Translated into Syriac from Greek, it is preserved embedded in Pseudo-Zachariah’s Eccle-
siastical History, composed after 569 CE. On the Syriac version of the Acts, see Victor Rys-
sel, “Syrische Quellen abendlédndischer Erzahlungsstoffe: 1v. Die Silvesterlegende,” Archiv

fur das Studium der neueren Sprachen und Literaturen 95 (1895): 1-54; Annunziata Di
Rienzo, “Gli Actus Silvestri nella tradizione in lingua siriaca: il testimone contenuto nel
manoscritto BL Add 12 174,” Adamantius 22 (2016 ): 328—348; Annunziata Di Rienzo, “Pope
Sylvester: How to Create a Saint. The Syriac Contribution to the Sylvestrian Hagiography,”
in Syriac Hagiography: Texts and Beyond (ed. S. Minov and F. Ruani; Texts and Studies in
Eastern Christianity 20; Leiden: Brill, 2021), 13-134.

46 See paragraph 6.2; ed. Rifaat Y. Ebied, Malki Malki and Lionel R. Wickham, Dionysius Bar
Salibr’s Treatise Against the Jews: Edited and Translated with Notes and Commentary (Texts
and Studies in Eastern Christianity 15; Leiden: Brill, 2020), 94-97.

47  Ido not include the version of Dionysius bar Salibi because it comes considerably later
than the Collection and, thus, has less relevance for the current discussion. It should be
pointed out, however, that these two passages in Dionysius’ treatise exhibit much greater
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3.4.1 Jeremiah Agraphon
Coll. 7.23 <5100 daiard mad) el Koda KM AN L Lan i
.Rim = duam
Acts of Syv*®  =am ==any . ~ain 0 ) o ~oda llasa
A Mmoo aam (.n.n.;:z\:no<>.,o\m.\3v.u1 ~<oda s\ e
.~mala —m s <asas) duam . ~aie
Disp.1.16,18%° médlacmy ~oda 1< =i odas Madisoaa
duam I I smodhi=ora (L) aia m <
RIm san ) ~asay

Coll. 7.23 “Jeremiah: This people surrounded me (with) the thorns of their
sins, and I have become a laughing-stock to this people.”

Acts of Sylv. “And (prophesying) that the crown of thorns would be put on
him, Jeremiah says: This people put upon me the thorns of their
sins. ...y And that they mocked him, Jeremiah says: I have
become a derision and laughing-stock to this people.

Disp.116,18:50  “And (prophesying) that he would be crowned with thorns,
Jeremiah said: (With) the thorns of its transgressions this peo-
ple surrounded me. {...» And (prophesying) that he would be
mocked, Jeremiah said: I have become a laughing-stock to this

people.
3.4.2 Ezra Agraphon®!
Coll.7.26 e caanay o) <oy ver ad e <
~alds adhaasn <y s ooy “hans TR I

M&alr < <o Ay
Acts of Sylv.52 1 110d DT . IV adms o0 oo A 2l w=a

cOQIN L0 3 L QA0 LD (AT QAADK Kerd o\
Ay S\ddiws pduamo bl c<an p TNy -BT-]
~<Mmao

textual affinity with those of the Collection than with their counterparts in the Acts of
Sylvester and Sergius’ Disputation, which makes one consider seriously the possibility that
Dionysius made use of the Collection while compiling his anti-Jewish work.

48 Ed. Ernest W. Brooks, Historia ecclesiastica Zachariae Rhetorivulgo adscripta (4 vols.; csco
Syr. 111.5-6; Louvain: Typographeo Reipublicae, 1919-1924), 1:75.

49  Ed. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:3—4.

50  Trans. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:4-5.

51 [highlighted in blue readings that distinguish the version of the Collection from both the
Acts and the Disputation.

52 Ed. Brooks, Historia ecclesiastica, 1:75,.
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Coll. 7.26 “Ezra: You (pl.) have bound me not as the father, the one who

brought you out from the land of Eqypt. By crying before the seat
of the judge, you (sg.) humiliated me; you (sg.) delivered me to be
hung upon the tree.

Acts of Sylv.  “And (that) he would be crucified upon the tree by the Jews, Ezra

says: You (pl.) have bound me not asyour father, who delivered you
from the land of Eqypt. When you (pl.) were crying before the seat
of the judge, you (sg.) handed me over and humiliated me, so that
I had been hung upon the tree.

Disp.117°*  “And (prophesying) that he would be crucified, Ezra said: You

bound me not as the Father, who delivered you from the land of
Egypt. When (you) were crying before the seat of the judge, you
humiliated me; you delivered me up to be hung upon the tree.”

The Jeremiah agraphon, which originated, possibly, as an expansion of Jer

4:3,%% has a complicated textual history. Among its earliest attestations are
the Latin and, derived from it, Greek versions of the Acts of Sylvester, where
it appears among other scriptural proof-texts in the part describing a debate
between Pope Sylvester and the Jews of Rome.56 Later on, one finds it in works
by some Latin and Greek writers.5? Similarly to the Jeremiah agraphon, the
Ezra agraphon is found embedded in the Latin and Greek versions of the Acts
of Sylvester.58 1t also appears in some anti-Jewish works from Late Antiquity,

53
54
55
56

57

58

Ed. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:4.

Trans. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:4-5.

For a discussion, see Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:10%—11%.

For the Latin text, see Tessa Canella, Gli Actus Silvestri: genesi di una leggenda su Costantino
imperatore (Uomini e mondi medievali 7; Spoleto: Fondazione Centro italiano di studi
sull'alto Medioevo, 2006), 286; for the Greek text, see Frangois Combefis, lllustrium Christi
martyrum lecti triumphi, vetustis Grecorum monumentis consignati (Paris: A. Bertier,
1660), 300.

For the former, see Isidore of Seville, De fide catholica 1.31.2 (PL 83, col. 482); for the lat-
ter, see the History by George Cedrenos (11th c.), who quotes the Acts of Sylvester (PG 121,
col. 525).

For the Latin text, see Canella, Gli Actus Silvestri, 286; for the Greek text, see Combefis,
Hlustrium Christi martyrum, 301. See also discussion by Hayman, Disputation of Sergius,
2m*-13%,
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namely the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila (10.24, 27),5° and in some apoc-
ryphal compositions, such as some versions of 5 Ezra (1:32a—c).50

The textual differences between the three versions of both agrapha are sig-
nificant enough to make it difficult to claim a direct dependence of the Collec-
tion upon the two other works. This is especially manifest in the case of the Ezra
agraphon, the text of which features several readings that set it apart from its
counterpart in the Acts as well as in the Disputation. One can think of several
explanations for this discrepancy. One solution would be to pose a hypotheti-
cal intermediary source, upon which the compiler of the Collection and Sergius
depended. For example, in his analysis of the relationship between the Dispu-
tation of Sergius and the Acts of Sylvester, Allison Peter Hayman comes to the
conclusion that the former did not depend directly upon the Syriac version of
the Acts, but used the Syriac translation of a collection of scriptural testimonia
instead, upon whose Greek version the compiler of the Acts depended in his
turn.®! Another way to account for the particular form of the two agrapha in
the Collection, which does not necessarily exclude Hayman’s approach, would
be to put greater emphasis on the editorial agency of its compiler, which we
have already seen at work in the free-hand manner of his handling the Peshitta
and Syro-Hexaplaric material.

4 The Collection and the Disputation of Sergius the Stylite

One more issue to be discussed in connection with the selection of scrip-
tural proof-texts found in the Collection is that of its possible relationship
to the Disputation against a Jew ascribed to Sergius the Stylite, which repre-
sents, arguably, the most important Syriac anti-Jewish composition from the
early Islamic period. Composed approximately during the same period as our
work,62 this extended anti-Jewish treatise likewise encompasses a considerable
amount of scriptural material.53 As mentioned above, in his analysis of bibli-

59  Ed. William Varner, Ancient Jewish-Christian Dialogues: Athanasius and Zacchaeus, Simon
and Theophilus, Timothy and Aquila (Studies in the Bible and Early Christianity 58; Lewis-
ton: Edwin Mellen, 2004), 162-163.

60  For a discussion, see Theodore A. Bergren, Fifth Ezra: The Text, Origin and Early History
(SBL Septuagint and Cognate Studies 25; Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1990), 62—64,
131-133.

61  For a discussion, see Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:21°—22%.

62  According to its editor, the work was composed during the eighth century; see Hayman,
Disputation of Sergius, 1:3%.

63  About 300 passages according to Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:6*. For a discussion of
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cal and extracanonical passages in the Disputation, Allison Hayman concludes
that, besides the Bible, its author relied upon a supposedly existing Syriac ver-
sion of a collection of biblical anti-Jewish testimonia that was originally com-
posed in Greek.64

Given the large amount of scriptural material used by the authors of both
the Collection and the Disputation, one might expect a certain overlap between
the two sets of biblical proof-texts. However, a closer analysis of this material
reveals significant discrepancies between the two compositions.

To begin with, there is a considerable difference in the range of biblical pas-
sages quoted by the two authors. Thus, out of 193 scriptural proof-texts incorpo-
rated in the Collection, only 16 appear in the Disputation,55 51 appear in a partial
form,%¢ and 126 are completely absent.5”

When it comes to the range of biblical sources used in the two works, the
Collection includes passages from the following books that are not represented
in the Disputation: Proverbs, Joel, Micah and Zephaniah. On the opposite side,
the Disputation quotes from or alludes to the following books, not found in the
Collection: Leviticus, Joshua, Judges, 2 Samuel, 1Kings, 1 Chronicles, Nehemiah,
Ecclesiastes, Habbakuk, Haggai, 4 Ezra, 2 and 4Maccabees.

biblical material in the Disputation, see also Allison P. Hayman, “The Biblical Text in the
Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew,” in The Peshitta: Its Use in Literature and
Liturgy. Papers Read at the Third Peshitta Symposium (ed. R.B. ter Haar Romeny; Mono-
graphs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 15; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 77-86.

64  Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:21"—22*. On p. 25,* she suggests that this collection
existed in Syria as early as the fifth century. Cf. also the discussion on pp. 30*-32*.

65 Gen 1:26, 6:3, 19:24, 2218; Deut 6:4; Job 19:25; Ps 33:6, 72:17, 88:6, 119:89; Isa 191, 62:10-12,
65:2—7; Zech 9:9; Jer agraph.; Ezra agraph.

66 Gen 18:1-23, 18:26, 18:32—19:3, 19:19—25, 22:10-12, 22:15-18, 49:8—9, 49:8-12, 49:10-11; Exod
31-7, 3:11-15, 34:5—6, 34:8—9; Ps 2:1-3, 2:6-8, 2:7-8, 16:8—-10, 22:17-19, 24:7-10, 41:8—9, 47:6—
10, 72:6-19, 72:8-11, 78:65-66, 109:1—-9, 110:1—4, 118:25—27; [sa 1:10-16, 7:10—14, 8:16-18, 10:33—
11:10, 11:9-10, 28:16-17, 35:2—10, 40:3—5, 48:12—16, 49:5-6, 52:13-53:7, 53:7—12, 55:3—5, 611,
61:1-3, 65:8-16; Ezek 15:1-16:3; Dan 2:34—35, 9:24—26; Amos 8:9-10, Zech 9:9-10, 9:9-11, 12:9—
10; Bar 3:36—38.

67 Gen 1:27, 3:22, 51, 1117, 12:3, 17:5—7, 181718, 19:12—-13, 26:4, 31:11-13, 49:10; Exod 4213, 31:1-3,
33:18—23; Num 6:22—27, 24:17; Deut 18:15; 1Sam 12:3-5; 1Kgs 8:27; 2 Chr 6:17; Ps 2:8, 8:3, 8:5—
7,12:6, 22:8—9, 22:31-32, 27:12, 41:10, 43:3, 45:7-8, 51:12—14, 56:11, 57:4, 67:7-8, 68:2—4, 68:19,
69:22, 72:1, 80:2—4, 84:8, 89:4—5, 89:21, 89:29—38, 941, 98:2, 117:1-2, 118:21-24, 130:5, 143:10,
144:5; Prov 8:11—31, 30:4; Isa 3:9-10, 6:1-3, 9:5—6, 25:6, 25:8—9, 26:1—4, 30:8—14, 40:9—11, 42:1—
4, 42:6-9, 4217, 43:6—9, 45:21—24, 45:22—25, 46:12-13, 49:8—9, 49:9, 50:5-8, 51:4-5, 52:10, 541,
55:4—5, 63:1-6, 63:9, 63:14, 651, 65:22—24, 69:22—23; Jer 14:11-12, 15:1—4, 18:11-13, 23:5—6, 30:8—
9, 33117, 33:20—21; Lam 4:20; Ezek 7:1-9, 16:44-52, 21:32, 22:17-18, 34:25, 3711, 37:23—24, 37:25,
441-3; Hos 6:1-2, 71316, 9:7-17, 10:12; Joel 31, 3:1-5; Amos 5:21-27, 6:8, 9:1-5; Mic 1:2-3,
3:8, 4114, 51; Zeph 3:14-18; Zech 2:14-17, 6:12-13, 9110, 9:11, 11:7—-9, 11:12-13, 13:6, 13:7, 14:6-7;
Sir 24:1-12, 24:19—29; Wis 2:12—22, 8:3.
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Furthermore, even in cases of several biblical passages that are shared by
both works, one can observe a certain degree of textual dissimilarity. In most
of such cases the version of the Disputation stays closer to the Peshitta text,
whereas the Collection diverges from it to a greater degree:

41 Deut 6:4
Coll.118 am 1 (LI el LIz i Ay
Disp. 1.2 am 1 i Kol i i A e

4.2 Job 19:25
Coll. 4.2 i i AN A 1aoa.0m s 20018 I At <A
Disp.1.4 LA\ &> =air AN ~aamso am e 001y K A IR

4.3 Ps 33:6
Coll.119 eomla m=naay ~»0in0 .~a=ar A Hisox mdlsas
com&dlas
Disp. 115 eomla m=aay ~»aina .~aar o Hisox mdlss
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4.4 Isa19:1
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4.5 Isa 65:5
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Disp. XX.5 e O 23001 A\ =0 ,) Siodd L dm) pota pima

In addition to these examples, it should be recalled that the two extracanonical
passages, i.e., the agrapha of Jeremiah (7.23) and Ezra (7.26) discussed above,
likewise appear in somewhat different textual forms in the Collection and the
Disputation.

All these dissimilarities between the scriptural material incorporated into
the two compositions lead us to the conclusion that their authors worked inde-
pendently of each other. Their use of such relatively rare extracanonical mate-
rial as the agrapha of Jeremiah and Ezra still leaves a possibility that they had
recourse to a common source, as suggested by Hayman. However, establishing
the exact nature of such a source is difficult at the moment.
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5 Context and Message of the Collection

Regardless of whether its compiler may have relied on an earlier collection
of biblical anti-Jewish testimonia, which cannot be securely confirmed or dis-
proved at this point, there can be little doubt that in its present form the Collec-
tion stems from the early Islamic period. The terminus post quem of the first half
of the seventh century for the composition is provided by the use by its author
of Syro-Hexaplaric material, derived from the Syriac translation of the Greek
text of the Septuagint made by the West Syrian scholar Paul of Tella during the
years 614—616. Its terminus ante quem is more approximate, as it depends on the
dating of the scribal hand of the manuscript, in which the Collection appears,
to the eighth or ninth century.

In the title, the author of our work presents it as a kunnasa, “collection”. In
the Syriac literary tradition, this general description could refer to different,
both in size and content, collections and compendia based on earlier sources,
such as ascetical,®® polemical,9 canonical,”® medical,” and other works. As for
the exact nature of what is being “collected” in the Collection, the author indi-
cates it by using two terms. One of them is tahwyata, “demonstrations,” used
in the title and conclusion. Derived from the verb hawi, “to show, to demon-
strate,” this label could be applied to works of different genres in the Syriac
literary tradition. For example, we find it used by Aphrahat (fourth c.) in his
famous Demonstrations, exhortatory and apologetic treatises packed with bib-
lical proof-texts, as well as in the titles of some of the collections of prophecies
about Christ by pagan philosophers,”? and some of the patristic florilegia.” In
addition to that, in the concluding paragraph, the author uses another term to

68  Cf.ms. Saint Catherine, Sinai Syr. 14; Agnes S. Lewis, Catalogue of the Syriac Mss. in the Con-
vent of S. Catharine on Mount Sinai (Studia Sinaitica 1; London: CJ. Clay and Sons, 1894),
17.

69  Cf. ms. London, British Library Add. 14533, fol. 167%; Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manu-
scripts, 2:973.

7o  Cf.ms. Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale de France Syr. 323; Jean Baptiste Chabot, “Notice surles
manuscrits syriaques de la Bibliotheque Nationale acquis depuis 1874,” Journal asiatique
IX, 8 (1896): 234—290 (270).

71 Cf. Grigory Kessel, “A Syriac Medical Kunnasa of 136° bar ‘Ali (gth c.): First Soundings,’
Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 5:3 (2017): 228-251.

72 SeeYury N. Arzhanov, Syriac Sayings of Greek Philosophers: A Study in Syriac Gnomologia
with Edition and Translation (CsC0 669, Subsidia 138; Leuven: Peeters, 2019), 50.

73 Cf the earliest preserved Syriac florilegium, composed in Edessa during the sixth cen-
tury: see Ignaz Rucker, Florilegium Edessenum anonymum (syriace ante 562) (Sitzungsbe-
richte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-Historische Abtei-
lung 1933, 5; Miinchen: C.H. Beck, 1933), 1.
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refer to the content of his work, and that is sahedwata, “testimonies,” derived
from the verb shed, “to witness, to testify”. As in the case of tahwyata, one finds
this label applied to different kinds of collections of excerpts.”*

The primary purpose of our work is indicated in the title, which relates that
this collection of scriptural testimonies is aimed “against the Jews and the rest
of unbelievers”. The compiler implements this polemical program by dividing
his material into eight chapters that deal with the following topics: demonstra-
tion of the persons of the Trinity (1), the coming of Christ (2), the universal
scope of Christ’s mission (3), the divine nature of Christ (4), Christ as God’s Son
and Word (5), Jesus born from Mary in Bethlehem is Christ (6), events of Jesus’
life being foretold by the prophets (7), rejection of the Jews and the election of
the nations by God (8).

The anti-Jewish message conveyed in the Collection is rather typical for the
Christian tradition of adversus Judaeos literature, as it is based on three main
polemical strategies: (a) demonstration that the Christian understanding of
God, i.e., the notions of Trinity and divine nature of the Messiah, is firmly
rooted in the Old Testament, (b) identification of Jesus of the New Testament
with the Messiah promised by God to the Jewish people in the Bible, and (c)
supersessionist theology. The latter is made explicit in the title of chapter 8, in
which a cluster of scriptural passages about the rejection of the Jewish peo-
ple is followed by proof-texts about the election of the nations, and in the long
explication of Gen 49:10 (6.3).7

At this point, it should be noted that although all anti-Jewish arguments
brought forward by the compiler of the Collection can be found in earlier anti-
Jewish works written in Greek, there is no recognisable evidence that he relied
consistently on any among these compositions, either on the formal level of
dividing scriptural material into distinctive groups or in the selection of partic-
ular biblical proof-texts and their allocation to specific arguments.”® Our work,
thus, is better to be considered as an original Syriac composition.

74  Cf. thetitle of the collection of patristic testimonies in ms. BL Add. 12164, fol. 130%; Wright,
Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts, 2:528; or the title of John Rufus’ Plerophoriae, ed. Francois
Nau, Jean Rufus, évéque de Maiouma. Plérophories, c’est-a-dire: témoignages et révélations
contre le concile de Chalcédoine (PO 8.1[36]; Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1911), 11.

75  For a discussion of supersessionism in Syriac anti-Jewish works from Late Antiquity, see
Sergey Minov, Memory and Identity in the Syriac Cave of Treasures: Rewriting the Bible in
Sasanian Iran (Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 26; Leiden: Brill, 2021), 87-130.

76  This does not mean that individual scriptural passages from the Collection cannot be
found in connection with the same anti-Jewish argument in earlier Greek (and Syriac)
compositions, but that the clusters of biblical proof-texts and their sequence are unique
to our work.
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As with many other works of adversus Judaeos tradition, a question could
be raised regarding who were the primary intended audience of the Collection,
Jews or Christians. Given the use by the work’s compiler of deuterocanonical
(Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach) and extracanonical material (the agrapha of
Jeremiah and Ezra), which would be hardly authoritative in the eyes of his pos-
sible Jewish opponents, it seems more probable that our work was intended for
exclusive use by Christians. Our work, then, should be best regarded as one of
the instruments in the repertoire of internal discursive tools that were meant
to serve the needs of identity maintenance for the compiler’s West Syrian com-
munity.

While the primary target of the Collection is Jews, it should be taken into
account that they are mentioned as representatives of a bigger unspecified
group, called “unbelievers” (la mhaymné) in the title, and paired with “pagans”
(hanpé) in the concluding paragraph. The mention of the latter group makes us
consider seriously a possibility that the Collection was intended to be used for
purposes of anti-Muslim apologetics and/or polemics as well. In favour of that
speaks the fact that it is not rare to find Muslims referred to as “pagans” across
Syriac sources. Thus, Michael the Syrian (12th c.) describes Theodore Abii Qur-
rah as “a sophist experienced in debates against the pagans (hanpé) and knowl-
edgeable in the Saracen language”, clearly pointing to his anti-Muslim polemi-
cal efforts.”” Muslims are paired with Jews under the name “pagans” (hanpe) in
the apologetical anti-Muslim treatise by Dionysius bar Salibi (12th c.): “We also
venerate the cross because it is our giblah by which we are distinguished from
Jews and pagans who do not venerate it.”’8

Moreover, scholars have already pointed out the important role played by
the genre of scriptural testimonia in the early stages of the development of
polemic against Islam among Syriac and Arab Christians.” It is not surpris-
ing, then, that even a perfunctory examination reveals some of the scriptural
passages included into the Collection to be used by later Syriac polemicists

77  Hist.12.8; ed. Jean Baptiste Chabot, Chronique de Michel le Syrien, patriarche jacobite dAnti-
oche (1166-1199) (4 vols; Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1899-1910), 4:495-496; trans. apud Alexander
Treiger, “New Works by Theodore Abai Qurra Preserved under the Name of Thaddeus of
Edessa,” JEastCS 68:1-2 (2016): 1-51 (17).

78  Ed. Joseph Phillip Amar, Dionysius bar Salibi. A Response to the Arabs (2 vols.; CsCO 614—
615, Scriptores Syri 238—239; Louvain: Peeters, 2005), 1:93 [Syr.], 2:86 [trans.].

79  SeeDavid Bertaina, “The Development of Testimony Collections in Early Christian Apolo-
getics with Islam,” in The Bible in Arab Christianity (ed. D.R. Thomas; HCMR 6; Leiden:
Brill, 2007), 151-173; Mark N. Swanson, “Beyond Prooftexting (2): The Use of the Bible in
Some Early Arabic Christian Apologies,” in The Bible in Arab Christianity (ed. D.R. Thomas;
HCMR 6; Leiden: Brill, 2007), g1-112 (98-105).
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against Islam. For example, the above-mentioned Dionysius bar Salibi quotes
a number of biblical proof-texts found in our work in his anti-Muslim compo-
sition.80

Conclusion

The new specimen of Syriac literature published and discussed here, the Col-
lection, enriches our understanding of the development of anti-Jewish polemic
among Syriac-speaking Christians. On the one hand, it bears witness to the con-
tinuity of the genre of biblical testimonies that flourished during Late Antiquity
but retained its relevance during the later period as well. On the other hand, the
Collection reveals the flexible nature of this literature, which could be adapted
to the new conditions, being repurposed for a polemic against Muslims as our
case suggests.

The Collection provides us with an additional glimpse into the multifarious
process of instrumentalisation of the Old Testament for the needs of polemic
and apologetics that took place among West Syrian Christians during the early
Islamic period. It has been demonstrated that the person responsible for pro-
ducing this work was deeply embedded in the scholastic culture of the West
Syrian tradition. This is witnessed by his independent and selective stand vis-
a-vis the inherited biblical material, which finds expression in his freedom in
handling the canonical Peshitta text, adjusted and reworked in accordance
with his agenda, as well as his heavy reliance on the Syro-Hexaplaric version of
the Old Testament, and the use of other biblical traditions as well as of extra-
canonical material.

It may be added in conclusion that the genre of biblical testimonia collec-
tions in Syriac is not confined to anti-Jewish compositions and that there are
other representatives of this literature, dealing with different subjects. Some of
them are comprised only of scriptural material, such as the collection On the
Great Dispensation of Our Lord, preserved in ms. BL Or. 2313, fols. 3¥—24".8! Oth-
ers combine scriptural proof-texts with parabiblical and apocryphal material,
as in the case of an important East Syrian collection entitled Revelations and

80  Cf, forexample, Gen 49:19, Num 24:17, and Ps 2:7-8 in ch.18; ed. Amar, Dionysius bar Salibr,
1:75.

81  See George Margoliouth, Descriptive List of Syriac and Karshuni Mss. in the British Museum
Acquired since 1873 (London: British Museum, 1899), 8. Its concluding sentence (fols. 247)
states: <dhauny osdha=l mbao), €071 A0S0 o IT03 aiTIas Ao xle

101 AW harioam AN <as Lambsy fdarmema
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Testimonies about Our Lord’s Dispensation.82 It is a task for future research to
delineate various trajectories of this genre in Syriac Christian milieux, to estab-
lish the role played in its development by anti-Jewish and anti-Muslim polem-
ical concerns,® and to determine its impact on the related genre of patristic

Sflorilegia.
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Appendix 1: Syriac Text of the Collection®*
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A critical edition of this work is being currently prepared by Muriel Debié. For more infor-
mation on it, see Muriel Debié, “Muslim-Christian Controversy in an Unedited Syriac Text:
Revelations and Testimonies about Our Lord’s Dispensation,” in The Encounter of Eastern
Christianitywith Early Islam (ed. E. Grypeou, M. Swanson, and D. Thomas; HCMR 5; Leiden:
Brill, 2006), 225—235; Muriel Debié, “Testimonies of the Prophets about the Dispensation
of Christ,” in Christian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History. Volume 1(600-900) (ed.
D.R. Thomas and B.H. Roggema; HCMR 11; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 242—244. For preliminary
observations on biblical material in this work, see Alain Desreumaux, “The Propheti-
cal Testimonies about Christ: An Unedited Typological Exegesis in Syriac,” The Harp 8-9
(1995-1996): 133-138 (135-136).

For a discussion of these two types of polemic during the early Islamic period, see Sidney
H. Griffith, “Jews and Muslims in Christian Syriac and Arabic Texts of the Ninth Century,”
Jewish History 31 (1988): 65-94 Simone Rosenkranz, Die jiidisch-christliche Auseinander-
setzung unter islamischer Herrschaft: 7.—10. Jahrhundert (Judaica et Christiana 21; Bern:
Peter Lang, 2004); David M. Freidenreich, ““You Still Believe Like a Jew!”: Polemical Com-
parisons and Other Eastern Christian Rhetoric Associating Muslims with Jews from the
Seventh to Ninth Centuries,” Entangled Religions 12:3 (2021): 1-47.

From ms. London, British Library Add. 12154, fols. 201¥—222".
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CHAPTER 3

Tongues on a Golden Mouth: The Transition from
Scholia to Florilegia as Evidenced in a
Sixth-Century Syriac Chrysostom Manuscript

Yonatan Moss

Why did the florilegium become a predominant mode of organizing, transmit-
ting, and creating knowledge in the Syriac world, beginning in the sixth century,
and with ever-increasing energy and complexity in the Abbasid period? How
did the process of selection of smaller excerpts from larger texts, and their com-
pilation in florilegia, work in practice?

I propose one modest, and quite specific, point of entry into these big ques-
tions. The logic of my procedure is as follows: The patristic extracts compris-
ing the theological florilegia (to limit the discussion to just that one type of
florilegium) would ultimately need to have been excavated from earlier manu-
scripts of continuous patristic texts. Given that quite a few Syriac manuscripts
containing such continuous texts survive from the period before the heyday
of the Syriac florilegium,! we may ask whether any traces are to be found in

1 Iknow of no study that offers an organized presentation of all the early—let us say, fifth and
sixth century—continuous manuscripts of patristic texts in Syriac. The list of dated Syriac
manuscripts provided by Sebastian Brock, “A Tentative Checklist of Dated Syriac Manuscripts
up to 1300,” Hugoye 15 (2012): 21-48 records 30 patristic manuscripts from the fifth and sixth
centuries. There are, of course, also dozens more undated patristic manuscripts from this
period, such as London, British Library Add. 14567, the focus of this article. For a general
overview of Greek patristic authors in Syriac translation, see Dominique Gonnet, “Liste des
oeuvres patristiques traduites du grec en syriaque,” in Les Péres grecs dans la tradition syri-
aque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; ES 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 202—221. There are several
excellent specialized studies on the transmission history of the specific works of individ-
ual patristic authors, such as Athanasius, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory
of Nyssa, Cyril of Alexandria, and Severus of Antioch. This is not the place to review that
literature. For the purposes of this article, I limit references to some of the work on the Syr-
iac versions of John Chrysostom. See Jeff W. Childers, “Chrysostom’s Exegetical Homilies on
the New Testament in Syriac Translation,” sP 33 (1997): 509-516; idem, “Chrysostom in Syriac
Dress,” sP 67 (2013): 323-332; idem, “Constructing the Syriac Chrysostom: The Transforma-
tion of a Greek Orator into a Native Syriac Speaker,” in Syriac in its Multi-Cultural Context (ed.
H.G.B. Teule, et al.; Eastern Christian Studies 23; Leuven: Peeters, 2017), 47—57. This note was
limited to Greek authors in Syriac translation because Chrysostom is the focus of the present
article. Needless to say, the same processes of selection from continuous manuscripts and
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those earlier manuscripts of the transferral of material from continuous texts
into florilegia. Specifically, we may ask the following questions: As they mined
these earlier manuscripts for material, did the later readers, the compilers of
the florilegia, leave behind any telltale marks of their excavations? Or, since
the practice of creating florilegia stretches back to the sixth century and ear-
lier,2 perhaps already such telltale marks can be found also in the work of the
scribes who wrote out these continuous manuscripts? Can it be demonstrated
that certain manuscripts were created with an eye to their usage as a source for
future florilegia? Finally, if such traces exist, what can they teach us not only
about how florilegia were created, but also, perhaps, about why they were cre-
ated?

It is obvious that the manuscript evidence for both continuous texts and
florilegia that happens to survive today tells only part of the story.2 Yet, even
within those manuscripts that the hands of history have placed at our disposal,
we may search for concrete traces of the processes of selection and extraction
of individual passages from continuous texts and may thereby try to answer the
above-mentioned questions about the creation of the florilegia.

This article lays out the evidence for precisely such traces in one sixth-
century Syriac Chrysostom manuscript: London, British Library Add. 14567.
William Wright dates the manuscript on paleographical grounds to the sixth
century.* A note appended to the end of the manuscript, in a different scribal
hand, indicates that the book was purchased in 929 AG, that is 618 CE, thus pro-
viding a terminus ante quem for the writing of the book, and an actual date for
the writing of that note.> The Estrangela writing of the main hand is unmistak-
able, and is accordingly noted as such by Wright.6 Wright also mentions that

incorporation into florilegia would presumably have worked the same way with the Syriac
material.

2 Christological florilegia are attested for as early as the fifth century. For the general contours of
the phenomenon in the Greek milieu, see Basil Studer, “Florilegia,” in Encyclopedia of Ancient
Christianity (ed. A. Di Berardino; trans. ].T. Papa, et al.; 3 vols.; Downers Grove, Illinois: 1vp
Academic, 2014), 2:47—49. For a more detailed survey of late ancient Christological florilegia
in a range of languages, see Alois Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition: Volume 11: From the
Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590—-604): Part I: Reception and Contradiction:
The Development of the Discussion about Chalcedon from 451 to the Beginning of the Reign of
Justinian (trans. P. Allen and J. Cawte; Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1987), 51-78.

3 See Sebastian P. Brock, “Without Mushé of Nisibis, Where Would We Be? Some Reflections
on the Transmission of Syriac Literature,” JEastCS 56 (2004), 15—-24.

4 William Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum Acquired since the Year
1838 (3 vols.; London: British Museum, 1870-1872), 2:478—479.

5 Wright, Catalogue, 2:479. See BL Add. 14567, fol. 200V, for the note.

6 Wright, Catalogue, 2:478: “Fine, regular Estrangela of the sixth century”
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the endnote is in “a different hand.” More recent paleographical studies allow
us to identify that endnote hand as an Estrangela-Serto hybrid,” of the kind that
begins to be attested in such scribal notations around the mid-sixth century.®
These two hands—the sixth-century Estrangela and the early seventh-century
Estrangela-Serto hybrid—will play an important role in our discussion, but first
we must describe the contents of the manuscript.

The bulk of the manuscript contains several of John Chrysostom’s non-
exegetical works. These are: the first four of the five homilies On the Incom-
prehensibility of God, and about half of the fifth homily;® the three treatises to
Stagirius the monk tormented by a demon;'© and the homily entitled “On that
Demons Do not Govern the World,” known in other contexts also as the first
of Chrysostom’s three homilies On the Devil.'! These works occupy the first 177
folios.

The final 23 folios provide the following other four Chrysostom texts: the first
is a long extract from the beginning of Homily 20 To the People of Antioch (also

7 See Appendix 2 below (reproduced separately due to the images contained therein).

The forms in the hybrid hand for beth, gomal, koph, and pe are Estrangela. The forms
in the hybrid hand for dolath, he, waw, semkat and rish are Serto. The hybrid hand forms
for olaph, mim, shin and taw are neither Estrangela nor Serto, but can be described as
forms that are midway between them.

8 See Francoise Briquel-Chatonnet, “Writing Syriac: Manuscripts and Inscriptions,” in The
Syriac World (ed. D. King; Routledge Worlds; London and New York, 2019), 243265, at 254;
Michael Penn, R. Jordan Crouser, and Philip Abbott, “Serto before Serto: Reexamining the
Earliest Development of Syriac Script,” Aramaic Studies 18 (2020): 46—63, at 55-56. See
further Kristina Bush et al., “Challenging the Estrangela/Serto Divide,” Hugoye: Journal of
Syriac Studies 21 (2018): 43—80.

9 First Homily: BL Add. 14567, fol. 2V—12"; Second Homily: fol. 12V—25Y; Third Homily: fol. 25v—
375 Fourth Homily: fol. 37*—49"; Fifth Homily: fol. 49V—57". For a study of this manuscript’s
Syriac version of these homilies, see Francois Graffin and Anne-Marie Malingrey, “La tra-
dition syriaque des homélies de Jean Chrysostome sur I'incompréhensibilité de Dieu,’
in Epektasis. Mélanges patristiques offerts au Cardinal Jean Daniélou (ed. J. Fontaine and
C. Kannengiesser; Paris: Beauchesne, 1972), 603—-609. For an edition of the Greek text, see
Chrysostome, Incompréhensibilité. See also ibid., 65; 76—79 for a presentation of the rele-
vance of the Syriac version in arriving at a critical edition of the Greek text. See further
below for evidence of other Syriac versions of this text.

10  First Treatise: BL Add. 14567, fol. 57*—92%; Second Treatise: fol. 92¥-126%; Third Treatise:
fol. 126"-159". For an edition of the Greek text, see PG 47, 423—494. For two recent studies
focusing on this text, see Jessica Wright, “Between Despondency and the Demon: Diag-
nosing and Treating Spiritual Disorders in John Chrysostom’s Letter to Stageirios,” Journal
of Late Antiquity 7 (2015): 352—367; Blake Leyerle, “The Etiology of Sorrow and its Thera-
peutic Benefits in the Preaching of John Chrysostom,” Journal of Late Antiquity 7 (2015):
368-38s5, at 377-381; 383-384.

11 BLAdd. 14567, fol. 160™—178". Greek text: PG 49.241-258.
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known as On the Statues). It is cited—we are informed by a “caption,” a head-
ing preceding the text—to prove that the Lenten fast alone is not sufficient
to make one able to receive the Easter communion, but that repentance of the
soul is also required.!? The second text is a long extract from Chrysostom’s ninth
Homily on Matthew, concerning Herod’s massacre of the innocents.!3 The third
text is the entirety of Chrysostom’s Eighth Homily on 1Thessalonians.'# The
fourth, and final text of the volume, is a short excerpt from the Fifth Homily
on Matthew, the heading caption of which indicates that it is “an admonition
not to rely on others to redeem us on the great day of resurrection.”’?

These final four texts seem to have a common denominator: they all focus
on sincere, personal responsibility in religious behavior, and on the question of
theodicy when such behavior does not seem to lead to rewards in this world.
Three of the four passages are provided with heading captions indicating the
main point they are meant to demonstrate. The Homily on 1Thessalonians has
no such caption, perhaps because it is cited in its entirety. In two of the other
three cases, the “captions” given here are not found in the Greek tradition. The
exception is the first citation, from the Homilies to the People of Antioch, which
cites the “argument” that prefaces the homily also in the Greek tradition.

Although, as far as I can tell, the fact has gone unmentioned in earlier schol-
arship, this manuscript is furnished with forty scribal glosses, or scholia,' writ-
ten in its margins.!” There are, in addition, five notes that are one-word correc-

12 BL Add. 14567, fol. 178—182". The Greek text: PG 49.197—200. The heading, or “caption,” of
the Syriac version here, referred to above (necessity of spiritual repentance for Easter com-
munion) is also found in the Greek tradition. See PG 49.197.

13 BLAdd. 14567, fol. 182¥-186". The Greek text: PG 57.89/175-179.

14  BLAdd. 14567, fol. 187"-198". The Greek text: PG 62.439—446.

15  BLAdd. 14567, fol. 199"—200". The Greek text: PG 57.59—60.

16 The precise difference between the terms “gloss” and “scholium,” which is subject to
debate, does not concern me here. For one, provisional, definition, see Michael D. Reeve,
“Scholia,” in The Oxford Classical Dictionary (ed. S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth; 3rd rev.
ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 1368. I will usually refer to these marginalia as
“scholia” when referring to the gloss taken together with its lemma. When focusing just on
the note itself, I will call them glosses.

17 Wright, Catalogue, 2:479 takes note of drawings of birds and deer, but makes no mention
of the scholia. Graffin and Malingrey, “La tradition syriaque,” in an article dedicated to this
manuscript and Penn et al., “Serto,” who analyze the manuscript’s handwritings, also say
nothing about the scholia. The neglect of these scholia may be compared to a similar sit-
uation with regard to the marginalia on Syriac manuscripts of Gregory of Nazianzus. See
André de Halleux, “Les commentaires syriaques des Discours de Grégoire de Nazianze:
Un premier sondage,” LM 98 (1985), 103147, at 141-142. My preliminary work on those
Gregory marginalia reveals connections between them and the florilegia, similar to the
connections documented in this article.
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tions or glosses on individual words, written in a hasty, cursive hand with no
particular attention drawn to them.!® Those notes need not concern us here.
What will concern us are the forty scholia spread throughout the first 177 folios
of the manuscript (in other words, on the continuous texts: On the Incompre-
hensibility of God; To Stagirius; and On that Demons Do not Govern).!® These
scholia, which are transcribed and translated together with their lemmata in
an appendix to this article, are all at least one sentence long; sometimes a bit
longer. They are all written in a careful, intentional manner; they are all high-
lighted by an outline that is either a simple line around the words,2° or a tabula
ansata.?! These outlines are, as a rule, in a color different from the color of the
text of the scholium. The scholia are usually provided with a graphic sign (to be
discussed more below) indicating which part of the continuous text they refer
to.

Having presented the contents of the manuscript, including its scholia, we
may now return to the issue of the two scribal hands described above. Of
the forty scholia, nine are written in the Estrangela hand of the body of the
manuscript, while the remaining 31 scholia are written in the hybrid Estrangela-
Serto hand documented in the manuscript’s endnote.?2 The nine Estrangela
scholia are distributed among the first 18 scholia of the manuscript, stretching
from fol. gV to fol. 56Y. Dispersed among those leaves are nine scholia written
in the hybrid hand. The remaining 22 scholia, stretching from 61 to 173V, are all
written in the hybrid hand.

Two conclusions arise from this data. First, the scribe of the main text, or
someone working close to him in time and place (due to the identical appear-
ing handwriting), also provided his own nine scholia to his text. Whether he
copied these scholia from his archetype or came up with them himself, we can-
not say. Second, the scribe of the endnote (or someone working close to him in
time and place ...), who was a different, later person than the scribe of the body

18  These short notes can be found on the following folios of BL Add. 14567: 17Y; 20%; 267; 151;
1755

19  The forty scholia can be found on the following folios of BL Add. 14567:1) 9¥; 2) 11%; 3) 19%;
4)197 bis; 5) 19%; 6) 22%; 7) 297 8) 31% 9) 33" 10) 34%; 11) 35"; 12) 36%13) 36 14) 36" bis; 15) 45%;
16) 49%;17) 55%;18) 56Y;19) 61¥; 20) 627; 21) 63"; 22) 63" bis; 23) 64"; 24) 677; 25) 67"; 26) 72; 27)
735 28) 88%; 29) 91¥; 30) 93%; 31) 100%; 32) 151% 33) 152Y; 34) 1555 35) 1567 36) 156Y; 37) 1577 38)
157%; 39) 167"; 40) 173". This enumeration will be followed throughout the article. See the
appendix below for a full transcription of the scholia and their respective lemmata. The
question may be raised why scholia appear only on the first 177 folios, on the continuous
texts, but not on the manuscript’s final 23 folios. See on this n. 75 below.

20  See Appendix 2 below.

21 See Appendix 2 below.

22 See Appendix 2 below.
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of the text,23 added 31 more scholia of his own, some interspersed within the
first scribe’s scholia, and most after them.

These two conclusions demonstrate that the “scholiastic” treatment of such
continuous patristic texts was an ongoing activity. In the case of this manu-
script, the scholiastic activity appears to have begun as early as the time of the
manuscript’s production,?* and it continued once the manuscript had changed
hands at a relatively early stage. Yet, while palaeography helps us date the scho-
liastic activities surrounding our manuscript, it does not in itself bring us any
closer to understanding the connection between scholia and florilegia. For this
we must focus on the specific strategies by which the scholia are connected to
the texts upon which they comment. Then we must compare these strategies
to the ways in which florilegia select and introduce their excerpts. For, struc-
turally speaking, the link in a continuous manuscript between the marginal
notation (the “gloss”) and the segment of the main body of the text to which it
refers (the “lemma”) functions like the link between the headings to excerpts
and the excerpts themselves in the florilegia.?® I propose that this structural
connection embodied a historical-practical reality. I think the scholia on the
continuous patristic texts can provide concrete evidence for how, and possibly
even why, the florilegia were made.

Scholia in continuous manuscripts may be divided into two broad cate-
gories, according to the strategies by which the gloss is connected to itslemma. I
call these categories “introvertive” and “extrovertive.”?6 The introvertive scholia

23 Although in some manuscripts the scribe of the colophon and endnotes can be shown to
be the main scribe, who has changed his hand for the less formal colophon (see Briquel-
Chatonnet, “Writing Syriac,” 256; Penn et al., “Serto,” 53—54), in this manuscript that is not
the case. This is because, if it were indeed the same scribe, we would not be able to explain
why he chose to write the scholia in two different hands (which, as the analysis below
demonstrates, do not have any other observable substantive or stylistic differences).

24  This phenomenon of the scribe providing glosses to his own manuscript is amply attested
(if we follow Wright's paleographical judgments). See, e.g., London, British Library Add.
17146 (Gregory of Nazianzus’' homilies), with Wright, Catalogue 2:437; London, British
Library Add. 12153 (also Gregory’s homilies, but according to a revised version), with
Wright, Catalogue 2:426; London, British Library Add. 14633 (Isaac of Nineveh), with
Wright, Catalogue 2:576.

25  This double terminological distinction—gloss-lemma=heading-excerpt—works well for
the theological material. This is not the case with exegetical material, where the “head-
ings” in florilegia are often called “lemmata’, and the excerpts can be called “glosses.”

26  These are my terms. I do not know of typological equivalents either in the ancient material
or in modern scholarship. Nevertheless, the array of sigla used by late ancient glossators of
Latin manuscripts betrays a typology that overlaps with the one I am proposing. Sigla are
distinguished according to the following six functions: quotation, correction, omission,
text structuring, attention, and excerption. The first four functions may be classified as
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point the reader to the text itself; they provide signposts to the text and explain
it. As a result, they only make full sense within the context of the text itself. The
extrovertive scholia, by contrast, point outwards to a broader context, often
more connected to the world of the scholiast and his imagined reader than
to the world of the author upon whose work the scholia were written. Extro-
vertive scholia shed some of the specifics of the text they interpret. They avoid
anonymous, distant pronouns, speaking of “you” and “us” rather than of “he”
and “him.” In cases where their lemmata, in the course of the discussion, have
left out the subject, they fill it in. They make a point of changing the wording
of the lemma to make clear what is being discussed. And, perhaps most impor-
tantly, they concern themselves with lessons applicable outside the world of
the specific text to which they are linked. In short, introvertive scholia are cen-
tripetal; extrovertive centrifugal.

These differences may be illustrated with a few examples of each type, taken
from our manuscript. Our first two examples of introvertive scholia come from
the second treatise to Stagirius. In the lemmata, Chrysostom encourages Stagir-
ius in his tribulations, by pointing out that suffering brings one closer to God.
He appeals to the precedence of two types of people: the saints of old, and
contemporary suffering individuals. In both cases, the glosses simply spell out
that this is what the author is doing. In the first case, the gloss reads: “Here
he begins to talk about the tribulations of the saints.” In the second case, the
gloss reads: “From here he begins {to talk) about the tribulations of individuals
in that time.” In both cases the beginning of the lemma is marked by a slight
backslash in the margin of the text.2” T have inserted thick arrows in the images
below to signal the backslashes.?8

“introvertive,” while the final two may be classified as “extrovertive.” Interestingly, the final
function, “excerption,” is the latest and the rarest. See Eva (Evina) Steinova, “Notam Super-
ponere Studui: The Use of Technical Signs in the Early Middle Ages” (Ph.D. diss., Utrecht
University, 2016), 197—216. Information about the rarity and belatedness of the excerption
signs can be found there at 215—216. I thank Marion Pragt for bringing this excellent disser-
tation to my attention. See also a near equivalent to my typology in Francesco Trisoglio,
“Mentalita ed atteggiamenti degli scoliasti di fronte agli scritti di S. Gregorio di Nazianzo,”
in 11. Symposium Nazianzenum, Actes du colloque international, Louvain-la-Neuve, 25-28
aotit 1981 (ed. ]. Mossay; Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums 2; Paderborn:
Ferdinand Schéningh, 1983), 187-251, esp. at 214—219.

27  Such backslashes appear throughout the manuscript, often marking lemmata (in some
cases the beginning of the lemma, in others the end, and in yet others, both), but often
they appear without connection to any glosses. I have not been able to understand the full
range of their functions in the manuscript. We will soon see that alongside the backslashes
this manuscript also uses another siglum, the trigon, to indicate the scholia’s lemmata.

28  The second lemma, in Scholium 33, strangely precedes its attendant gloss, appearing on
fol. 1527, when the gloss is on fol. 152". I cannot explain this anomaly.
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For, examine all the illustrious men of old, and you will see that through their
tribulations they acquired familiarity with God.
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Here he began to talk about the tribulations of the saints.

FIGURE 3.1 Scholium 31, BL Add. 14567, fol. 100" (lemma and gloss)

The purpose of these scholia is to indicate what is happening at this point in
the text. In their current form and formulation, these scholia only make sense
in conjunction with their lemmata, and in so far as those lemmata are part of a
larger text. The scholia use an anonymous pronoun “he” with no referent. Taken
in context, we know they are referring to Chrysostom himself, but that is pre-
cisely the point: that context is necessary. This is also true of the usage of the
local adverbs “here” and “from here” and their signaling of a beginning point in
the text, which moors them to their lemmata.?? It is only meaningful to know

29  The text: Ad Stagirium 2.5; PG 47.454; Coco, A Stagirio, 95.
30  One might even say that the second scholium (33) is not only tied to the context of its
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From here he begins {to talk) about the tribulations of individuals in that time.

FIGURE 3.2 Scholium 33, BL Add. 14567, fol. 152" (lemma); fol. 152" (gloss)

that it is kere, or from here, that something begins if we see what came before
that “here”. In their current form, these scholia cannot be extracted from the
manuscript without somehow repackaging them.

Scholium 33, the second example of introvertive scholia, is also interesting
because it betrays its author’s distance from Chrysostom. It speaks of tribu-
lations of individuals “in that time,” namely in the time of Chrysostom, thus
creating a distance between the author’s time and the scholiast’s time, and thus
it also drives a wedge in the potential applicability of the author’s message to
the world of the scholiast.

lemma and wider text, but, in this case, it seems also to be tied to the earlier scholium on
the same topic (31). For, Scholium 31 had a verb =dv, “to recount,” to go with the “begin-
ning” verb. Scholium 33, with its elision of that complementary verb, would seem to be
relying on its connection to the earlier gloss.

31 The text: Ad Stagirium 3.12; PG 47.489; Coco, A Stagirio, 160.
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In sum, introvertive scholia may be compared to the stage directions ap-
pended to the script of a play. They are signposts for the readers as they nav-
igate their way through the text, and they make little to no sense outside of
the world of the text itself. It is for this reason that introvertive scholia have
often been more interesting in the eyes of modern scholarship, for they pro-
vide keys to the interpretation of historical texts within the contexts of their
times.32

The extrovertive scholia do precisely the reverse. Because they turn out-
wards, to the world beyond the text, as time between the author of the text and
the situation of the scholiast elapses, they run the risk of anachronism. Further-
more, unlike the introvertive scholia, which use anonymous, distant pronouns,
extrovertive scholia clarify the identity of the subject at hand.

Two scholia will serve as illustrations of the extrovertive type. The first is
taken from the Second Homily on the Incomprehensibility of God. Unlike the two
introvertive scholia we saw, here the beginning point of the lemma is indicated
by a trigon (also known as a “therefore sign,” signaled below by my downwards-
pointing arrow), rather than a backslash. A backslash in what appears to be
close to alogical ending point for the lemma (signaled by my upwards-pointing
arrow) may have been inserted to indicate the end of the lemma, but it is
hard to determine what its function is with certainty. The trigon is not espe-
cially characteristic of extrovertive rather than introvertive scholia, although it
is consistently used only for the first eighteen scholia of the manuscript, after
which it does not reappear.33 There does not seem to be a discernible pattern as

32 The stated purpose of so-called “material philology” or “New Philology” approaches is
precisely to offer an alternative to this traditional modern historiographical preference.
For a now-classic statement, see Stephen G. Nichols, “Why Material Philology? Some
Thoughts,” Zeitschrift fiir deutsche Philologie 116 (1997): 10—30. For a more recent represen-
tative, including studies on Syriac material, see Liv Ingeborg Lied and Hugo Lundhaug,
eds., Snapshots of Evolving Traditions: Jewish and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual
Fluidity, and New Philology (Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur 175; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2017). For an interesting proposal to recategorize the dif-
ferences between “old” and “new” philology, see further Maja Backvall, “Description and
Reconstruction: An Alternative Categorization of Philological Approaches,” in Philology
Matters! Essays on the Art of Reading Slowly (ed. H. Lonnroth; Medieval and Renaissance
Authors and Texts 19; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2017), 21-34.

33 It will be recalled that the manuscript’s sole nine scholia written in Estrangela are dis-
tributed among the manuscript’s first eighteen scholia. See n. 22 above. Tabulae ansatae
are consistently used for the first nineteen scholia of the manuscript, after which they do
not reappear. I cannot figure out what the connection between these three, apparently
related, observations might be.
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For it is enough for him with regard to everything, just to will it.

Gloss:
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For it is enough for God with regard to everything, the fact that he wills [it].

FIGURE 3.3 Scholium 5, BL Add. 14567, fol. 19 (lemma and scholium)

to when the trigon is used to indicate lemmata, when the backslash, and when
neither.3%

The context of the lemma is Chrysostom’s discussion about the sheer dis-
tance between God and man. Unlike human creativity, which is accomplished
by action, God’s creative powers operate through will alone. “For it is enough
for him with regard to everything, just to will it” This important theological
notion, conveniently encapsulated in one pithy sentence, was deemed worthy
of a gloss. But rather than merely draw the reader’s attention to it, the scholiast

34  The text: De Incomprehensibili natura Dei 2.30; Chrysostome, Incomprehensibilité, 164;
Chrysostom, Incomprehensible Nature, 83.

35  But see Steinovd, “Notam Superponere,” 216; 219; 238, who identifies the functions of the
trigon in Latin manuscripts as either “attention” or “excerption” signs, both functions
which we have associated with extrovertive scholia. See n. 26 above.
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repackages it, preparing it for export by a slight emendation. Unlike the intro-
vertive scholia, which leave third person pronouns unspecified, the scholium
here adds a subject, and clarifies the message. The unspecified personal pro-
noun of the lemma is given a name: God. And the vague ~==g3x (“for him to
will”) is transformed with the addition of the demonstrative pronoun into a rel-
ative clause as attribute to the whole sentence, thereby giving it more concrete
force: =oaav yen (“the fact that he wills”).36 A similar syntactical transforma-
tion is attested in at least one other scholium in the manuscript, which is,
naturally, also an extrovertive scholium.3”

Our second specimen of the extrovertive type is taken from the first treatise
to Stagirius. It demonstrates how far the scholiast will go in extracting general
lessons from Chrysostom’s words, and in reformulating Chrysostom’s language
to get the point across. Unlike the examples we have seen so far, there is no
discernible sign indicating the beginning or end points of the lemma. Possible
reasons for this will be presented below. I have provided more of the text in
figure 3.4 below.

In context, Chrysostom is writing to Stagirius about God’s providence and
care for his creations. He narrates, in passing, and alongside various other top-
ics, different parts of the creation: angels, other incorporeal beings, man, and
“all of this world.”*® Although the order of creation is not Chrysostom’s focus,
that is precisely what interests the scholiast about how Chrysostom has for-
mulated his argument. He draws the reader’s attention to the fact that it can
be proven from Chrysostom’s text here that the angels were created before the
world, and before man.

I pointed out above that, unlike the other lemmata discussed until now, the
lemma here is unmarked. There is no indication of where it begins or where it
ends. The scholium is also different from the scholia we have seen until now.
Its wording departs significantly from the wording of its corresponding lemma.
Several reasons may be suggested for these two differences.

36  See Theodor Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar (trans. J.A. Crichton; London: Wil-
liams & Norgate, 1904), 290.

37  Scholium 1o, BL Add. 14567, fol. 34". The lemma is from the Third Homily on the Incompre-
hensibility of God 34 (Chrysostome, Incompréhensibilité, 218; Chrysostom, Incomprehensi-
ble Nature,110). The lemma, demarcated by a backslash at the beginning and a trigon at the
end, reads: <} wdan o1 K a3 s, uars Kduns i ade=l
~aax >, “For it is possible to pray at home, but it is not possible to do so in the same way
as in the church.” The gloss, written in the manuscript’s “main” Estrangela hand, offers the
following rewording: smazasls rd_s..h W 0 2\, ~araias vd_s..\ﬂ »® ~<unax
“That a person’s prayer in public is more beneficial than his prayer in private.” The gloss
has transformed the lemma’s infinitive into a x »e» construction.

38  The Greektradition here has “archangels” between “angels” and “other incorporeal beings.”
The archangels are absent in the Syriac.
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He made the angels, and he made the other incorporeal beings ... after fashioning
them, he made man, as well ... and all of this world ...

Gloss:
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That the creation of the angels preceded both this world and man.

FIGURE 3.4 Scholium 19, BL Add. 14567, fol. 61V (lemma and gloss)

First, unlike our previous cases, here the lemma is not one specific, con-
densed statement. The scholium refers to a text that stretches out over a col-
umn of writing, where much of the discussion is focused on other topics. It
would be hard to demarcate where exactly it begins and where it ends. Due to

the diffuse nature of the lemma, the scholium must distil its message rather
than quote it.

39 The text: Ad Stagirium 1.2; PG 47.427; Coco, A Stagirio, 46.
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Second, certain elements of Chrysostom’s text actually contradict, rather
than support, the lesson the scholium extracts from it. For, alongside presenting
the creation of man as occurring after the creation of the angels, Chrysostom
also mentions the creation of the world after the creation of man (“he made
man ... and all of this world”). Our scholium accordingly adjusts the lemma on
precisely this point, by placing the creation of “this world” before the creation
of man (“the creation of the angels preceded both this world and man”).

Third, thanks to external sources we know that the question here addressed
was one of some interest, and indeed controversy, in the Syriac milieu that
produced this form of the text and its scholia. Opinions varied: in one place,
Ephrem wrote that the angels were fashioned on the second day of creation;
in another he leaves open the question of which day it was that their creation
took place.*® Theodore of Mopsuestia, echoed in certain East Syrian sources,
thought the angels were created on the first day, right as the creation of the
world began.#! Other East Syrian sources stress, in sharp contrast to the posi-
tion espoused in our scholium, that the angels had to have been created only
after heaven and earth were already in existence.*? On the other hand, there are
yet other sources, both East and West Syrian, as well as several Greek patristic
sources, that agree with our scholiast in clearly stating that the angels preceded
the creation of this world.*3 Given just how controversial this question was, it
would have been essential to distill a succinct, communicable statement about
it from the sprawling prose of Chrysostom’s lemma.

40 Second day: Ephrem, Hymns on the Nativity 26.5; Open question: Ephrem, Commentary on
Genesis1.3. See the discussion in Ephrem, Selected Prose, 76, n. 29. The latter position is also
expressed by Jacob of Edessa, towards the end of the first book of his Hexaemeron; Iacobi
Edesseni Hexaemeron, 44. See also Theodoret of Cyr, Questions on the Octateuch, Genesis,
Questions 3; 4.

41 Theodori Mopsuesteni fragmenta, 6—7 (Syr.); 5—6 (trans.). For later echoes of this opinion
in the East Syrian tradition, see Van Rompay, Commentaire sur Genése-Exode, 2 (Syt.); 2—3
(trans.); 7 (Syr.); 9—10 (trans.). The latter passage is closer to Theodore. The former pas-
sage actually stresses that the “invisible beings” had to have been created after the visible
world. Isho bar Nun, Selected Questions, 21 and ISo‘dad de Merv, Commentaire sur la Genése,
13 (Syr.);15 (trans.). Both Isho bar Nun and Isho‘dad stress the simultaneity of the creation
of the angels with the creation of the heavens and the earth, as well as of fire, air, water and
darkness. See also the Theodore fragment on this question cited by John Philoponus, and
discussed by Richard A. Layton, “The Making of a Classic: Moses as Author,” in The Chris-
tian Moses: From Philo to the Qur'an (ed. P. Rousseau and J.A. Timbie; Washington, D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 2019), 80—99, at 93—94.

42 Théodore bar Koni, 17 (Syr.); 64 (trans.), at 1.38. Theodore quotes the concatenation of
world, angels and men in 1Cor 4:9 to prove that they must have been created in that order.

43  See the discussion in Paul M. Blowers, Drama of the Divine Economy: Creator and Creation
in Early Christian Theology and Piety (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2012), 123. Blowers cites Narsai (Hom. on Creation 2) and Jacob of Sarug (Hom.
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In this sense, Scholium 19 is paradigmatic of the extrovertive type of scholia.
The scholiast is interested in the ways in which he can find answers to contem-
porary questions in the classic text. Rather than assist the reader to step into
the world of the text, as the introvertive scholia do, these extrovertive scholia
assist the text, as it were, to step into the world of the reader. The urge to cull
lessons from individual passages of the fathers, to highlight them, to collect
them, and to catalogue them, is at basis the same urge that underlies the cre-
ation of the florilegia. Given this shared purpose, it stands to reason that the
extrovertive glosses were either made with the conscious aim of creating flori-
legia, or, if they were not designed as such to begin with, they would have been,
at the very least, an invaluable resource for the creation of the florilegia.

Beyond the basic logic of this claim, there is also concrete evidence to sup-
port it. Considering the haphazard survival rates of our evidence, we cannot
expect to find documentation in the florilegia for every extrovertive scholium
of the Chrysostom manuscript. Nevertheless, I have found three such cases:
two on the same leaf (fol. 263") of the famous British Library florilegium, Lon-
don, British Library Add. 121554 and one in the florilegium-like compilatory
works On Paradise by Moses bar Kepha and On Heretics attributed to the ninth-
century author John of Dara.#5

in Hex.1), and The Cause of the Foundation of the Schools § 348. For a Greek representative,
see Basil of Caesarea, Hexaem. 1.5. John of Damascus, Expos. Fidei 17 (2.3) associated this
notion with Gregory of Nazianzus, but the citation he gives (Or. 38.9; 45.5) does not, upon
inspection, support it. See Andrew Louth, St. John Damascene: Tradition and Originality
in Byzantine Theology (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2002), 19-120. Interestingly, although John of Damascus, and other Greek authors before
him, describe this as just one position within the Greek tradition, later authors outside the
Greek tradition, both Syriac and Latin, associated the notion of the angels’ preexistence
with the “Greek teachers”. See Moses bar Kepha, On Paradise 2.7; Yale, Syriac 10, fol. 111"
Bar Kepha associates the opposite view with the “Syriac teachers.” See more on this work
by Bar Kepha, further below. For a famous articulation of this idea in the Latin tradition,
see Thomas Aquinas, Summa theol. 1.61.3 (“sententiam doctorum graecorum, qui omnes
hoc concorditer sentiunt, quod angeli sunt ante mundum corporeum creati”).

44  This famous florilegium, tentatively dated by Wright to 747 (see Wright, Catalogue 2:921;
2:955; 2:967), is discussed in several different chapters of this book. See the contributions
by Bishara Ebeid, Emiliano Fiori and Flavia Ruani.

45  On Moses bar Kepha’s florilegium-like reliance on patristic sources in On Paradise and
in general, see Andreas Juckel, “La réception des péres grecs pendant la ‘renaissance’ sy-
riaque: Renaissance; inculturation; identité,” in Les Péres grecs dans la tradition syriaque
(ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; ES 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 89-125, at 104-107; 114-117;
Yonatan Moss, “Scholasticism, Exegesis and the Historicization of Mosaic Authorship in
Moses bar Kepha's On Paradise,” Harvard Theological Review 104 (2011): 325348, at 334—
336. For more on On Paradise and On Heretics, and on the questionable attribution of the
latter, see below.
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All three cases are the work of the early-seventh-century Estrangela-Serto
hybrid hand, and thus a bit closer in time to the heyday of the florilegia. Yet, we
should not read much into these patterns, given the haphazard survival of the
evidence, and the random nature of my discoveries. It is quite likely that the
traces of other scholia besides these three can be found in the extant florilegia,
and I have simply not tracked them down yet.

We will begin with the two cases found on fol. 263 of the British Library flo-
rilegium, Add. 12155. Before proceeding with the examples, a word is in order
about that florilegium. Itis in fact a florilegium of florilegia, a collection of some
fifty previous collections that are strung together without any obvious design.
Each of those earlier collections, of varying length, include varying numbers
of patristic citations, of varying length. The individual collections do seem to
be organized according to specific principles, but these are not always easy to
identify, or necessarily consistent throughout the collection. Towards the end
of this long manuscript, there is an untitled collection*¢ comprising twenty-
three excerpts from the following authors: Palladius; Cyril of Alexandria (four
passages); Severus of Antioch (two passages, not in order); Ignatius of Antioch;
Basil of Caesarea (two passages, not in order); Philoxenus (six passages); John
Chrysostom (six passages); Mark the Monk. The theme uniting most of these
passages seems to be the challenges of dealing with heretics and non-believers,
and with the persecutions they impose.#” While the headings to the excerpts

46 The beginning of this collection is indicated by a clear, colophon-like ending to the previ-
ous collection at the bottom of BL Add. 12155, fol. 261V; the end of this collection is indicated
by a title for the collection that follows, at the bottom of BL Add. 12155, fol. 263": o
& oatoauo A Vo Mo ~aaarin s < dux: “That it is right to go into
hiding during times of persecution and that we should not court danger.” Wright, Cata-
logue 2:954 classifies this florilegium as item number 45 out of 50 in the manuscript. He
characterizes it as “extracts from different writers.”

47  Thus, e.g, the citation from Palladius is from the Apophthegmata Patrum attributed to him
in the Syriac tradition, corresponding to the Greek alphabetical collection Daniel, 8, which
speaks of a ruse employed by Cyril of Alexandria (as in the Greek tradition, rather than
the other attestations of the Syriac tradition which usually have Theophilus of Alexandria
instead) to wean an aged monk of the idea that Melchizedek was the Son of God; sim-
ilarly, the citation from Ignatius, Smyrnaeans 4 enjoins to keep distance from “beasts in
the shape of people,” and to pray for their repentance; and the passage from Basil, Ep. 92.2
bemoans that blasphemers have taken over the churches and true believers must pray in
the deserts. On the other hand, other citations, such as the one from the second book of
Severus’ Against Felicissimus, which deals with the question of whether God created death,
do not seem related to the above-mentioned theme of dealing with heretics. On this and
other fragments of the same work by Severus, see Yonatan Moss, In Corruption: Severus of
Antioch on the Body of Christ (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 2013), 347381 (Appendix 3), at
356.
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Other than that, he diminishes his future torment by means of this {world’s) pun-
ishment. For the chastisements that come upon us from God in this world, cut off
a not insignificant part of (our) torments in the hereafter.

Gloss:
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That also Cain benefits in the world to come from his punishment here [in this
world]. And we (also) benefit {in the next world from our sufferings in this world)

FIGURE 3.5 Scholium 24, BL Add. 14567, fol. 67" (lemma and gloss)

in this collection all indicate the specific work from which the excerpt is taken,
only two of the twenty-three headings also indicate their excerpts’ subject mat-
ter. These two exceptions are precisely the two cases that we find anticipated
in the scholia on our Chrysostom manuscript.

The first scholium, Scholium 24, is found towards the beginning of the first
treatise to Stagirius. Chrysostom is encouraging Stagirius that the torments he
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experiences in this world will be counted for him to reduce any suffering he
might experience in the next world. Chrysostom proves this from various bib-
lical precedents, the first being Cain, who suffered for many years after killing
his brother.48 It is not clear whether the scholiast thought the lemma had clear
beginning and end points. A backslash is provided in the intercolumnar margin
(signalled by my arrow) at a place that would seem like an appropriate sum-
mary of the claim:

Note the “extrovertive” nature of this scholium. The main lesson, expressed
in a long, drawn-out text, focussing mostly on Cain, is summarized in a brief,
communicable sentence, which also stresses its general application to others.
Cain’s name was last mentioned only on the previous folio. For the duration of
the present folio Cain is referred to only by personal pronouns, but the scho-
liast reintroduces his name to clarify the reference. As with the example of
Scholium 5 discussed above, here too the scholiast appears to have “repack-
aged” the words of the lemma so as to prepare them for “export.”

This is indeed what we find on fol. 263 of BL Add. 12155. The following table
presents that florilegium’s heading to the Chrysostom extract alongside BL Add.
14567’s Scholium 24:

BL Add. 14567, fol. 67" Scholium 24,  BL Add. 12155, fol. 263"; Heading to
on Ad Stagirium 1.3 extract from Ad Stagirium 1.3

LIy s o jdure ero Ay &haly i 9 (s Kxaaoy
Q0. <ajmy <Y1 M= 1y s Dty DN\
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That also Cain benefits in the world ~ From St. John from the treatise to Sta-

to come from his punishment here girius the monk, who says that one

[in this world]. And we (also) benefit benefits from the chastisement the

{in the next world from our sufferings world suffers and even if one does not

in this world ). repent; for he says concerning Cain
who killed his brother.

48  Ad Stagirium1.3; PG 47.431; Coco, A Stagirio, 55.
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Although some of the vocabulary is different, e.g., the scholium uses “pun-
ishment” (~xs1> mm>), while the florilegium heading uses “chastisement”
(~&axi>; a word that is used in the lemma), the wordings of the scholium
and the heading are quite similar. Both point to the same basic notion that suf-
ferings that befall one in this world are for one’s benefit, and that this lesson
is learned from Cain. The similarity in contents combined with the differences
in formulation indicate that the author of the florilegium was likely not bor-
rowing directly from our Chrysostom manuscript. There was presumably an
intermediary link unknown to us.

This conclusion is supported by a comparison between the texts of the flo-
rilegium’s extract and the lemma of our Chrysostom manuscript. On the one
hand, the two texts are clearly using the same Syriac version of Chrysostom’s
treatises to Stagirius. This situation is different from what we find for the hom-
ilies On the Incomprehensibility of God, the other main textual corpus in our
continuous Chrysostom manuscript. The latter homilies are cited in subse-
quent florilegia according to a version that is different from the one found
in our continuous manuscript.*? In the case of the treatises to Stagirius, by
contrast, the florilegium follows the Syriac version that is found in our con-
tinuous manuscript.’° Nevertheless, a close comparison of the two texts shows
that although they are clearly using the same version, the florilegium is not
directly borrowing from the Chrysostom manuscript. For, at one point in the
text the florilegium retains a phrase, found in the Greek text, which is absent
from our continuous Syriac Chrysostom manuscript. The resulting text of the
latter manuscript makes little sense here. It was presumably an erroneous tran-
scription that arose from a saut du méme au méme (idu ... So<adu):

49  John of the Sedre, in his Plerophories against the Julianists, a florilegium compiled toward
the middle of the seventh century, cites from De incomprehensibili natura Dei 2.45-46;
Chrysostome, Incompréhensibilité, 178, according to a completely different version from
what we find at BL Add. 14567, fol. 23%. John Sedra, Plerophory, 98 [= London, British Library
Add. 14629, fol. 14¥]. John of the Sedre’s version of the text is supported by another flo-
rilegium, London, British Library Add. 14532, which Wright dates to the eighth century
(Wright, Catalogue, 2:955). See BL Add. 14532, fol. 467 for the extract from De incomprehen-
sibili natura Dei 2.45-46 cited by John of the Sedre, plus a few more lines. These pieces of
evidence for an alternate version of Chrysostom’s Incomprehensibility homilies have been
ignored in earlier scholarship. See Graffin and Malingrey, “La tradition syriaque;” Chrysos-
tome, Incompréhensibilité.

50  Ourmanuscript’s version of Ad Stagirium is also the one cited in another florilegium, Lon-
don, British Library Add. 14538, dated by Wright to the tenth century (Wright, Catalogue,
2.1004). See ibid, fol. 55™—55", which provides three long extracts, equivalent to BL Add.
14567, fol. 72v—74%; 79%; 79V—81F (segments ranging from Ad Stagirium 1.5-7; PG 47.435-442).
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PG 47.431 BL Add. 14567, fol. 67* BL Add. 12155, fol. 263"
el i My A o N o
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Had he not been too numb, Had he not been too numb, Had he not been too numb,
a beast rather than a man, rather a beast, a beast rather than a man, he
he could have gained much he would not could have gained much from
from this life. have been from this life. this life.

Due to the later florilegium’s correct text here, as opposed to the earlier, contin-
uous text, we must postulate that its author (or the latter’s source) had access to
a different Chrysostom manuscript than ours. Thus, there must have been other
links in the chain. Nevertheless, the striking similarity between the extrovertive
scholium on our continuous text and the heading in the florilegium still offers
us a window into the general processes by which passages were extracted from
continuous texts and inserted into florilegia.

A similar process is evidenced on the same folio of our BL Add. 12155 flori-
legium. As in the previous case, we will begin with the continuous manuscript
and its scholium, and then proceed from there to the florilegium. The lemma
appears in the third treatise to Stagirius. As part of his attempt to encour-
age Stagirius, Chrysostom reminds him of the tribulations suffered by various
exemplary figures from the past. One such figure is the apostle Paul. Chrysos-
tom cites various verses from the Pauline corpus indicating Paul’s sufferings.
He caps off the discussion with an interpretation of Rom 9:3—4a: “For I could
pray that I may be accursed from Christ for the sake of my brothers, my kins-
men according to the flesh, they who are Israelites.” Chrysostom explains that
Paul’s point is to emphasize his grief at not winning over all the Jews. He would
be willing to accept condemnation to Hell if it could make the Jews believe in
Christ. But since they do not believe his pain is worse than Hell.5! The lemma is

51 Ad Stag. 3.11; PG 47.488; BL Add. 14567, fol. 151: “What in fact does he say? ‘For I could pray
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not signaled in the manuscript, but its beginning and end points are clear from
the context, since it is a self-contained exegesis of a single verse.

The gloss on this lemma, Scholium 32, is accordingly brief and to the point:
“An interpretation of the verse ‘that I may be accursed.”>2 The purpose of this
scholium seems to be none other than the extrovertive function of signaling the
lemma for “export.” The scholium’s extrovertive nature may be highlighted by
comparing it to another exegetical scholium in our manuscript. That scholium,
Scholium 39, the manuscript’s penultimate gloss, is the first of two on the
homily “On that Demons Do not Govern the World.” The discussion there con-
cerns the purpose of divine chastisement. Chrysostom claims that it is meant
not as retribution for the past but as a lesson for the future. This is how he
explains God’s statement in Gen 11:6b, in the context of the Tower of Babel:
“Nothing that they propose to do will now be impossible for them.” Chrysostom
explains God’s declaration about the destruction of the Tower and the disper-
sal of its builders not as a punishment, but as a means of preventing them
from committing further wickedness.53 The Syriac scholium on Chrysostom’s
lemma there offers the briefest of comments: “A necessary interpretation.”>*
Unlike the exegetical scholium on Rom 9:3, which flags the lemma for usage
in other contexts by tagging the verse that is involved, this scholium points
inwards, evaluating the interpretation without indicating which verse is being
interpreted.

The extrovertive nature of Scholium 32, on Rom g:3, enables its lemma to be
extricated from its original context and to be re-embedded in a new context,
such as in a florilegium. This is exactly what happens in BL Add. 12155, on the
same folio as our previous example. As before, the florilegium’s extract follows
the version found in the continuous Chrysostom manuscript. The gloss and the
lemma are nearly identical for the simple reason that they are both exceedingly
short, merely noting the fact that Chrysostom offers an interpretation of Rom.

9:3:

that I may be accursed from Christ for the sake of my brothers, my kinsmen according
to the flesh, they who are Israelites’ (Rom 9:3—4a). This indicates as follows: ‘It would be
better for me to fall into Hell than to see that the Israelites do not believe.’ For this is the
meaning of ‘I could pray that I may be accursed’ He who accepted the torment of Hell
in exchange for attaining all the Jews (that which he did not succeed at), it is clear that
not succeeding at this meant more torment for him than the torment experienced by all
the people in Hell. This is because this (having the Jews believe in Christ) was a stronger
desire for him than that (avoiding the torments of Hell).”

52 BLAdd. 14567, fol. 1517, Scholium 32: wamr~ ~=1s31 o7 <axr.aa

53  Onthat Demons Do not Govern 4 (PG 49.250; NPNF I, 9.181); BL Add. 14567, fol. 167".

54  BLAdd. 14567, fol. 167": « aun1I< <axraa.
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BL Add. 14567, fol. 151%, Scholium 32: BL Add. 12155, fol. 263", Heading 2:
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Interpretation of the verse ‘that I may Again by the same [author], from the

be accursed.”’ (Rom 9:3). third treatise to Stagirius the monk,
that interprets the verse said by the
apostle: ‘T could pray that I myself
would be accursed from Christ for the
sake of my brothers!

These two cases demonstrate the concrete, even if probably indirect, process by
which the compilers of florilegia would have incorporated passages from con-
tinuous patristic texts into their compilations. Nevertheless, while the extro-
vertive scholia could fulfil this function, the coexistence in our manuscript of
introvertive scholia in the same hands (both Estrangela and the Estrangela-
Serto hybrid) shows that this was not the scholia’s sole function. As the various
examples noted above show, the scholia had a variety of functions, some focus-
ing on the clarification of Chrysostom’s texts within their own contexts, and
some on their application to other contexts.

The extrovertive scholia’s function of pointing out the ways in which the
patristic author’s words were relevant to other contexts is nowhere more appar-
ent than in the case of scholia pertaining to questions that arose only after
the author’s lifetime. This is the case with two scholia in our Chrysostom
manuscript. These scholia, Scholium 20 and Scholium 27, flag certain passages
as “against Julian” and “against the Julianists.”>> The reference is to the early
sixth-century anti-Chalcedonian bishop and theologian Julian of Halicarnas-
sus, who was strongly opposed by his fellow anti-Chalcedonian Severus of Anti-
och for his ideas about the incorruptibility of the body of Christ before the

55  Scholium 20, BL Add. 14567, fol. 62" “Against the Julianists” (-\dvm.\.dc\.. Aanal), on Ad
Stagirium 1.2 (PG 47.428; Coco, A Stagirio, 47); Scholium 27, BL Add. 14567, fol. 73™: “Against
Julian” (=a\as Aanal) on Ad Stagirium 1.5 (PG 47.435; Coco, A Stagirio, 62).
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resurrection, and of the bodies of Adam and Eve before the fall.>¢ The scho-
liast on the Chrysostom manuscript, whether he operated in the sixth century
or the early seventh, would have known that Julian flourished decades after the
Council of Chalcedon and that Chrysostom had died several decades before the
council. Thus, the scholiast’s signalling of Chrysostom’s words as being “against”
Julian and his followers clearly embodies his understanding of the long-term
relevance of Chrysostom’s words in historical and theological contexts differ-
ent from Chrysostom’s own context.5”

The fact that of all subsequent theological controversies, it was precisely the
Julianist one that was of concern to the scholiast, further strengthens the con-
nection between the scholia and the florilegia. For, the Julianst controversy is
one of the most, if not the very most, popular topics in the West Syrian theologi-
cal florilegia.5® It stands to reason that we would find traces in our sixth-century
manuscript of the attempts to excavate nuggets relevant to this important ques-
tion from such an influential figure within the West Syrian milieu as John
Chrysostom.>?

Scholium 20 is connected to a lemma in the first treatise to Stagirius which
mentions in passing that prior to Adam’s fall God had promised him immor-

56  On this controversy, see Yonatan Moss, Incorruptible Bodies: Christology, Society and Au-
thority in Late Antiquity (Christianity in Late Antiquity 1; Berkeley and Los Angeles: Uni-
versity of California Press, 2016).

57  Forastudy of the transhistorical understanding of patristic authority as demonstrated by
late ancient theological texts, see Yonatan Moss, “ I Trapped you with Guile: Rationalizing
Theology in Late Antiquity,” in Rationalization in Religions: Judaism, Christianity and Islam
(ed. Y. Friedmann and C. Markschies; Berlin: Akademie der Wissenschaften / Jerusalem:
Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 2019), 103-126, at 114-122.

58  See Yonatan Moss, “Les controverses christologiques au sein de la tradition miaphysite:
Sur I'incorruptibilité du corps du Christ et autres questions,” in Les controverses religieuses
en syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; Es 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 119-136, at 121-128. See also Flavia
Ruani’s contribution to the present volume.

59  Chrysostom had an immense impact on Severus of Antioch, who was himself immensely
influential in the West Syrian tradition. See Pauline Allen, “Severus of Antioch: Heir of
Saint John Chrysostom?” in Severus of Antioch: His Life and Times (ed. J. D’Alton and
Y. Youssef; Texts and Studies in Eastern Christianity 7; Leiden: Brill, 2016), 1-13. For fur-
ther discussion and references to other literature, see Yonatan Moss, “Severus of Antioch:
A ‘Feminist’ Patriarch?” in Severus of Antioch and his Search for the Unity of the Church (ed.
A. Shemunkasho; Bibliotheca Nisibinensis; Berlin and Piscataway, New Jersey: De Gruyter
and Gorgias Press, forthcoming), n. 13. It is worth noting that Severus himself does not
quote from Ad Stagirium in his writings against Julian, or anywhere else. For a convenient
list of Severus’ citations from Chrysostom, see Sever Voicu, “Quoting John Chrysostom in
the Sixth Century: Severus of Antioch,” in La teologia dal v all’viI secolo fra sviluppo e crisi:
XLI Incontro di studiosi dell'antichita cristiana (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 140;
Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, 2014), 633-643, at 642.
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tality.50 This could be recruited against the Julianists since, if for them Adam’s
body was incorruptible, it would be immortal by nature, and Adam would not
need God to make a special promise to him that he would be immortal, as
Chrysostom here states that God did.5! Scholium 20 merely states: “Against the
Julianists” (=) g1\ Aaoal).

Scholium 27’s lemma is concerned with the same issue. It states that Adam
“did not possess confidence in immortality; rather he knew that his hope was
still conditional.”62 Here again, as before, the point is that Chrysostom (consid-
ered authoritative by Julianists and anti-Julianists alike) states that immortality
was not humanity’s natural state, but a conditional hope. Scholium 27 states:
“Against Julian” (=das Aaodl).

The question, therefore, naturally arises whether usage of these two extro-
vertive scholia is documented in subsequent anti-Julianist discussions. Is there
evidence, as we have found in BL Add. 12155, fol. 263", for the incorporation
of these scholia and their attendant lemmata in subsequent florilegia? I have
found such evidence for Scholium 27, but not for Scholium 20. There is evi-
dence for the incorporation of the lemma associated with Scholium 27 in an
anti-Julianist context not in a florilegium stricto sensu, but in two florilegium-
like treatises produced around the turn of the ninth and tenth centuries.

The documents in question are On Heretics attributed to John, bishop of
Dara, who died around the middle of the ninth century, and Moses bar Kepha's
On Paradise, written towards the end of the ninth century.6® A host of similar-

60  Ad Stagirium 1.2 (PG 47.428: xal dBavacioy mapétewy dméayeto). BL Add. 14567, fol. 627 ~a
@ Smua nade~ ~#hadus. “And he (God) promised him (Adam) immortality.”

61  See Moss, Incorruptible Bodies, 32—35, and 171, n. 107.

62  AdStagirium1.5 (PG 47.435: 0 yap pundénw Bappelv \mep Thg dbavaaiag Eyxwv, dAN €Tt ueTéwpov
iy EATtiSa b iy oo £id6rg). BL Add. 14567, fol. 737 =) alss a\aad s van 1\ dm
<190 <am ;madur ;addior <am A liaxs aa A L <om <o < dhadhaun
-~ . This lemma, unlike the previous one, is indicated with a backslash.

63  The oldest manuscript containing On Heretics is Mardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs 356.
Its colophon is missing. On paleographical grounds, Ignatius Aphram I. Barsoum, The
Scattered Pearls: A History of Syriac Literature and Sciences (trans. M. Moosa; 2nd rev. ed.;
Piscataway, New Jersey: Gorgias Press, 2003), 391 dates it to the tenth—eleventh centuries,
whereas Arthur Voébus, “Important Manuscript Discoveries on Iwannis of Dara and his
Literary Heritage,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 96 (1976): 576578, at 577 dates
it to the ninth—tenth centuries. This work has received little attention in modern schol-
arship, which seems to have come to know of its existence only in the 1970s. For a study
of part of this work, see Flavia Ruani, “John of Dara on Mani: Manichaean Interpretations
of Genesis 217 in Syriac,” in Manichaeism East and West (ed. S.N.C. Lieu, et al.; Corpus
Fontium Manichaeorum: Analecta Manichaica 1; Turnhout: Brepols, 2017), 203-222. The
oldest manuscript containing Moses bar Kepha's On Paradise is Yale, Syriac 10, dated to
1225. On the author, the work and the manuscript, see Moss, “Scholasticism, Exegesis and
the Historicization of Mosaic Authorship.”
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ities between those two works points to a clear literary relationship between
them.%4 For a variety of philological and textual reasons, which cannot be
entered into here, it appears that On Heretics is based on On Paradise, rather
than the reverse.55 This means that the author of On Heretics cannot have been
John of Dara, who was long dead by the time Moses wrote On Paradise. Thus, 1
will refer to the author of On Heretics as “Pseudo-John.”

The lemma from Ad Stagirium 1.5 that is associated with Scholium 27 is one
of the many cases where Moses and Ps.-John provide virtually the same text,
which is, interestingly, different from the version of Chrysostom’s text found in
the continuous manuscript. The passages are provided in the table below:

BL Add. 14567, fol. 73": On Paradise 3.3:56 On Heretics 3:57

P MU I 300 e SN haly B5 ass

Saly wime=s i Ao
am b bial o
=laad dharar u\_ am ~om Jiad diaxs s s<am liad diaxs s
=\ ~dhaodhau=n <\ aly, =\ @\ cam dur. oA .~dhadaun <\ @) <am durn
~am <o ~&hadhau=
And Mar Iwannis stated in Iwannis in his mimro to Stagirius
his mimro to Stagirius the the monk said:

monk as follows:
For at that time he did not =~ Adam was still not confident  He was still not confident that he
possess confidence about that he had immortality. had immortality.

immortality

Unlike the two earlier cases we saw where the florilegium cited the lemmata
as they appear in our manuscript, here Moses and Ps.-John’s citation from
Chrysostom clearly refers to the same passage, but the form is different. This

64  For the similarities between On Heretics and On Paradise, see Ruani, “John of Dara on
Mani,” and, at greater length, Yonatan Moss and Flavia Ruani, “Solving the Ninth-Century
West Syrian Synoptic Problem,” Journal of the American Oriental Society (2023): forthcom-
ing.

65 See Moss and Ruani, “Solving.”

66 Yale, Syriac 10, fol. 18".

67  Mardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs 356, fols. 46™—46".
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is either because it reflects a different translation of the Chrysostom text,58
or, as I think is more likely, because it is not meant as a direct quotation from
Chrysostom but as a paraphrase.®® Within its context in Moses and Ps.-John, the
Chrysostom passage appears as part of a string of “testimonies” from patristic
sources recruited to prove, against the claim of the Julianists, that Adam was
created mortal.”® The string of testimonies functions within these works, here
as well as at other junctures, as a florilegium.

Thus, as in our previous cases, here too we have a citation within a flori-
legium meant to prove a point that is the same as the point indicated in a
scholium in our manuscript: both highlight this line from Chrysostom as evi-
dence against Julian and his followers.

As before, we may ask the same questions, and give the same answers. Is
it likely that either Moses or Ps.-John directly consulted BL Add. 14567 and its
scholia as a source for their patristic testimonies? No. It makes more sense to
view the scholia on the Chrysostom manuscript as the beginning of a multi-
stage process. Even if the bulk of the process is no longer visible to us, we can
establish its beginning and end points, whereby individual nuggets of knowl-
edge were transferred from continuous texts of individual patristic authors to
collective, anthological florilegia.

The contours of this phenomenon will need to be further outlined by the
evidence that does survive to us. Many continuous patristic manuscripts do not
have scholia in their margins,”! and in the manuscripts where there are scho-

68  As in the case of the citations from John’s homilies On the Incomprehensibility of God,
which are cited in subsequent florilegia according to a version that is different from that
of our manuscript. See n. 49, above.

69  This latter option is supported by the continuation of the sentence in BL Add. 14567,
fol. 737 ~am <120 <om ymadu ;aadior <om axs Miaxs aa A (rather he knew
that his hope was still conditional ...). Laaxs appears in Moses and Ps.-John’s version, per-
haps reflecting the above-mentioned continuation.

70 See Ps.-John, On Heretics 3, Mardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs 356, fol. 46™: >ad ~ula
~&himoa odia laoal o duril\ 0.~010 uas <o e Ay i
... “Julian further says that man was immortal by nature, but he (Julian openly opposes
scriptures and the fathers ...” In Moses’ case the florilegium seeks out to prove that “he
(Adam) was created mortal by his nature.” Julian is not mentioned specifically in that
context, although a whole chapter is dedicated to refuting him and his followers soon after
that (the citation from Ad Stagirium appears on Yale, Syriac 10, fol. 118Y; the anti-Julianist
chapter begins ibid, fol. 119"). Both Moses and Ps.-John cite several of the same patristic
texts to prove this point: two other passages from Chrysostom; a passage from Cyril; a pas-
sage from Athanasius; but they also each cite two other, distinct passages: Moses cites from
Jacob of Sarug and Philoxenus of Mabbug. Ps.-John cites from Severianus of Gabala and
another passage from Cyril. See further, Moss and Ruani, “Solving,” Table 2.

71 See, e.g., London, British Library Add. 14612 that has no scholia, although it is also a sixth-
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lia, the presence of the scholia is often not indicated in the catalogues or in
scholarship on the manuscripts (in cases where such scholarship exists).”2 Sim-
ilarly, the specific sources of the patristic passages that are cited in the florilegia
are also not always indicated in the catalogues. Thus, further study of possible
connections between scholia on continuous patristic manuscripts and patris-
tic florilegia requires painstaking research.

I began this article by posing two overarching questions about how and why
the Syriac florilegia came to be made. The bulk of this article has proposed a
direction towards answering the “how” question. Thinking about the florilegia
through their debt to the scholia can also offer a direction towards answering
the “why” question. I wish to conclude the article with some reflections along
those lines, culled from the comparative evidence of contemporary textual pro-
duction in the Latin milieu.

Mariken Teeuwen speaks of two distinct, but overlapping, ways of under-
standing the cultural function of glosses in Anglo-Saxon and Carolingian man-
uscripts dating from the same time as many of our Syriac florilegia. She writes
the following (with my own emphases):”3

Too often, I would argue, has the presence of glosses in a manuscript led
scholars to mark them as schoolbooks, in which the glosses were either
written by the master (who used them for his teaching) or by his students
(who noted down the words of the master). The model of a master teach-
ing his students, however, does not always fit the characteristics of glossed
manuscripts. In fact ... their first goal is not to educate but to collect:
they generated new learning based on the ancient building blocks found
in the main text ... The marginal and interlinear glosses thus show us ...
what their methods were to make the ancient cultural heritage their own,

century manuscript of Chrysostom’s homilies, in a layout that is similar to our Chrysos-
tom manuscript. See also London, British Library Add. 14550, a sixth-century continu-
ous manuscript of homilies by Gregory of Nyssa and theological letters by Gregory of
Nazianzus, that also has no scholia.

72 See n. 17 above. For reflections on the role and degree of attention to “paratextual” ele-
ments in manuscript catalogues [with particular attention to Sebastian P. Brock and Lucas
Van Rompay, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts and Fragments in the Library of Deir
al-Surian, Wadi al-Natrun (Egypt) (OLA 227; Leuven: Peeters, 2014)], see Kristian S. Heal,
“Catalogues and the Poetics of Syriac Manuscript Cultures,” Hugoye 20 (2017): 375—417.

73  Mariken Teeuwen, “Marginal Scholarship: Rethinking the Function of Latin Glosses in
Early Medieval Manuscripts,” in Rethinking and Recontextualizing Glosses: New Perspec-
tives in the Study of Late Anglo-Saxon Glossography (ed. P. Lendinara, et al.; Textes et Etudes
du Moyen Age 54; Turnhout: Brepols, 2011), 19-37, at 23-24.
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and how ancient texts and contemporary issues were linked in intellectual
discussions. Thus, they are not educational texts, but rather scholarly col-
lections, containing the seeds of new, medieval learning. 1 am aware of the
fact that the two genres, educational and scholarly, are perfectly able to
overlap, and that it is often difficult to pry them apart, but still the empha-
sis should be on their goal to generate new learning rather than to teach old
learning.

Teeuwen’s distinction between the “educational” and “scholarly” genres of
glossed manuscripts can, to a large degree, be mapped on to our distinction
between “introvertive” and “extrovertive” scholia. Just as the Latin medieval
manuscript tradition also contains, alongside the “scholarly” type Teeuwen
rightly highlights, multiple examples of more “educational” types of glosses,”*
so in the Syriac tradition the scholia on continuous patristic manuscripts can
easily be shown to have fulfilled both functions. It was, however, specifically
the extrovertive scholia that served in the Syriac context the exact purpose that
Teeuwen identifies for her Latin materials: generating “new learning based on
the ancient building blocks found in the main text.” It is precisely such new
learning that the Syriac florilegia embody, linking “ancient texts and contem-
porary issues ... in intellectual discussions.””

74  See, e.g,, Ann Collins, “Eleventh-Century Commentary on the Epistles of Saint Paul: The
Role of Glosses in Pauline Exegesis,” in A Companion to St. Paul in the Middle Ages (ed.
S.R. Cartwright; Brill's Companions to the Christian Tradition 39; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 175~
204, at 191: “Glosses could contain much more sophisticated theological statements, but
assisting basic understanding was at the heart of all the glossed commentaries. Every
reader of the epistles has been confused by Paul’s digressions, and every serious student
of Paul has wished for a guide to his complex arguments. Brief notes written alongside the
text were ideally designed for the clarification of such points.”

75  As crucial as the scholia were in the transition from continuous manuscripts to florilegia,
we must not forget that even without the scholia the continuous manuscripts can already
be shown to be participating in this process. I am referring to the florilegia-type collections
we often find towards the end of continuous manuscripts, including our BL Add. 14567. As
noted at nn. 12-15 above, following the full, continuous texts of different units of Chrysos-
tom’s homilies, the manuscript offers four extracts from various other homilies (one of
the four cases is, to be precise, a complete homily). As in the florilegia, these excerpts
are introduced by “captions” indicating their sources and the points they are meant to
demonstrate. This is itself an act of generating new learning. But perhaps it too derived
from scholia on the continuous manuscripts from which these excerpts, in their turn, were
culled. In any case, it is worth noting that these final 23 folios are not furnished with any
scholia in their margins. This may be due to their being perceived as a comprising their
own florilegium of sorts. I owe this idea to Flavia Ruani.
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Appendix 1: The 40 Scholia on British Library Add. 14567

Daem. John Chrysostom, On that Demons Do not Govern the World.
Hom. Inc. John Chrysostom, Five Homilies on the Incomprehensibility of God.
Stag. John Chrysostom, Three Treatises to Stagirius.

For Coco, Harkins, and Malingrey, see below under Bibliography, Primary
sources.

Scholium 1, g¥*
Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

rninl EArds dus wia), uy am A\
For the distance which separates men from angels is great.

Main hand.
Lemma, g'b:

=o' 138} A dus i) B\ om K\
TOAD Y&p TO pégov aryyEAwy xal GvBpwmwy:

For the distance which separates men from angels is a great one ...
Hom. Inc. 1.34; Malingrey 126; Harkins, 65

Scholium 2, n
Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

L0 comadur vs(nc.\l.. e ~Ahaasi a3 am ey
For if it is love that injures, even if they are your parents, run away.

Main hand.
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Lemma, 1172:

~axoin <haadar dala icambamani <aasy Miam am o
PO L 00m) vs(-.u\l.'.' TCL S A

"Av uév 0dv BAdTTwoty ad TV al guiiat xal TTpdg xotvwviay Ths doefeiog EAxwat,
®&v ol yeyewwxdteg Qaty, dmonydnoov:

But if their love injures you and drags you down to share their godlessness,
even if they are your parents, you must run away from them.
Hom. Inc. 1.41; Malingrey 132; Harkins, 68

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 3, 19"
Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

cﬁvd::mom,&\dun’&ui:d:h(_‘zm
One angel is more powerful than all of creation.

Note hand.
Lemma, 19':

A ymaramls a1 . ~dubedin <am duio @mla b

[y
.Qm

TS xtioews Ths dpwpévng Tad Ty elg dryyerog pévog avtippomés ot

One angel alone is more powerful than all this visible creation.
Hom. Inc. 2.29; Malingrey 164; Harkins, 82

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 4, 19™
Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

~aim o ~arkds Gidusn W\ A\

For angels are far greater than the righteous.
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Note hand.
Lemma, 19':

~aim o ~arkds eidusn WA\
TOMG Yap TV ducaiwv dryyeAot ueilovs.

For angels are far greater than the righteous.

Hom. Inc. 2.29; Harkins, 82
Note: Lemma indicated by trigon.

Scholium 5, 19¥*
Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

<57 @ pazala ol mlded 1\ @) naw
For it is enough for God with regard to everything, just willing [it].

Note hand.
Lemma, 19"3:

@fﬂ)mh&ﬂnaﬂ:i&m&m
pxeae yap adTé T0 BeAfjoat Tpog dmavTa

It is enough for him with regard to [making] everything, just to will it.
Hom. Inc. 2.30; Malingrey 164; Harkins, 83

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 6, 227
Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

adu= asam sadh amaox pls camla
All those who rose then died again.

Main Hand.
Lemma, 22"b:
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.aaam i i > a=aon (.nLr\' B eomla
Ot pnév ydp Mol TAVTES GVaTTAVTEG TIAALY €S THV YTV UTTETTPEPOV.

For all the others who arose returned to the earth again.
Hom. Inc. 2.44; Malingrey, 176; Harkins, 89

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 7, 29™
Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

~ard= o o o 15 < ol niades
God is incomprehensible both to people and to angels.

Note hand.
Lemma, 29™2:

niah= AT FAW e < av A rals v ,is e alx...
Odx avBpcyolg udvov, GG xal Talg dvw Suvdpeaty €aTv ATPdTITog.
God is not only incomprehensible (Greek: unapproachable) to people,
but also to the powers above

Hom. Inc. 3.14; Malingrey, 198; Harkins, 101

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 8, 317+
Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

=l ol mle smadur uwdisn
God is invisible to the powers above

Main hand.
Lemma, 31v®:

=\l dhalin) wml am L <y fasa
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Kai tolg dvew Suvdapeaty abéatdg éativ 6 Oed.

[We will show that] God is invisible to the powers above.
Hom. Inc. 3.24; Malingrey, 208; Harkins, 106

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 9, 33¥*
Gloss (red in red/black tabula ansata in outer margin):

~aima <oaial mle ;madu s <\
God is incomprehensible to the cherubs and seraphs

Note hand.
Lemma, 332b:

1 & ymadur aculs ~<aimla ~oaial e alx
61t 3¢ od Toig XepouPiu 003E Tolg Tepaipt UOVOV ... XATAANTITES €Ty 6 OEdS.
God is incomprehensible not only to the Cherubim and Seraphim [but
also to the Principalities and the Powers and to any other created power.]

Hom. Inc. 3.30; Malingrey, 214; Harkins, 108

Scholium 10, 347¢
Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

,mcmcx.nl: c<_\_s.3.1 »n = .:z)v =axr.olas i r<_\_§_\.1 »n <nQy

That it is more beneficial for one to pray in public than to pray on one’s
own.

Main hand.
Lemma, 34P:

wers Q.JS::A et <lama om <Kuarsy ~&uas ATRNY ml_s._‘z\)
~aarsn &\ han oy
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ebEacBot pév yap xal émt thg olxiag Suvatdy, oltw d¢ ebfaadat tg emt Thg
Socyaiag advvatov.

One can pray at home, but not in the same way as one can in the church.

Hom. Inc. 3.34; Malingrey, 218; Harkins, 110

Scholium n, 357
Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

< oy hala insos
That prayer together with many people is helpful.

Note hand.
Lemma, 35"

ey AN ® 1 Cdurado S1dudd KNS o1 haaula

GUVUTTOVPYOTUVTWY Xal DUAV Tf) Sefael DTep NV, tvar T eig Nag xdptapa Sid
TOMAY TPoTWTWY e0XAPITTHON DTEP UMV,

If you all join in prayer on our behalf, so that {God) may be thanked for
the gift granted us through the prayer of many individuals, on our behalf.

Hom. Inc. 3.36; Malingrey, 220; Harkins, 111
Note: The Syriac is more concise than the Greek here.

Scholium 12, 36™
Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

am ~wha=n o e ~x31a) piasn) os ho\ o ~aaxsoy

That a multitude of people can redeem a person even if he is liable for
death.

Note hand.
Lemma, 36%2:

t..l..ﬂo ~hom <\ mi vamntn hal <dam mlas et ™

£23) o=y mla wara .0om o1 com=s aom haisy
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MOSS

Ara sam aush hamals o) als < 01 0 smaalwa
.<am <ot <asar asl

Téte 31 mdoa 1) ToALG €Tl TOV Imddpopov ETpeye xal TobG éx TAV EpyaaTypiwy
gEfyov xal xowvf) Tag 6 Suog dverdav éEnprace Ths Bacthudis dpy g ToV xarta-
duacfévta ...

Then the whole city ran to the hippodrome, even bringing workmen from
their shops. All the people came together from every side and rescued the
condemned man from the imperial wrath, even though he deserved no
pardon.

Hom. Inc. 3.38; Malingrey, 222; Harkins, 112

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 13, 36v¢

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

~&hass woin= aanls ~<x1is ol .~xize i prdem <>
pals paradn ~ardls a <\

When the holy mysteries are administered, only humans offer supplica-
tion, but also the angels supplicate on our behalf.

Note hand.
Lemma, 36>V

~ard> ar (Ao el ha i as X vasls ~<rins ol
nu\_ am ax .(.-m&\:z) ~ard> ,oja ..Q:i:zﬁ [EE AL RFVEN £

e0m) M1 KiIiana.cam) Ty s

Odx dvBpwmot pévot Bodat ™y ppxwdeatdtyy éxeivnv Povy, ARG xal dyye-
Aot TpoomimTovat T AeamdTy, xal dpxdryyeAot déovtat. "Exovat xal Tov xopov
adTolg guppayodvta, TV Tpoagopdy Bonbodaay.

It is not only men who are making their voices heard in that prayer, a
prayer which is filled with the holiest fear and dread. Angels, too, fall down
in adoration before their Lord. Archangels beg his favour. They have that
sacred moment to fight for them as their ally; they have the sacrifice to
lend them aid.

Hom. Inc. 3.40; Malingrey, 224; Harkins, n3
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Note: The lemma begins on the previous leaf, but the trigon is on this leaf,
next to the gloss.

Scholium 14, 367¢
Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

<003 01 @l Arsrsn xunm i prsdirss < ads
msidua comlara Lamdion mle 1 (9) )l pondien hias
~omals

At the time when the mysteries are celebrated, the deacon has those who
are suffering from bad spirits stand up so that God may see their suffering
and their lowly state, and he (or: we) may have mercy on them.

Note hand.
Lemma, 36'®:

~=In. amo .(.siaﬂ&\:.) ~hEas ~wai A (.A.-rd A <m .llv:a
~RoUA®MND0.camri calay com) 1080 irarsn aml ;=
< el i ) ~araia g darad ownsy i an
comiiin. Kml <y cam) s uy\ ~<m .l)v:z)._o\ml .lvnl:.

i) eI axia camodra

A ToBto xal Tovg Evepyoupévoug xat’ éxelvov (aTHaL TOV xapdv 6 dLdxovog
nal XEAEVEL KAV THY XEQAATY MOVOV xal TG axNpaTt Tod cwpatog motelabat
tag ixetplag: ebyeadal yop adtodg uetd o0 xovod cuddyou T@v dderp@v od
Ppig. At tobto adtodg lothaty, a xateAenaog adTods xal THS TUIPOPAS xal
TS dwvlag, TH oixeia Tappyala TPoG TV Exelvwy dmoxenay TpoaTaaiov.

This is why at this sacred moment the deacon has those who are possessed
by bad spirits stand up and bids them to bow only their heads and to make
their supplications by the posture of their bodies. For they are not permit-
ted to join the prayers of the assembly of their brothers. The deacon has
them stand so that you [Syriac: God] may pity them both for their misfor-
tune and because they cannot speak. He also does this so that you may
use your own confidence in approaching God for their protection.
Hom. Inc. 3.42; Malingrey, 224; Harkins, 113-114

Scholium 15, 457
Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):
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~<asay ._o\mé'\cum yPadu ~Hhbima <y <&lrr
The influence of the demons is a bitter and hard shackle.

Main hand.
Lemma, 4572

RSN e omArnn S mudur Khbiza haas ~&\lxr
"ANVaLS TTOVY)pd ol YOAETT) TAV Satudvwy EaTiv 1) Evépyela.

The influence of the demons is a dreadful and hard shackle.
Hom. Inc. 4.33; Malingrey, 254; Harkins, 128

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 16, 49™
Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

~has t.AA. A D @IOD QMDY
That we should give thanks whenever troubles befall us.

Main hand.
Lemma, 49™:

~dhisy <umy wl Kam durada <l
Evyaptatiog oot bméBeatg yivetar tév dewvidv 1) melpa

The trial of troubles is an occasion for you to give thanks.
Hom. Inc. 4.48; Malingrey, 266; Harkins, 135

Scholium 17, 55™
Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

=12 <inla Kol o) <o s A\ oo

On why he calls the father God and the son Lord.
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Main hand.
Lemma, 54"P—55r2:

i <iala fmle <o o) fdaar <ams B\ s A\ =a
~adi=n <ati hiads W\ > A 1ns <am duasio <la <o ol
. 00 Eamaia ~al~ haori\ oy mdl> ham

Tivog odv Evexev évtabfa, enotl, Tév pév Ocdv Tatépa éxddeoe, tov 8¢ Yidv
Kbptov; Oy amAds o0de eixfj évradba tobto €moinaey, dAN émeidy) mpog "EXy-
vog v 6 Aéyog adtd Tohubeloy vosodvroas ...

For what reason, they say, here in this passage did he [= Paul in 1Cor 8:6]
call the father God and the son Lord? He did not do this there by chance or
without purpose, but because he was talking to Greeks who were infected
with polytheism.

Hom. Inc. 5.20; Malingrey, 288; Harkins, 146

Scholium 18, 56
Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

~dian o ardoy s ymadu A3 (s paias <
We do not apprehend what the nature of the angels is, nor of souls.

Main hand.
Lemma, 56'b:

Rand @isy asi @ada.casy ~Ard > s dudude Qs =\
~ua < Ay e caddsr A IS A0 . Qusarsy <
RY - N ALY 4 | <\ a~ e .Q:z)&uﬁ_-z)v t“"’ i (JA.M EARY

Obx ofdapey peta dxptPeiog dyyéAwv odatiow, xdv pupla grlocogyawyey, ebpety
o0 duvapeda. Kal tf Aéyw dyyéAwv, Smov ye 008e Thg YPuyiis ThHS NueTéPag THY
ovaiav lopev xah&g, udMhov dg 00dE dTwaolv;

We do not know with precision the nature of the angels. Even though we

philosophize ten-thousand times-over, we are not able to figure it out. But

why do I speak of angels, when we do not even know properly the nature

of our own soul; or rather [we do not know] about it anything at all.
Hom. Inc. 5.26—27; Malingrey, 292; 294; Harkins, 149
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Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslashes.

Scholium 19, 617
Gloss (black in red tabula ansata):

~u31nla m <=a\s Vo ~ardshy < duis ~>aaaon

That the creation of the angels predated the creation of this world and of
man.

Note hand.
Lemma, 6172:

@ 38 I Ay FAwin uwa almla.ard aas

. RO 10l A mias LIy wamioad R L ERC

gmoinaey dyyéhoug, dpxaryyérous, xal Tag dMag Tév dowudtwy odalas ... Metd
3¢ v TovTwY dnptovpyio motel xal Tév dvBpwTov Sid TV ad TV TATYVY ...

He made the angels, and he made the other incorporeal beings ... after
their creation, he made man, as well ...
Stag. 1.2; PG 47.427; Coco, 46

Scholium 20, 62
Gloss (black in red outline):

<\ @da. Lacal
Against the Julianists

Note hand.
Lemma, 62:

@) smsr sede~ “hadun <\a
ol dBavaaioy mapékew dméayeto.

And he [God] promised him [Adam] immortality.
Stag. 1.2; PG 47.428; Coco, 47
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Scholium 21, 63¥*
Gloss (black in red outline):

Aara sosrias xa s as al padd jad ay i plawn
iy s oo

The following bad things would have happened to Adam if, although he

sinned, he would have stayed in Paradise and would have eaten from the
tree of life.

Note hand.
Lemma, 63™-63a:

~ans <I30ad 1o (o C IR R i~ ~om adie 1a A\

cias &lds . am a0 <inads mo 18 mo cmies oana Lam)
... &am l&.\ ~&iro

Ei, to0 SBérov petd v mapd ooty emayyethapévou Seifew adtods lgodéoug,
&ml ThS adTijG EUEIVE TIUHS, TPIOLY AV TTEPIETTETE TOTG ETYATOLS XAXOTS ...

If, following the Devil’s promise that after their transgression they would
be shown to be equal to God, he [man] had remained in the same status,
he would have fallen into three difficult evils ...

Stag. 1.3; PG 47.429; Coco, 49

Note: Beginning of lemma apparently indicated by backslash.

Scholium 22, 637®
Gloss (black in red outline):

n’Aic\)v .:)vo <a) Yao <<SnAax
How bad relaxation is, and how good weariness.

Note hand.
Lemma, 63"2:

SEIIOT MUA N rdaad @) sxs <\ 1ams o duls

003¢v oltw Tpdg dveatv diypnaTov wg 1) TRV dvBpwmwy QUalg €aTiv.
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There is nothing as unsuitable to relaxation as human nature.
Stag. 1.3; PG 47.429; Coco, 49

Note: Lemma is unmarked.

Scholium 23, 64¥*
Gloss (black in red outline):

| WO o QD
On what is demonstrated by the threat [of Hell].

Note hand.
Lemma, 64v2:

O Fans mA\a | <asary <haals (o s ol
Lo v e ot w\ & A edaassis
.. @A\ o ~asars edhaal=l <am <ade=

ThS Yap Pagtieiog TGV odpavv odx EAXTTOV V) THS YEEVWNG ATEIAT) TTaploTyat
™V eriavBpwmiav adtod. Ei ydp pn yéewa Nmeidyto, obx &v Tig Toryéwg Emeé-
TUYE TAV €V Tolg obpavols ayadiv.

The threat of Hell demonstrates his [God’s] care for humanity no less does
{the promise of ) the kingdom of heaven. For if he had not threatened
Hell, no one would rush towards the blessings of heaven.

Stag. 1.3; PG 47.430; Coco, 51

Note: The lemma is apparently indicated by backslashes.

Scholium 24, 677
Gloss (black in red outline):

(0 . aimy <Ein nmS 0 wday ol du eo Ay
Qeidu

That also Cain benefits in the world to come from his punishment here [in
this world]. And we (also) benefit {in the next world from our sufferings
in this world ).
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Note hand.
Lemma, 6772:

A)v_‘m 1.-&\;1 ~anrd) m) m) mras <ias, T (.Jm g ‘va
2 @als pdi mls mor W\ Choriz .Im ~is nas
Jony <& du ada dmly <adird (0. mle

Xwplg d& TodTwy EAdTTove adTd TV pEMouaay x6Aaaty Sid TadTHG THS TIUW-
plag elpydleto. Ta pev yap &v ¢ mapdvtt Bl emorydpeva Nulv mapd tod Oeod
AUTIYPA 1) xoAaaTpla TRV Exel Bagdvwy DTOTEUVETAL REPOG 0D UIXPOV.

Other than that, he diminishes his future torment by means of this
{world’s) punishment. For the chastisements that come upon us from
God in this world, cut off a not insignificant part of (our) torments in
the hereafter.

Stag. 1.3; PG 47.431; Coco, 55

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.
Further note: See BL Add. 12155, 263"P, and discussion above.

Scholium 25, 677*-b
Gloss (black in red outline):

~am A dudndia < 1a ol mlas < s A\ >

Why he did not destroy Satan, once he sinned, and demonstrations about
this.

Note hand.
Lemma, 67'P:
o iein dardd mlas < Miam <1 Wm0 o1 o
.,;Avr( ~<siax el

Eil 82 Aéyol Tig, Tivog 0dv Evexev o Tév E§ dpyTis dmaToavta Y)pavioE;

If one were to ask, why did he [God] not destroy the Devil, who led astray
from the beginning ...
Stag. 1.4; PG 47.432; Coco, 56
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Scholium 26, 72™
Gloss (black in red outline):

pa< am oy oo lare Ay oy
That even without the Devil, Adam would have fallen.

Note hand.
Lemma, 72':

.~aom las ~du\ &l mxay e ACNENY- A ~ o0 Aa ¢ 320

obtog xai StaBéhov odx vtog Tayéwg &v 8¢’ Eavtod Tpdg ™Y dpaptioy xorté-
TETEV"

Even if there were no Devil, this one [Adam] would have immediately
fallen on his own into sin.
Stag. 1.5; PG 47.435; Coco, 61

Scholium 27, 73m*b
Gloss (black in red outline):

~=das Aaoal
Against Julian.

Note hand.
Lemma, 73

A ~aom <o & “dhodus < el ilaad dharar wy\ am

LRIM 1A am Hmadur ;Ao am A liars 3a

‘O yap undémw Bappety Umep Tig dBavaaiag Exwvy, AN €Tt ueTéwpov TV EATiSa
TovTNV 0doo B ...

For at that time he [Adam] did not possess confidence in immortality;
rather he knew that his hope was still conditional ...

Stag. 1.5; PG 47.435; Coco, 62

Note: The beginning of the lemma is marked with a backslash.
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Further note: This exact text is cited (within a much longer extract) in BL
Add 14538, 55%. The lemma, in what seems to be a paraphrase, is also cited by
(Ps.)-John of Dara, On Heretics, chap. 3, and Moses bar Kepha, On Paradise, 3.3.
See the discussion above.

Scholium 28, 8872
Gloss (black in red outline):

T idhdn 1a (.-"!A\:.m amy whaam
Refutation of {the notion that) when one behaves well, he is exalted.

Note hand.
Lemma, 88ra:

e TIRGY (L IR0 387 D H® I VI AT oI o
Ei 82 Aéyol Tic Béktiov elvat xatopBodvrag émaipeabal ...
Yet if one were to say that it is advantageous for us to be exalted when we
behave well ...
Stag. 1.9; PG 47.446; Coco, 80

Note: The beginning of the lemma is marked with a backslash.

Scholium 29, 91v*-b
Gloss (black in red outline):

.-C\\m&\c\_\ Air ~xiana ~oiai ymaum <\ <1 Alv::
Why the great men and saints he went to did not cure him.

Note hand.
Lemma, g1v&:

wals flao o dans i @ Fdhatsw al w2 alw
<zl unamI0:Ea10 I Ba KamAT FAAL < iras i ~aDaws
.. IO (.Am \I\T\l{ﬂ
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El uév yap p moMy émoow amoudiy, unde amodyplag Eoteiim naxpdg, date
guyyevéabat avdpdaty dylotg xal beavolig Ta Totadta AVew Seaud: ...

For if you had not made such a great effort, and you had not taken upon
yourself a long journey so as to be in the company of men who are holy
and who are able to loosen such bonds ...

Stag. 1.10; PG 47.448; Coco, 84

Scholium 30, 937
Gloss (black in red outline):

oLy (:" ~&hos <AY DN
That sorrow is worse than a demon.

Note hand.
Lemma, g3*2:

m) <1ni ,m A e el am madu <oy am ol
s ~Katas <o s Kums

Ovy 6 Salpwv éativ 6 v dBupioy xvdv, dA" €xeivy ¥) motoboa v Salpova
loyupdy, xal Todg Aoytlapods bmofdiovaa Todg ToVYPoUs.

The demon is not that which puts sorrow in motion; rather, the latter
makes the demon strong, and incites evil thoughts.

Stag. 2.1; PG 47.449; Coco, 87

Scholium 31, 100"*
Gloss (black in black outline):

<oy ANa A dur i ~aim
Here he began to talk about the tribulations of the saints.

Note hand.
Lemma, 100v2:

o103 QU s NG (0. @y KmSars camlal oo
<ol hal “ivmia
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"E&étacov yap dmavtog Todg ToTE dvopaatods, xal mdvtag, dmd tév BAipewy
&et mappnaiav Eoynxdtag Tpog TOV Oodv.

For, examine all the illustrious men of old, and you will see that through
their tribulations they acquired familiarity with God.

Stag. 2.5; PG 47.454; Coco, 95
Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Scholium 32, 1517
Gloss (black in red outline):

Nam~ <KD1N ymy <axrad
Interpretation of the verse ‘that I may be accursed’ (Rom g:3).

Note hand.
Lemma, 15172-b;

eddm Hlay i als c<aaxs P Fam Kot duam rt\_s.:z)
e <am ~a\im. eOmududy wdm imnoy x| s
ard . da mAoa ) hom ~auns dsdur Klam Kert 1A
.~y duam v-d_s._‘zn AT T QYRR L P L) ~Ax e <a\imar\s
sare Ay e als Ao ImADY ~ataxly dm .cudur ~<am
2 bl sar & am aa3 s on o1 comla ~radals

o .l)q_‘zt amAuss aOm Qo . LMD (.n.n.\&\.'l_‘zn QI r.\cr.\l_'s
~aim o< .ﬂ.\:_s.: @\ ham m..&\.w( &\.sr\‘u&\.m

Hiyduny dvdeua elvar dmd tod Xptotod Imép v deApdv 1ov @Y ouyyevidy uov,
@Y xata adpxa, oftivés eloty TopanAirar. “O 8¢ Aéyel, TolodTév éati [Tobewdte-
pov v pot €ig yéewvay éumeaely, #) Todg Topaniitag dmiotodvrag 6pdv. To yap,
Hiyduny avdeua elvar, 100t6 éotv: 6 8¢ v &v Tf) Yeéwy xbAaoty EASpevog
Umep tob Suvndivar mpogaryoryéadat Todg Toudaioug dmavtag, ebdnAov 6Tt TOV-
TOV 1) TUXRV, TAVY &V Tf) Yeéwvy) xohalopévewv difye Bapltepov, emelmep éxetvo
HaMov DT xatd YV 1 tobTo .

‘For I could pray that I may be accursed and cut off from Christ for the
sake of my brothers, my kinsmen according to the flesh, they who are
Israelites’ (Rom 9:3—4a). This indicates as follows: ‘It would be better for
me to fall into Hell than to see that the Israelites do not believe.” For this
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is the meaning of ‘I could pray that I may be accursed. He who accepted
the torment of Hell in exchange for attaining all the Jews (that which he
did not succeed at), it is clear that not succeeding at this meant more tor-
ment for him than the torment experienced by all the people in Hell. This
is because this (having the Jews believe in Christ) was a stronger desire
for him than that (avoiding the torments of Hell).

Stag. 3.11; PG 47.488; Coco, 160

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.
Further note: See BL Add. 12155, 2632, and discussion above.

Scholium 33, 1527®
Gloss (black in red outline):

~<AS) QMO o QI rajldr-( AL Rusn <A

From here he begins (to talk) about the tribulations of individuals in that
time.

Note hand.
Lemma, 152":

e I ¢ walsaana) .St am am) iasde
Avapwadn i yap Tov @iktatov Yépovta exetvov, ANUopIAoy AEYw ..

Recall that beloved old man, namely Demophilus ...
Stag. 3.12; PG 47.489; Coco, 160

Note: Lemma appears to be indicated by backslashes (the beginning on the
previous leaf).

Scholium 34, 155™
Gloss (black in red outline):

RYCER = W] A\ =0 ~aus 2 ~hasia raoy

That depression is worse than the demon, and why it is that it has been
placed in our nature.
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Note hand.
Lemma, 155'™:

~duazmm mdur hurr Khanas s mlas (o Lo
~Ahasiay mhaa\ o

T ydp Sapoviniis evepyeiag fAaBepwytepov 1) Ths dBupiag dmepPoAn.

Excessive depression is far more harmful than all demoniacal influences.
And Lemma, 1552

1= 1 dhoiain Ay .. puas mle o | dhasial

Ty yap aBupioy Evédnuey NAY 6 Oedg Tf QUTEL ... tva T uéyioTta xepddvwuey
¢€ adtiis.

For, God placed depression in our nature ... so that we may earn great
things from it.

Stag. 3.13;14; PG 47.491; Coco, 164165

Note: The gloss atypically refers to two lemmata; the beginnings of which are
indicated by backslashes, on two different leaves.

Scholium 35, 156™-b
Gloss (black in red outline):

~haia Ay <duand
An example relating to depression

Note hand.
Lemma, 156"2:

t.;:»m..&\_‘z) ~haowe ) v{_-a_s.; .l)v_‘zm 3D 5 1A Hm =X\ Q

ol oupBaivel ToawTd, olov Eml TAV papudnwy TAV TTapd TAVY latpdv Sidouévmv

And the same thing happens with remedies given by physicians ...
Stag. 3.14; PG 47.491; Coco, 165
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Note: The beginning and the end of lemma appear to be indicated by back-
slashes.

Scholium 36, 1567%-b
Gloss (black in red outline):

Aanio <o ~uoar > B ~<dhoia Q> £AwI navay

N -
That it is easier to expel depression from ourselves than vainglory and
concupiscence.
Note hand.

Lemma, 156"?:

A aa ALl ray (o9 dunsica dunsi s A
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ToloUTwWY TadRV, XaAWS v NTdpeLs UTEp Tig dmadharyiig:

But I do not know how to expel it [depression]| and distance it from my
soul. Yet, O beloved one, what problem is there? For if, on the one hand,
there were some concupiscence, and an inopportune love of the flesh, or
the tyranny of vainglory, then it would be an invincible evil, or if were
some other passion such as these, then you would rightly be pressed for
deliverance ...

Stag. 3.14; PG 47.492; Coco, 166-167

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Scholium 37, 1577
Gloss (black in red outline):

=L\ omia as ddus om vaals Lo W\ =
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On what sole account may a Christian be distressed

Note hand.
On the Lemma, 157P:

twls edidh anddn padn o u\miaa W Did
W< o .pmalns ama Kda o .m) eadar om WL

"Evvénaov yap Tt tov XplaTiovov, €l mote Avmoito, dbo udvov dmodéaelg dBupiog
gxew Oel, 1) 6ty avTdg, 1) 6Ty 0 TATlov Tpoaxpolay Oed:

For if the Christian is ever distressed it must be for only one of two rea-
sons: either when he himself has angered God, or when his fellow { Chris-
tian) has done so.

Stag. 3.14; PG 47.492; Coco, 167

Note: The beginning of lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Scholium 38, 1577%-b
Gloss (black in red outline):

<15 M= am mley s jaa aly = ~aaw ]
Whence it is proven that punishment is not a requital for sin

Note hand.
On the Lemma, 157'P:

Addy s e i jae Im smadu n’mlv.-n e AL
~<aim N ot Aana <am ~dhaax sl

“Ort1 3¢ olite apapTpdTwy Eativ dvtidoats, dMa aTepdvwy xal BpaPeiwy HTo-
Beatg ohtog 6 1dparg xal & Tévog, dfiAov Exeibev.

That your sweat and pain is not a requital for sins, but rather an occasion
for crowns and rewards, is proven from the following ...
Stag. 3.14; PG, 47.493; Coco, 167
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Scholium 39, 1677*

Gloss (black in red outline):

.aun1I< <araa

A necessary interpretation.

Note hand.
On the Lemma, 16772

plhi a A iranls da wom ) Lo s alwdia .
Aadu & Mias @idor ym asar Llams com eadia
2@ <Im AT @1 “Al= ana =) aaredies pam Aa Lomam
eI I @i <iana m1ma iKrm ~Ksis o wlaas A
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Ko tvor pudfyg 81t od o ywvépuevoy xordlet Togobtov, §oov o péMov mpodtop-
Bobra, dxovoov Thg EmarywyTic Kai viv ob w) exdeldy €€ adtdv mdvta, oo 8y
gmbdvrat motfjoat. O 3¢ Aéyet Tolodtév oty "Eav iy 3dat Siny viv, xal 4o
TS pilns adtiis TOV apapTpdTwy dvoxatTiab@aty, od atoovtal ThS Tovypiog
ob3apod

And in order that you may understand that he does not chastise for what
has taken place so much as he provides for improvement in the future,
hear the sequel: “And now none of all the things will fail them, which they
set on foot to do” (Gen 11:6). Now what he says, is of such a kind as this. If
they do not pay the penalty now, and be restrained from the very root of
their sins, they will never cease from wickedness.

Daem. 4; PG 49.250; NPNF I, 9.181

Scholium 40, 1737

Gloss (black in red outline):

~a\a ~xial pads @dm AW\ = cdas

Inquiry concerning the things that happen to evil-doers, and to the doers
of good.

Note hand.
On the Lemma, 173"2:
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‘Ot adtd To07T6 ot T6 aravdailov pe mAgov. A Tl yaip Sbo Bvtwy TAV Tow-
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oG évtadba Etipa Todg dryabols, mepitTi) 1) THS ploews Av Nuépa ...

Because it is this very thing which offends me more. For why when there
are two evil men, is one chastened, and another gets off, and escapes; and
when there are two good men, one is honored, and the other continues
under punishment? And this very thing is a very great work of God’s prov-
idence. For if he were to chasten all the evil men, here; and were to honor
here all the good men, a day of judgment were superfluous ...

Daem. 7; PG 49.254; NPNF 1, 9.184

Note: The beginning (and possibly also the end) of the lemma is indicated by a
backslash.

Appendix 2: Footnotes with Images from British Library Add. 14567

Footnote 7
The following specimens from our manuscript may be compared:

= ;, = '. E‘__.;.‘,'—""!'?&‘—" <>
:'c'&uho..‘::..u}\e &Cx od«ﬁb’,

TS WP Dert 1 PSS
e AN B S

FIGURE 3.6 Fol. 200" (hybrid hand)




126 MOSS

: i \—u-‘--! "

o\ vfhaan\\
ﬁa\.m& G Ry

FIGURE 3.7 Fol. 172" 173" (Estrangela)

The forms in the hybrid hand for beth, gomal, koph, and pe are Estrangela.
The forms in the hybrid hand for dolath, he, waw, semkat and rish are Serto.
The hybrid hand forms for olaph, mim, shin and taw are neither Estrangela nor
Serto, but can be described as forms that are midway between them.

Footnote 20
E.g. Scholium 33:

FIGURE 3.8 Scholium 33

Footnote 21
E.g. Scholium 19:

FIGURE 3.9 Scholium 19

There are also two scholia, 35 and 36, that follow a different pattern (rectangle
outline with droplets in its four corners).
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Footnote 22
The Estrangela scholia are: 1; 2; 6; 8; 10; 15; 16; 17; 18. All the rest are hybrid. The
hands of the scholia (“main hand” and “note hand”) are indicated in Appendix1.
For examples, see:

Scholium 6:

FIGURE 3.10  Scholium 6 (Estrangela)

And Scholium 7:

FIGURE 3.1  Scholium 7 (hybrid)
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CHAPTER 4

Heresiology and Florilegia: The Reception of
Epiphanius of Salamis’ Panarion and Ephrem the
Syrian’s Prose Refutations and Hymns against
Heresies

Flavia Ruani

Introduction: Heresiology and Florilegia

The field of ancient Christian heresiology has been flourishing in the past two
decades, especially with regard to the Greek tradition.! As part of this renewed
interest, the study of the Syriac heresiological tradition has also recently re-
ceived scholarly attention.? From its first attestations in the second century

1 After Alain Le Boulluec’s pioneering essay in two volumes La notion d’hérésie dans la littéra-
ture grecque 11°-111° siécles (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes, 1985), the field has been
enriched not only by the publication of new editions and translations of ancient heresio-
logical sources (e.g. Epiphanius’ Panarion and Pseudo-Hippolytus’ Refutation of all heresies),
but also monographs and articles that explore various facets of the heresiological discourse.
Let us mention some important titles: Aline Pourkier, L'hérésiologie d’Epiphane de Salamine
(Paris: Beauchesne, 1992); Benoit Jeanjean, Saint-Jérome et I'hérésie (Paris: Institut d’Etudes
Augustiniennes, 1999); Alain Le Boulluec, “Orthodoxie et hérésie aux premiers siécles dans
I'historiographie récente,” in Orthodoxie, christianisme, histoire (ed. S. Elm, E. Rebillard, A. Ro-
mano; Rome: Ecole francaise de Rome, 2000), 303-319; Hervé Inglebert, Interpretatio Chris-
tiana: Les mutations des savoirs (cosmographie, géographie, ethnographie, histoire) dans [An-
tiquité chrétienne (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes, 2001); Averil Cameron, “How to
Read Heresiology,” Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies 33/3 (2003): 471-492; Judith
M. Lieu, Marcion and the Making of a Heretic. God and Scripture in the Second Century (Cam-
bridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015); Geoffrey S. Smith, Guilt by Associa-
tion: Heresy Catalogues in Early Christianity (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015); Todd
S.Berzon, Classifying Christians: Ethnography, Heresiology, and the Limits of Knowledge in Late
Antiquity (Oakland, Ca.: University of California Press, 2016). For an excellent presentation
of the study of ancient heresiology, see Eduard Iricinschi and Holger M. Zellentin, “Making
Selves and Making Others: Identity and Late Antique Heresiologies,” in Heresy and Identity in
Late Antiquity (ed. E. Iricinschi and H.M. Zellentin; Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 119;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 1-27.

2 See Alberto Camplani, “Traces de controverse religieuse dans la littérature syriaque des orig-
ines: peut-on parler d'une hérésiologie des ‘hérétiques?” in Les controverses religieuses en
syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; ES 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 9-66, and Flavia Ruani, “Les controver-
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to its later expressions in the thirteenth century, Syriac heresiology has been
explored in two main directions: the study of writings that refute “erroneous”
doctrines in their philological, historical, and ideological dimensions, and the
reception of these writings in later texts.3 For the history of Syriac heresiology,
the corpus of West Syrian dogmatic florilegia, spanning from the seventh to the
ninth century, is interesting in several ways.* Firstly, florilegia sit at a chrono-
logically symbolic juncture in the production of polemical literature in Syriac.
Indeed, they follow the peak of the Christological controversy of the fifth and
sixth centuries and are contemporary with the first reactions to Islam. Sec-
ondly, from the literary point of view, florilegia have their own characteristics,
but can also be seen as inheritors of the traditional heresiological style. For
example, contrary to polemical texts, they lack an explicit authorial voice that
would glue together the quoted extracts to achieve a coherent discourse. How-
ever, dogmatic florilegia bear some significant similarities to the conventional
way of writing heresiology, both in content and form.

The florilegia’s major aim is to affirm the Syrian Orthodox faith by refuting
the opinions of a diverse array of opponents, which include Dyophysite adver-
saries, such as the Chalcedonians and the “Nestorians”, as well as other forms of
Miaphysitism, such as the ones proposed by the “Julianists”, the “Agnoetians’,
and the “Tritheists”, among several others.> Even though florilegia tend to as-

ses avec les manichéens et le développement de I'hérésiologie syriaque,” in Les controverses
religieuses en syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; ES 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 67-103.

3 See the example of Titus of Bostra, Against the Manichaeans, originally written in Greek but
entirely transmitted only in Syriac, which has been recently edited and translated, as well as
studied: Titi Bostrensis Contra Manichaeos (see the bibliography, under “primary sources”);
Titus de Bostra, Contre les manichéens (see ibid.); Nils Arne Pedersen, Demonstrative Proofs in
Defense of God. A Study of Titus of Bostra’s Contra Manichaeos: The Work's Sources, Aims and
Relation to its Contemporary Theology (Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies 56; Leiden:
Brill, 2004); Paul-Hubert Poirier and Timothy Pettipiece, Biblical and Manichaean Citations
in Titus of Bostra’s Against the Manichaeans: An Annotated Inventory (Instrumenta Patristica
et Mediaevalia 78; Turnhout: Brepols 2017).

4 In this article, “florilegia” refer to compilations of textual excerpts arranged in thematic sec-
tions articulated in an organic way. On the other hand, “dogmatic florilegia” refer to florilegia
that have doctrinal content aimed at the refutation of religious teachings that are perceived
as erroneous and at the joint promotion of one specific confession, perceived as orthodoxy.
Therefore, according to this definition, dogmatic florilegia differ from simple collections of
doctrinal extracts lacking an internal logic, such as the late antique anti-Jewish testimonia
(however, see Minov’s chapter in this volume), and from miscellaneous manuscripts, which
may contain more than one florilegium.

5 For a presentation of the controversies internal to Miaphysitism found in the dogmatic flo-
rilegia transmitted in the manuscripts London, British Library Add. 12155, 14532, 14533 and
14538, see Yonatan Moss, “Les controverses christologiques au sein de la tradition miaphysite:
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sociate all these doctrinal opponents, both external and internal, with ancient
heresies, they often also group them in a unifying polemical category, that of
“heresy”, despite their variety. This calls to mind the traditional heresiolog-
ical practice of amalgamation, namely, the perception and portrayal of dis-
tinct theological doctrines as different manifestations of one single error.® This
labelling is most perceivable in titles: the polemical florilegia contained in the
eighth-century manuscript London, British Library Add. 14532 include, among
others, anti-Dyophysite, anti-Julianist, anti-Tritheist and anti-Agnoetian flori-
legia which bear the overarching title of Volume of Demonstrations from the
Holy Fathers against Various Heresies (=x310 < &hmS<y <duaida <dunia
~haluisn micmim lanaly, fol. 1").7

Moreover, some florilegia explicitly mention lists of traditional groups
charged with heresy and integrate them in their argumentations. Listing here-
sies is yet another expression of the amalgamation technique, very widespread
in the ancient Christian heresiological discourse, which developed it through
the motif of “succession”, or diadoché, of erroneous doctrines.® For example,
we find such a blacklist of heresies in the narrative introducing the florilegium
devoted to the question of the afterlife in Ms BL Add. 14532, fol. 213¥—217", such
as those (pre-Christian and Christian, up to the third century) gathered under
the theme of the rejection of bodily resurrection, as shown below:

Testimonies from the holy Fathers that show that there will be resurrec-
tion for those bodies which wrestled with souls here below, and as they
partook with them in the suffering of this world, they will partake with

sur l'incorruptibilité du corps du Christ et autres questions,” in Les controverses religieuses en
syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; ES 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 119-136.

6 On“amalgamation” as an ancient heresiological practice, see Le Boulluec, La notion d’héréste,
2:643 (index entry: “Amalgame”).

7 The first part of this title (“Demonstrations from the Holy Fathers”) is also written in red ink
on the top margin of the verso of the last folio in each quire (last occurrence at fol. 122V, in
a total of 221 folios). For a description of this manuscript and the four florilegia, see William
Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum Acquired Since the Year 1838
(3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870-1872), 2:955-967. See also Albert Van
Roey, “Un traité cononite contre la doctrine de Jean Philopon sur la resurrection,” in Anti-
doron. Hulde aan Dr. Maurits Geerard bij de voltooiing van de Clavis Patrum Graecorum I (ed.
J. Noret; Wetteren: Cultura, 1984), 123-139, esp. 125-126.

8 On the notion of heretical diadoché, see Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, 2:639 (index entry
Siadoyy) and Id., “Discours hérésiologique et dénominations des ‘sectes’” in Les communautés
religieuses dans le monde gréco-romain. Essais de définition (ed. N. Belayche and S.C. Mimouni;
Bibliothéque del’école pratique des hautes études, Sciences religieuses 117; Turnhout: Brepols,
2003), 107-122.
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them in the blessings or they will be punished. And refuted are those who
deny this, namely the Samaritans, the Sadducees, Simon Magus, Valenti-
nus, Marcion, those who are called Gnostics, Origen and Mani.”

Furthermore, in terms of form, florilegia adopt and adapt a structural mode
of refutation that is traditional in heresiology. This mode consists in quot-
ing excerpts both from the adversaries themselves, for the sake of refutation,
and from previous Church authorities, in support of specific arguments. One
example is offered by a florilegium preserved in the eighth-century manuscript
London, British Library Add. 12155, which includes several passages from Nesto-
rius’ writings.!? These passages are marked in the margins with specific signs
(known as obeli,—or +) to indicate their different status from the preceding and
following citations, as they have a heterodox status from the West Syrian view-
point. One of these passages is introduced as follows: “From Nestorius, from his
Letter to Thedoretus, in which he blames the statements written by Cyril contra
Orientales ...” (fol. 37%).1 The refutation of Nestorius’ claims is obtained implic-
itly by juxtaposing quotes from Scriptures and orthodox Church writers in the
remaining parts of the florilegium.1?

9 B DA\ a1an aimy ade AN ey i ChmSt Cdudnd
.~ajmy hadina ~ris emeas aadadr <y nerIa ~&oun dm hiay
dms piadr whrdd (masha . pnidies o KhaY s padodies emms (da
(.Jmlo *.c\\.;.ni:z.\lo ro\.\.nlv.\lcdo =L 10 -C\\:zu.mlc\ .~andmla isaxd el m
Prela i ardda.<ad wa1y i~ doaThe same list appears in BL Add. 14538,
fol. 147"

Doxographies of heretics are common in ancient heresiology, and the enumeration of
heresies is the very ratio that forms catalogues of heresies, a very popular heresiological
genre; see Smith, Guilt by Association.

10  Forits content and date, see Wright, Catalogue, 2:921-955.

11 o Shads (.A.nd A coon vdv..i:mn’&\ s @A\ < o mc\aialv.m.h
TN E L T walsian The same excerpt, accompanied by marginal obel, is also quoted
in BL Add. 14532, fol. 18%. To be sure, Nestorius is not the only adversary to be cited; extracts
from the canons of the Synod of Chalcedon and from Julian of Halicarnassus’ writings
are further examples. The latter (taken from BL Add. 14532, but also BL Add. 12155, 14533
and 14538) have been edited by René Draguet, Julien d’Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec
Sévére d’Antioche sur Uincorruptibilité du corps du Christ. Etude historique, littéraire et doc-
trinale, suivie des fragments dogmatiques de Julien (texte syriaque et traduction grecque)
(Louvain: Smeesters, 1924).

12 On the use of such marginal marks used to distinguish the adversaries’ positions from
the parts of the text which are considered orthodox, see Michael Philip Penn, “Know
Thy Enemy: The Materialization of Orthodoxy in Syriac Manuscripts,” in Snapshots of
Evolving Traditions: Jewish and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual Fluidity, and New
Philology (ed. LI Lied and H. Lundhaug; Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur 175; Berlin: De Gryuter, 2017), 221-241. Michael Penn examines in
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As a contribution to the history of Syriac heresiology, in this chapter I would
like to explore the reception and accommodation of material from heresiolog-
ical works in medieval florilegia (seventh to ninth century). This research rests
on the premise that the act of quoting from previous heresiological writings,
among other polemical sources, contributes to define dogmatic florilegia as
constructed texts with their own polemical intentions. I will therefore probe
the way in which the florilegia’s authors lend this status to their compositions:
how they built their interpretations by choosing what to include and what to
exclude from these sources, as well as by presenting the selected material in a
different light, by detaching it from the original context, putting it into a new
one, and editing it to fit this new polemical destination.

I shall begin with an overview of the heresiological sources quoted in the
florilegia. Such a survey will allow us to understand which texts were in cir-
culation and available to the authors of West Syrian florilegia in seventh- to
ninth-century Upper Mesopotamia, and which ones were deemed relevant for
their purposes. Two of them, both belonging to the fourth century, will be the
focus of the next part of the chapter. These are Epiphanius of Salamis’ cata-
logue of heresies, the Panarion, and Ephrem the Syrian’s heresiological works,
the Prose Refutations against Mani, Marcion and Bardaisan and the Hymns
against Heresies. Next, I will probe the selection, organization and content of
these excerpts, including the textual modifications carried out to accommo-
date them into their new contexts. Finally, in order to show that florilegia were
polemical works in their own right, rather than mere collections of quotes,
the chapter will broaden its scope to previous, contemporary and later authors
and texts that quote the same heresiological sources, namely, the writings by
Epiphanius and Ephrem mentioned above. More specifically, I will assess if flo-
rilegia borrowed the fourth-century heresiological quotations from previous
authors, on one side, and if contemporary and later authors took them in turn

detail the marks found in the manuscripts that contain West Syrian florilegia, the same
under discussion in the present article; BL Add. 12155, 14532, 14533, 14538. The enemies
marked with these marginal signs include Nestorius, the Council of Chalcedon, Julian of
Halicarnassus, Leo of Rome and Theodoret (see especially 225 and 228-229). Moreover,
Penn points out that, in some instances, the citation of the position to be denounced
occurs within the quote of an authoritative source. In this case as well, the heterodox pas-
sages are signalled with obeli or similar symbols in the margins (angle brackets, lines);
this is also the case of Eunomius, quoted by Basil of Caesarea, and Damian of Alexandria,
cited by Peter of Antioch. Along with these reading marks, Penn highlights other strategies
employed by Syriac copyists to present and, at the same time, condemn the adversaries’
claims, such as narrative framing and marginalia, also used in our manuscripts. I thank
Yonatan Moss for pointing out this article to me.
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from the florilegia, on the other. Elements of comparison will be offered by the
writings of three authors who are well-known for their extensive use of patris-
tic texts. For the former aim, I will refer to Philoxenus of Mabbug (d. 523) and
Severus of Antioch (d. 538); for the latter, to Moses bar Kepha (d. 9o3).

1 Heresiological Texts in Seventh- to Ninth-Century Florilegia: A
Survey

Since dogmatic florilegia are written by and for Miaphysite communities, one
could expect them to display only excerpts from earlier Church writers deal-
ing with theological contents on major topics of the Christological debate,
such as the nature of Christ (his divine and human nature, as well as his body,
knowledge and will), the Trinity, and the resurrection of the body. However,
this assumption can immediately be corrected by taking a glimpse at William
Wright's catalogue of the Syriac manuscripts kept at the British Library, and to
the section devoted to florilegia specifically.!® Wright’s very detailed descrip-
tions show that florilegia quote a great diversity of polemical titles, including
writings dealing with heresies that do not concern the Christological contro-
versy.4

Below, I provide a chronological list of some recurring ones. Irenaeus of
Lyon’s Against Heresies, Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata, Athanasius of Al-
exandria’s Against Arius and Against Apollinarius, Ephrem the Syrian’s Hymns
against Doctrines (Heresies) and Mimre against Doctrines (= Prose Refutations),
Titus of Bostra’s Against the Manichaeans, Gregory of Nyssa's Against Euno-
mius, Epiphanius of Salamis’ Panarion (Against Heresies), Severianus of Gaba-
la’s Sermon against Kentorye, Manichaeans and Apollinarists, Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s Against Julian the Apostate and Against Nestorius, Isaac of Antioch’s
Mimro against the Chaldeans, Severus of Antioch’s Against Julian of Halicar-
nassus and Against John the Grammarian.

The sources belong to both the Greek and Syriac traditions, and they cover
the entire patristic age, spanning from the second century (with Irenaeus
of Lyon) to the sixth (with Severus of Antioch), with a preference for post-
Nicene writers of the fourth and early fifth centuries. They target a variety of
adversaries, although they are all quoted in florilegia that aim to affirm Syr-

13 Wright, Catalogue, 2:904-1015.
14  To be sure, these texts are, by far, not the majority out of those quoted in dogmatic flori-
legia; there are many other texts whose content is theological but not polemical.
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ian Orthodox identity by condemning especially “Julianists”, “Nestorians” and
Chalcedonians. Indeed, while Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch deal
with the Christological controversy as the authors of florilegia do, other texts
deal with the Trinitarian debate (aimed against Arius and Eunomius). Yet, since
this debate addressed some Christological issues, the sources related to it can
properly support the Miaphysite arguments developed in the anti-Julianist,
anti-Nestorian and anti-Chalcedonian florilegia.l> Next to these sources deal-
ing directly with Christological matters that would fit the aims of the florile-
gia, there are others with an apparently unrelated content, directed towards
more ancient heresies: Irenaeus and Clement against the Gnostics, Epiphanius
against the Gnostics and several other early Christian heresies; Cyril against
Julian the Apostate; Ephrem, Titus and Severianus against the Manichaeans;
Isaac of Antioch against the Chaldeans. Surprising as the presence of these
texts may seem, it should be noted that the practice of quoting ancient authors
independently from the adversaries they target is attested since the first patris-
tic expressions of gathering proof for demonstrative purposes. What mattered
were not the opponents but the status of the writer. In the history of the
concept of “auctoritas patrum” and the use of patristic sources, the appeal
to Nicene fathers, as well as authors defending the Nicene orthodoxy, vastly
increased by the fifth century for dogmatic purposes. This explains the cita-
tions, in our medieval compilations, from fourth-century writers such as
Athanasius and Gregory of Nyssa, as well as Ephrem and Epiphanius, who were
considered champions of the faith and paragons of orthodoxy for promoting
the Nicene creed against its contestants. On the other hand, the appeal to ante-
Nicene authors, while decreasing in favour of the defenders of Nicaea, never
ceased, since they were recognized as universal authorities, that is, sources
whose authoritative status was accepted by all parties involved. Relying on
them would have prevented the opponent to contest their validity and, there-
fore, the validity of the claims they were invoked to support. Irenaeus figures
among the pre-Nicene fathers who continued to be quoted the most.16

Yet, the presence of these texts, whose content at first sight seems incon-
gruent with the controversies developed in the florilegia, arouses curiosity: for
which goals and in which ways are their contents considered relevant with
regard to the context of their reception? In other words, how did florilegia use

15  There are also anti-Arian sections: see BL Add. 12155, chapter 389, fol. 106" (see Wright,
Catalogue, 2:936).

16 See Robert M. Grant, “The Appeal to the Early Fathers,” The Journal of Theological Stud-
ies 11/1 (1960): 13—24, and Patrick T.R. Gray, “ ‘The Select Fathers’: Canonizing the Patristic
Past,” sP 23 (1989): 21-36. I thank Yonatan Moss for these references.
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ancient heresiology? Which parts of these sources were selected and appropri-
ated by the medieval compilers?

At the outset, we may notice the absence of famous late antique heresiolog-
ical works. While we do have the Panarion by Epiphanius, we do not encounter
Ps.-Hippolytus’ Refutations of All Heresies (Elenchos) (first half of the third cen-
tury) nor Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium (fifth
century), just to mention other well-known texts of this genre. The latter, in
particular, was very widespread in Greek, and excerpts from other works by
Theodoret are cited in West Syrian florilegia, such as his Ecclesiastical History,
despite the fact that the author belonged on the other side of the Christological
divide.” Possibly, these writings had not reached the Syriac world, or they were
not considered relevant for medieval doctrinal debates, or again, they were not
found to be doctrinally sound enough for inclusion in what may be called the
“identity cards” of Syrian Orthodox faith.'®

In the past, scholars have exploited the quotes of the heresiological texts
contained in the florilegia for philological purposes. This is the case of Ire-
naeus,'” Titus of Bostra,?® and Ephrem’s Prose Refutations.! The prominent
tendency was to take these excerpts from the point of view of the “received
text” (thus, by using them for stemmatic purposes and critical editions), with-
out paying attention to the “receiving context”. We now have the opportunity to

17  See André de Halleux, “L'Histoire ecclésiastique de Théodoret dans les florileges grégoriens
syriaques,” in Mélanges Antoine Guillaumont: contributions a létude des christianismes ori-
entaux, avec une bibliographie du dédicataire (ed. R.-G. Coquin; Cahiers d’orientalisme 20;
Geneva: P. Cramer, 1988), 221-232. CPG 6223 does not mention any translation of the Com-
pendium in any Eastern Christian language.

18 I borrow this term from Moss, “Les controverses christologiques”, 120-121: “Ces quatre
recueils [BL Add. 12155, 14532, 14533, 14538] ... peuvent étre considérés comme des ‘cartes
d'identité théologiques’ de 'Eglise miaphysite syriaque.” Perhaps the excerpts from Theo-
doret’s Ecclesiastical history were more neutral from a theological point of view, which
made them acceptable for the West Syrian compilers of florilegia, or perhaps some theo-
logical content was taken out before incorporating them into the florilegia. Giorgia Nicosia
is currently conducting a Ph.D. research on this topic at Ghent University, which will shed
new light on this important question.

19 Irenaeus of Lyon, Against Heresies, 1109111, 2:113-155, 3:138—141, 4:102—104, 5:163-165.

20  Roman et al., Titi Bostrensis Contra Manichaeos, 359—360. See also Nils Arne Pedersen,
“Titus of Bostra in Syriac Literature,” Laval théologique et philosophique 62/2 (2006): 359—
367.

21 See below. This is also the case of Gregory of Nyssa’s works; see Martien F.G. Parmentier,
“Syriac Translations of Gregory of Nyssa,” OLP 20 (1989): 143—193; and of Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s Against Julian the Apostate: see Hubert Kaufhold, “Die syrischen Fragmente,” in Kyrill
von Alexandrien, Werke. Erster Band: “Gegen Julian’; Teil 2: Buch 6-10 und Fragmente (ed.
W. Kinzig and Th. Briiggemann; GCS.NF 21; Berlin-Boston: de Gruyter, 2017), 821-895.
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do a methodological shift and analyse the content and function of each quote
in these dogmatic collections from the perspective of studying the heresiolog-
ical tradition in Syriac.

2 Ancient Heresies, New Heresies

The first element of reception worth mentioning is that the citations coming
from heresiological texts are not grouped together;?? rather, they appear next
to other polemical texts, as well as writings of exegetical, homiletical and litur-
gical nature. This is different from the reception of other types of sources; for
example, excerpts from historiographical texts tend to be transmitted one after
the other in West Syrian florilegia, to the point that they can form extensive sec-
tions solely of historiographical content.?3 Moreover, as a general rule, quotes
from the same heresiological text in one florilegium do not follow each other;
rather, they are dispersed all throughout the text. This means that they are inte-
grated in the framework of different polemics to support arguments against
not one but various opponents. In turn, their appearance in various contexts of
debate multiplies the rhetorical effect produced by these quotations; by citing
previous heresiological texts, the authors of florilegia charge a wide range of
theological adversaries with heresy and implicitly equate their “new heresies”
with old ones. Below, we will see concrete examples in the reception of Epipha-
nius’ and Ephrem’s works. Interestingly, such a connection between ancient
and new heresies is carried out also at the conceptual level. In Ms London,
British Library Add. 14533, fol. 1377 (n° 23), amidst various controversies, namely
the debates against John Barbur (no. 16 at fol. 106" and again no. 27 at fol. 1407),
Sergius the Armenian (no. 20 at fol. 135" and again no. 28 at fol. 140 r), and the
“Pagans” (no. 25, fol. 138¥), we find a chapter on the definition of “heresy” which
is exemplified by two quotations. The first of these quotations, taken from the

22 This does not exclude the possibility that they circulated together in collections of quotes
later used by the florilegia.

23 See for example the sections xvI1I and X1x of Ms Deir al-Surian 28, fol. 114™-127", contain-
ing excerpts from Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Ecclesiastical History solely: Sebastian P. Brock
and Lucas van Rompay, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts and Fragments in the Library of
Deir Al-Surian, Wadi Al-Natrun (Egypt) (OLA 227; Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 197-199. This is a
tendency; however, there are also citations from historiographical sources in dogmatic flo-
rilegia that are not grouped together and appear amidst other kinds of texts. For example,
Ms BL Add. 14533, cites excerpts from Eusebius of Caesarea’s and Theodoret’s ecclesiastical
histories (at fol. 170" and 168 respectively) as part of the controversy against the followers
of Paul of Bet-Ukkame (see Wright, Catalogue, 2:973).
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Stromata by Clement of Alexandria (d. 215), one of the founding texts of ancient
heresiology, is shown below:

What a heresy (heresis) is. From Clement Stromateus, end of memra 8:
Heresy is an inclination (mestalyanuta) towards teachings, or, according
to some people, an inclination (mestalyanuta) towards multiple teachings
which are consistent with one another and comprehend visible things
that tend to a good life. Teaching is a logical conception; conception is a
state and assent of the mind: not only skeptics (ephektikoi), but also every
teacher is accustomed to withhold (the judgment), either due to the weak-
ness of the mind, or the unclarity of the things, or the equal force of the
reasons.?*
Stromata vi11, Ch. 5,16, 2

This quotation is taken from the last book of Stromata, which is specifically
devoted to fighting the sceptical sect of the Pyrrhonians. Here, Clement’s defi-

nition of “heresy” is philosophical rather than religious; it designates a system

of thought rather than a deviation from the truth. As such, as Alain Le Boulluec

highlights, “the word hairesis loses in Clement its pejorative value.”?

24

25

@Imim + =& K= mlar .wal ot o cislor ¢ cumim s ~Kisox
s o alduny wharl) oo wrie voer ol whorl oo dasdure
e v{lﬂmtx&\m ~as wary jm hals - t..\.'\':é\:.m (.Jma seais Sial aniy
~hazlra hao e1 <hasiim <l i <haisiim madu
o = wanl oams <al= \aa <A ani)oaadma sasls al dusida
dasar W\ > o v amy haaly < M\ > o dus idi el W\ =
+ Ay A
The Syriac is a literal translation of the Greek original (PG 9:531):
El 3¢ alpeais €t mpdaxdialg doyraTwy, 1), ©S TIVES, TPOTKALTLS 36y Haat ToAolS dxoAovBiay
TtpdG EMNAL: xarl 6 pavdpeva epLE ovaa, TTpdg TO €D {fjv cuvtelvovaa xal T6 pév Séypa éati
xartahndic Tig Aoyney): xorrdAnig ¢ EE1g xal ouyxatdbeats thg Stavolag: ob ubvov of épexti-
xol, GG xal TTaS SoypaTindg Ev Tiaw Eméyew elwdey, ol Tapd Yvwung dodévelay, 1 mapd
TPAYUATWY ATAPELaY, 1) TTapd THY TV Adywv icoabeviav.
For an English translation of the Greek, see William Wilson, Ante-Nicene Fathers (vol. 2;
ed. A. Roberts, J. Donaldson, and A. Cleveland Coxe; Buffalo, NY: Christian Literature Pub-
lishing Co., 1885): “But if a philosophical sect is a leaning toward dogmas, or, according
to some, a leaning to a number of dogmas which have consistency with one another and
with phenomena, tending to a right life; and dogma is a logical conception, and concep-
tion is a state and assent of the mind: not merely sceptics, but everyone who dogmatizes
is accustomed in certain things to suspend his judgment, either through want of strength
of mind, or want of clearness in the things, or equal force in the reasons”.
Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, 2:265, which discusses this definition: “Le terme haire-
sis en vient a perdre chez lui sa valeur péjorative”. Clement’s Stromata do not seem to be
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The second passage is an extract from Severus of Antioch against the neces-
sity to re-impart baptism and chrismation to converts from Nestorianism:

From Saint Severus, from the Homily made by him against those who boldly
consecrate those who convert from the heresy of the Nestorians. For as, in
bodily diseases, every disease is named illness and is called by this com-
mon name—indeed, this name comprises of many various illnesses, I
mean fever and dropsy and the rest of the diseases—so (it goes) for the
sufferings of faith: every inclination (mestalyanuta) of the being away
from the sound word of truth is commonly called heresy.26

In this homily, Severus’ intent is to convince his fellow Miaphysites that the
Nestorians, despite their heretical doctrine, are still Christians and therefore,
upon conversion, they do not require to be rebaptised or rechrismated.?? To
prove his point, he provides a definition of “heresy” which is deliberately broad.
Like the word “illness”, which embraces many various diseases of the body,
the term “heresy” applies to a range of “diseases” of the faith, each with its
own characteristics. In accordance with this classification provided by Severus,
the Nestorians belong to the heresies that do not need to receive the sacra-
ments again. In other words, Severus is not targeting the Nestorians as much as
strict Miaphysites, adopting a mild attitude towards converts from Nestorian-
ism.

Despite the original intentions of these two texts, which are neutral, if not
irenic, by selecting the paragraphs containing the definitions of “heresy” and
nothing else, the compiler effectively removed these definitions from their
authentic contexts, thus contributing to the distortion of their intended mean-

known in Syriac; the cPG 1138 mentions an Arabic translation, but not a Syriac one. See also
Dominique Gonnet, “Liste des ceuvres patristiques traduites du grec en syriaque,” in Les
Péres grecs dans la tradition syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; Es 4; Paris: Geuthner,
2007), 195-212, which does not mention Clement of Alexandria. Within the indirect tradi-
tion, Syriac medieval florilegia have the potential to reveal the transmission of Clement’s
works in Syriac.

26 @dm) e dursizor wlm laoal @) uasy i (0 . ia ~astos
~<oda s i\ e KSany b\ ~har cabial i cumim N paams
~alirsn Imiaa 1w\ @l A disn o\ Im Ksarsoa i< inden imiaa
Riam oAt <Airio i 1a10 Fhr<l 1 K I Ko Am e
i el il R rams r(&\t\.\.d)q_?:a A wharsnmy <in AN ax

* DA mamim duriay

27  Severus’ position against rebaptism is analysed in Yonatan Moss, Incorruptible Bodies.
Christology, Society, and Authority in Late Antiquity (Christianity in Late Antiquity 1; Oak-
land: University of California Press, 2016), Ch. 2, esp. 69—74.
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ing. Indeed, thanks to their juxtaposition, the two passages illuminate each
other’s meaning. Firstly, it is probable that the ancient meaning of hairesis as
“academic school” was completely lost at the time of the compiler, rather than
it being a doctrinal error. Secondly, Severus’ definition of the term as something
“away from the word of truth” leaves no doubt as to its negative connotations.
Thirdly, the link between the two citations is further assured by the word “incli-
nation” (mestalyanuta), which they have in common. This common terminol-
ogy (“heresy” and “inclination”) contributes to shedding a negative light back
on Clement’s definition, which would otherwise be neutral. In sum, it seems
as if the compiler wished to present Severus’ definition as the Syrian Orthodox
prolongation of the ancient definition of heresy, the one provided by Clement,
but in a pejorative sense. He did so by juxtaposing the two passages sharing
the same vocabulary regardless of their original contexts (one dealing with
the philosophical school of the Sceptics, and the other with the rebaptism and
rechrismation of ex-Nestorians), and their primary meanings. As a result, the
Nestorians, whom Severus addresses in his homily, are implicitly associated to
the early Christian notion of “heresy”, and, by extension, they are presented as
a renewed version of the ancient error.

3 First Case of Reception: Epiphanius of Salamis’ Panarion

The Panarion, or “Medicine Chest’, penned by Epiphanius bishop of Salamis
around 375AD, is a grandiose and renowned catalogue of heresies, featuring
an all-encompassing notion of heresy.?® In three books, Epiphanius presents
and refutes 8o heresies, both pre-Christian—including Pagan myths, philo-
sophical schools, and Jewish groups—and post-Christian—including all the
second- to fourth-century sects perceived to deviate from the teaching of the
Great Church, such as Gnostic and Trinitarian trends.2? Apart from its individ-
ual chapters, each devoted to one heresy, the Panarion also features transitional
parts that summarise the denounced heresies in short paragraphs; this epito-
mised version of the Panarion is called Anakephalaiosis. The latter is known

28  Edition: Epiphanius, Panarion (see bibliography under “primary sources”); English trans-
lation: The Panarion of Epiphanius (see ibid.).

29  For a thorough study of the Panarion, see Pourkier, L’hérésiologie. See also Young R. Kim,
Epiphanius of Cyprus: Imagining an Orthodox World (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of
Michigan Press, 2015) and Andrew S. Jacobs, Epiphanius of Cyprus: A Cultural Biography
of Late Antiquity (Christianity in Late Antiquity 2; Oakland: University of California Press,
2016).
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in Syriac, where it circulates as a single work detached from the Panarion.3°
On the contrary, there seems to be no attestation of a Syriac translation of the
complete version of the Panarion.3! More importantly for our purpose here,
the existence of excerpts from both texts in the indirect tradition has not been
explored yet.32 The following table shows the passages that I could identify in
the Syriac florilegia kept at the British Library and in the Mingana collection,
according to their order in the source text.33

We notice that the excerpts included in dogmatic florilegia (transmitted by
Ms Mingana syr. 69, BL Add. 12155 and 14532)34 come from chapters that deal
with issues regarding the nature of Christ and the Trinity, as they are addressed
against the heresies of the Arians and the Anomoeans®> and provide a defini-
tion of the orthodox faith (which is found in the chapter entitled De Fide at the
end of the Panarion). The fourth manuscript, BL Add. 17194, gathers

30  See Luise Abramowski, “Die Anakephalaiosis zum Panarion des Epiphanius in der Hand-
schrift Brit. Mus. Add. 12156,”LM 96 (1983): 217—230. The Syriac Anakephalaiosis proved very
popular in later Syriac literature; for the example of its material on Jewish sects used by
Theodore bar Koni and Dionysius bar Salibi, see Sebastian P. Brock, “Some Syriac Accounts
of the Jewish Sects,” in A Tribute to Arthur Voobus: Studies in Early Christian Literature
and Its Environment, Primarily in the Syrian East (ed. R.H. Fischer; Chicago, Illinois: The
Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, 1977), 265—276.

31  CPG 3745 mentions an Arabic and a Georgian translation, but not a Syriac one.

32 Another dogmatic work of Epiphanius of Salamis, the Ancoratus (cPG 3744), composed
a few years before the Panarion and centered on the theme of the Trinity, also contains
polemical hints against Origen and others. Equally unknown in Syriac translation (no ref-
erence to such a tradition is made in cPG, which mentions Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic and
Arabic versions), there are several excerpts from it quoted in the West Syrian theological
florilegia. In the future, it would be worth collecting and studying all these quotations as
well.

33 To this table, one should add the manuscripts BL Add. 14533 (eighth—ninth century), and
14538 (tenth century), which share a nearly identical content with BL Add. 14532 as far as
the anti-Julian and anti-Tritheist florilegia are concerned. See Wright, Catalogue, 2:967—
976, esp. 969, for the first, and 1003-1008, esp. 1007, for the second. See the Appendix for
the exact folios where the quotes from Epiphanius appear. The passages cited in more
than one manuscript transmit the same text.

34  Fora description of Ms BL Add. 12155 and BL Add. 14532, see n. 10 and n. 7 above, respec-
tively. For the Mingana manuscript, dated to around 650 AD, see Alphonse Mingana, Cata-
logue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts. 1, Syriac and Garshini Manuscripts (Cam-
bridge: W. Heffer and Sons, 1933), 173-178. I use the foliation of the manuscript, which
differs by one from the foliation given by Alphonse Mingana in his catalogue (the folio
given by Mingana for these quotations is 24%).

35 Anomoeanism was a theological current which promoted an extreme form of Arianism,
founded by Aetius and Eunomius in the mid-fourth century.
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TABLE 4.1 Passages from Epiphanius of Salamis’ Panarion quoted in florilegia manuscripts

Epiphanius Birmingham, Cadbury  London, British London, British London, British

Panarion Research Library Min-  Library Add.  Library Add.  Library Add.
gana syr. 69 12155 14532 17194
(ca. 650AD) (747AD?) (8thc.) (886AD)

Anakephalaiosis 1, 3,1—7 fol. 17V—18*

(against Hellenism)

Anakephalaiosis 11, 21,1-3 fol. 217"

(against the Simonians)

Anakephalaiosis 11, 27, 1 fol. 217"

(against the Carpocratians)

Anakephalaiosis 11, 31, 1 fol. 217*

(against the Valentinians)

Panarion 21, 4, 4 fol. 217"

(against the Simonians)

Cf. Panarion 30, 29, 1-2 fol. 52r

(against the Ebionites)

Panarion 31,7, 6 fol. 217v

(against the Valentinians)

Anakephalaiosis 111, 38, 1—2 fol. 217V

(against the Cainites)

Panarion 69, 24, 6 fol. 23" fol. 667 fol. 43"

(against the Arians)

Panarion 76, 6, 3—4 fol. 13v fol. g6v

(against the Anomoeans)

Panarion 76, 39, 6 fol. 23" fol. 667 fol. 43"

(against the Anomoeans)

Panarion 76, 50, 5-6 fol. 13v fol. 96v

(against the Anomoeans)

De Fide17,8-9 fol. 21" fol. 126"

patristic citations on various biblical and theological subjects.3¢6 We observe
that it contains two passages from the Panarion which are not found in the
dogmatic florilegia (as far as these British manuscripts are concerned). This
variety in the reception of the excerpts raises a few questions. How are the
excerpts treated in their various receiving contexts? With which specific topics
and debates are they associated? Do they undergo any textual variation that
would signal their integration into these new, Syrian Orthodox doctrinal set-

tings?

36  See Wright, Catalogue, 2:1002—1003 for its description. For a definition of “spiritual florile-
gia” as collections of excerpts dealing with “the good practice of Christian life, asceticism
and spiritual progress”, see M. Richard, “Floriléges spirituels grecs,” in Dictionnaire de spi-

ritualité, 5:475-512.
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To answer these questions, we need to distinguish between the reception in
dogmatic and spiritual florilegia. For the latter category, the aforementioned
BL Add. 17194 cites an excerpt from the Anakephalaiosis (1, 3, 1—7) denouncing
“Hellenism”, namely Greek polytheism, and quotes it as the first witness of sec-
tion 24 entitled “Which shows how and when idols entered the world” (fol. 17Y).
Further below (fol. 52), the manuscript features what seems to be a shortened
periphrasis of Panarion 30, 29, 1—2, which deals with the sect of the Ebionites.
Yet, the quoted passage contains a reference to the Magi offering gifts to the
newborn baby Jesus, as it fits the topic: “Indication of how old our Lord was
when the Magi arrived” (fol. 51%). We thus see how two passages coming from a
polemical work end up in thematic sections of religious-historical interest.

The thematic contexts are naturally different when we look at the recep-
tion in dogmatic florilegia. Given that Ms BL Add. 14532 contains all the pas-
sages quoted in the two other manuscripts and has some more of its own, we
will examine the organization and text of the citations from the Panarion that
appear in it. (The full text and translation of all the passages mentioned in the
table are provided in the Appendix at the end of this contribution; in what fol-
lows, we will provide a discussion of their content relevant for our purpose.)

In the dogmatic florilegia contained in BL Add. 14532, the citations from
the Panarion are quoted in support of two main controversies: one against the
Julianists and their doctrine of the impassibility of the body of Christ, and the
other against the Tritheists and their notion of the consubstantiality of the per-
sons of the Trinity.

More specifically, in the anti-Julianist florilegium (fol. 36*—94"), two excerpts
are quoted one right after the other: Panarion 69, 24, 6, against the Arians, and
Panarion 76, 39, 6, against the Anomoeans, and more specifically, their leader
Aetius. Despite being extracted from two different chapters, these two passages
share the topic of the passibility of the incarnated Christ and the impassibility
of God. Their selection reveals to be very relevant for supporting the denunci-
ation of the Julianists’ doctrine on Christ’s incorruptibility. In this regard, the
Syriac version of the second passage presents one significant variant compared
to the original Greek text. Whereas the first passage and almost all of the second
are literal translations from the Greek, the second passage contains a sentence
that differs slightly from the original. This sentence reads “those who are sub-
jectto the pain of the flesh (besra)’, instead of “those who are subject to the pain
of death”37 The variant “flesh” in the place of “death” puts a further emphasis on

37 There is also another variant in the second passage, which seems to be less relevant, where
“of old” replaces “before him”.
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the subject of passibility at the heart of the debate. This reading is not attested
in Greek.?® Significantly, it is not transmitted in another relevant indirect tra-
dition either, namely in the treatises against Julian of Halicarnassus written
by Severus of Antioch. There, Severus twice makes use of the quote from the
Panarion corresponding to the second one in our florilegium. Yet, save very
minor differences, the version preserved in the Syriac translation of Severus’
texts does not contain the variant “flesh” in either citation, as it renders the
original “death”:

~<am Ao . .~raxs < ~ml~ ,madu~a .am <&Hnas 1a O 1>
o ar b & .10 ~hason iy (..L'd D1 <KEn Mmoo
i o <A ,mamn (1 e sl sadh o rad>
=) mhoml hida 1a fubir 1o mo ~rave) mams ma.h

+ ~dhraxs

Therefore, since he was wisdom and impassible God, and knew that by
suffering he would save the ones who are subject to the pain of death
(mawta), he did not send “a messenger or an angel” (Isa 63:9) or, again,
prophets as the ones before him, but came himself as Lord, and while
assuming passibility, in it he truly suffered, though his divine nature
remained impassible.39

How can we account for this difference? It is possible that the compiler of the
florilegium used an already existing Syriac translation of the Panarion, con-
taining the word “flesh’, of which we have no evidence, or that he intentionally
changed the word to fit his debate. Both these answers in fact converge in offer-
ing a picture where the compiler acts according to precise goals. This is due to
the extensive knowledge he has of Severus’ anti-Julianist writings, which he
quotes on multiple occasions.*® Indeed, while knowing in all likelihood the
quotes in Severus’ works, he may have selected the version of the Panarion more

38  Epiphanius, Panarion 3:393 does not signal any such variant in Greek in this place.

39  Severus of Antioch, Critique of Julian’s Tome, 129 (text), 99 (trans.) and Apology for the Phi-
lalethes, 8 (text), 7 (trans.). Here, I reproduce the text of the passage that appears in the
first work. The text of the citation preserved in the second work presents very minor dif-
ferences in terms of vocabulary and word order, none of which concern the variant under
discussion here. Both citations have indeed the reading “death”.

40 Severus is one of the most quoted fathers in Ms BL Add. 14532; see Wright, Catalogue,
2:957-958, 961, 964 for an overview of the extracts cited from his writings in this manu-
script, including all his works against Julian of Halicarnassus.
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convenient to him for his doctrinal controversy, or he may have modified the
one he consulted which can be Severus’ or a text bearing the same reading as
the one kept by Severus, to fit the context to a greater degree. In both scenarios,
it seems that the florilegium opposes Julianism even more than its historical
champion detractor, Severus!

At any rate, by selecting these two quotes from the Panarion to address the
polemics concerning Christ’s suffering, the florilegium is indirectly equating
the sixth-century Julianists to the fourth-century Arians and Anomoeans. Not
only does the recourse to this heresiological source allow the florilegium to
implicitly present the former as an actualization of the latter’s doctrines, but,
obliquely, it also projects on the Julianists the historical condemnation of Ari-
ans and Anomoeans by official ecclesiastical authorities, namely the councils
of Nicea (325) and Constantinople (381), respectively. As a result, the Julianists
are portrayed as already defeated, in the same way as their earlier counter-
parts.

If we now consider the anti-Tritheist debate, which is the second main point
of discussion where Ms BL Add. 14532 quotes excerpts from the Panarion, we
should divide the matter further, according to the two different settings in
which the citations appear. Three excerpts are indeed mentioned in a section
that seems to be compiled directly by the author of the florilegium (fol. 94¥—
133"), whereas a group of six quotations appears in the last section of the
manuscript, which is said to be borrowed from a treatise written by the Trithe-
ists against the philosopher John Philoponus (d. 570), also a defender of Trithe-
ism (fol. 213V—221%). Thus, if the former section is the work of an anti-Tritheist
author (the author of the florilegium), the latter reproduces internal conflicts
between divergent conceptions of Tritheism, which the florilegium leverages.
This difference in the confessional origin of the quoting text is coupled by a dif-
ference in content, since the quoted extracts from the Panarion do no overlap
in the two sections.

The first three excerpts are taken from the chapter against the Anomoeans
and the final profession of faith (Panarion 76, 6, 3—4; 76, 50, 5-6, and De Fide
17, 8-9).# They all deal with the distinction of the persons of the Trinity and
the concomitant unicity of God, a doctrine that at first glance seems to fit the
polemic against the adversaries labelled as Tritheists. Nevertheless, a closer
look at the original context of the citations allows us to perceive that a con-
ceptual transposition has occurred in the new reception setting. In this regard,
it is worth considering the second passage, Panarion 76, 50, 5—6. In Epiphanius’

41 Neither of them presents significant differences from the original Greek text.
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work, these lines are part of the refutation of a specific claim by Aetius, which
is the following:

If the Ingenerate transcends all cause but there are many ingenerates,
they will [all] be exactly alike in nature. For without being endowed with
some quality common [to all] while yet having some quality of its own—
[a condition not possible in ingenerate being]—one ingenerate nature
would not make, while another was made.

We observe that the terms of the debate rely on the subordinationist concep-
tion of the second person of the Trinity. By extension, this conception denies
the identity between the substances of the Trinity, since it argues for a differ-
ence between the creating substance of the Father and the created substance
of the Son. In spite of this, the heart of the debate does not coincide with what
the Tritheists claim, which is more philosophical. More importantly, Trithe-
ism, as a movement within the Miaphysite community, saw itself as upholding
anti-Arianist, Nicene orthodoxy.#? Therefore, and once more, the florilegium
updates an ancient controversy and throws back against the sixth-century
Tritheists arguments developed in the frame of the fourth-century Trinitarian
controversy. As a result, it indirectly attributes to the former the claims of the
latter, despite their divergent conceptual presuppositions and especially their
opposing confessional standpoints, and polemically makes new Arians of the
Tritheists.

Finally, BL Add. 14532, fol. 213V—221" contains a florilegium in support of
the resurrection of the bodies. I quoted its opening paragraph above, which
lists several ancient heretics. This florilegium cites a Tritheist writing that
cites in turn many patristic texts, including six passages from the Panarion (at
fol. 217).#3 The writing in question has been identified by Albert Van Roey as a
sixth-century Cononite florilegium composed against the doctrine on the res-
urrection defended by John Philoponus. The latter, a Miaphysite, was a fellow
Tritheist, but his view on the resurrected body as new and incorruptible was

42 On Tritheism and the Tritheist controversy, see Alois Grillmeier, “The Tritheist Contro-
versy in the Sixth Century and Its Importance in Syriac Christology,” in Christ in Christian
Tradition. Vol. 2/3 The Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch from 451 to 600 (ed. A. Grillmeier
and T. Hainthaler, trans. by M. Ehrhardt; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 268—
280.

43  This borrowing is shown in the manuscript with marks in the margins, next to each line
of each passage. The same extracts are quoted in BL Add. 14538, fol. 147".
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rejected by Conon, the metropolitan bishop of Tarsus, and his followers, who
believed that the mortal body would be resurrected identical.** Among the
quoted sources, including ante-Nicene and fourth- and fifth-century fathers,
the six extracts from Epiphanius are all, with one exception, taken from the
Anakephalaiosis and follow one another as one continuous citation.*> They
solely concern first- and second-century heresies, labelled as Gnostic, that
have in common the denial of the bodily resurrection and the rejection of
the Old Testament. These heresies are quoted in chronological order, the same
adopted in the Panarion; they are from the followers of Simon Magus, Car-
pocrates, Valentinus, and the Cainites. Differently from the previous passages
by Epiphanius that we analysed above, here the citations do not correspond
literally to the Greek original, nor to the Syriac version of the Anakephalaio-
sis preserved entirely in Ms London, British Library BL Add. 12156.46 In some
instances, they seem to be paraphrases rather than proper citations, given the
discrepancies found in the content. For the parallel sentences, however, it is
possible that the Syriac translator of the Tritheist work, probably originally
composed in Greek, did not consult a pre-existing Syriac translation of the
Anakephalaiosis, but rather, they rendered directly the Greek found in the text-
source. This may account for the differences in vocabulary and syntax between
these extracts and the Anakephalaiosis of Ms BL Add. 12156. To make just one
example, let us compare the first citation dealing with the followers of Simon
Magus (Anakephalaiosis 11, 21, 1-2) contained in our florilegium and the paral-
lel passage of the Syriac version of the Anakephalaiosis preserved in BL Add.
12156:

44  On the Cononite florilegium and this intra-Tritheist controversy, see Van Roey, “Un traité
cononite.” Van Roey identifies all the sources and edits and translates the passages that
were still unpublished, including those extracted from John Philoponus’ writings them-
selves, to which the florilegium reacts (n° 25, 29-33). As he points out, the florilegium is
also contained in Ms London, BL Add. 14538, fol. 147"-148", with some omissions (at 125—
126).

45  The six extracts are identified by Van Roey, “Un traité cononite,” 131, n° 17; he does not edit
and translate them, since they are published in the original Greek in the Patrologia Graeca
41, to which he refers. We offer an edition and a translation in the Appendix, based on both
manuscripts BL Add. 14532 and 14538.

46 This seems to be the case of other citations as well; Van Roey, “Un traité cononite,” remarks
that the quotes from Titus of Bostra (n° 16) and Severus of Antioch (n° 18 and 28) differ
from the published Syriac translations of the works from which they are taken.
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Florilegium (BL Add. 14532, fol. 217*)  Anakephalaiosis (BL Add. 12156,
fol. 132*)

Q0D N3 (.Am AT Y0 o Gt L ..n\m.‘&ur-( anlaSum
aaly ©ail 2 pio3 o cLis ©0i) 2 ;s ad ~KLis o asum
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The Simonians are those who come The Simonians are those who come

from Simon the magician, who from Simon the magician, who
(stood) in front of/(lived) before (lived) in the days of the apostle

the apostle Peter and (was) from Peter and was from the Samaritan
the Samaritan village of Gitthon. village of Gitthon. He was Samaritan
He was Samaritan and assumed and adopted Christ’'s name only. (2)
Christ’s name only. (2) He taught He taught obscene practices and dis-

the defilement of lasciviousness and  orderly forms of sexual intercourse.
the changing and impure intercourse ~ He rejected the resurrection of bod-
with women. He rejected the resur- ies and claimed that the world is not
rection of bodies. God’s.

In the context of the intra-Tritheist debate, the relevance of these citations, all
of them invoked to support the resurrection of the mortal body, is clearly a reac-
tion to Philoponus’ doctrine. In contrast, it is difficult to fully understand the
value of their inclusion in manuscripts that, beside this subject, feature anti-
Tritheist florilegia. In other words, if the authors of the West Syrian florilegia
are anti-Tritheists, why would they rely on a Tritheist text as an authoritative
source? The answer may lie in the topic under discussion. The Tritheists are
condemned when it comes to their view on the relationship among the persons
of the Trinity, but they (or one of their factions) can be deemed authoritative
when other subjects are at stake, such as the resurrection of the bodies. On
that topic, the compilers would agree with them against adversaries who would
oppose that view, including some Tritheists like Philoponus. Another observa-
tion we can make is that the Panarion by Epiphanius was a reference source
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for both anti-Tritheist authors (the compilers) and (at least some) Tritheist
thinkers; both found it useful in supporting their various claims and drew on
different parts of it. Therefore, by first attacking and then using Tritheist the-
ses, the compilers may have had as one of their objectives to show the Tritheists
that one of their proof texts, on which they relied to defend their doctrine on
resurrection, may just as well contain arguments that would support a rejection
of their doctrine on the persons of the Trinity.#?

The evidence presented above for the employment of Epiphanius’ heresiology
in medieval polemical florilegia points to a fairly circumscribed interest in this
encyclopedia of ancient errors. Out of the 8o chapters of the Panarion aimed
against pre-Christian and post-Christian heresies, the anti-Julianist and the
anti-Tritheist florilegia selected the positions of the bishop of Salamis as anti-
Arian theologian and a defender of the Nicene formulation of the ~omoousios.
The reaction to the fourth-century Trinitarian controversy was perceived as
particularly relevant and fruitful for sixth-century theological debates. Most
significantly, perhaps, we observe that the quotations come from the chap-
ters against Aetius and Eunomius, whose radical subordinationist teachings
were particularly influential in Syria and the eastern provinces of the Roman
Empire.#® In addition to the thematic relevance of the excerpts taken from
these chapters, this local dimension may also have been part of the motiva-
tions underlying the compilers’ practice of selection.

4 Second Case of Reception: Ephrem the Syrian’s Prose Refutations
and Hymns against Heresies

Given that Epiphanius’ Panarion is used for its Christological and Trinitarian
content, Ephrem the Syrian’s heresiological works offer a complementary case
study, as they concern different adversaries and debates, thus providing us with
different polemical material.*® Chronologically, Ephrem’s heresiological works

47  On arguments over the same patristic sources in fifth- and sixth-century dogmatic con-
troversies, see Grant, “The Appeal to the Early Fathers.”

48  See Christine Shepardson, Anti-Judaism and Christian Orthodoxy. Ephrem’s Hymns in
Fourth-Century Syria (North American Patristics Society, Patristic Monograph Series 20;
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2008), 111-116, for this regional
influence at the time of Ephrem the Syrian.

49  This is why we exclude from the examination Ephrem’s Hymns on Faith, which are also
a heresiological writing, as they represent a response to Arian positions, and we focus
instead on the reception of “external” heresies—to use Ephrem’s own terminology in
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preceded the Panarion by several years.5° One of them is in prose, known as
Prose Refutations, and the other in verses, the Hymns against the Erroneous
Doctrines, or Heresies (henceforth HcH). Both writings were likely composed
or completed during the Edessene period of the author’s life, namely between
363 and 373.5! Even if the Prose Refutations are usually considered as a more
mature and sophisticated work addressed to a well-educated readership, and
the Hymns as a popular version meant for wider circulation,>? both writings
display the same notion of heresy and target the same opponents. In this
regard, compared to Epiphanius’ Panarion, Ephrem’s works have a double cul-
tural advantage for the West Syrian polemical florilegia, as they are penned by
a Syriac author admired and vastly quoted by subsequent writers, including
champions of Miaphysitism, such as Jacob of Serug and Philoxenus of Mab-
bug, and they mostly combat three major “local” heresies that represent the
past history of Syriac Christianity itself, namely Marcion (d. 160), Bardaisan
(d. 222) and Mani (d. 277). Their content does not deal with Christological mat-
ters, but rather, with broader theological questions, such as the conception of
the divinity and the created world, the constitution of the human being, free
will, resurrection, in addition to Scriptures and religious rituals. It is thus inter-
esting to see how these polemics intervene in the Christological debates of the
West Syrian sixth-century florilegia.>3

Hymns against Heresies 3, 9 (Syr. barraye). While these “external” adversaries, namely Mar-
cion, Bardaisan and Mani, are also condemned in Epiphanius’ Panarion, they do receive a
full refutation in Ephrem’s writings, which devote to them the 12 treatises of the Prose Refis-
tations and the 56 hymns of his poetical heresiological collection. A study of the citations
from Ephrem’s madrase surviving in dogmatic florilegia is a desideratum: see Sebastian
P. Brock, “The Transmission of Ephrem’s madrashe in the Syriac liturgical tradition,” sp 33
(1997): 490-505, esp. 492, n. 12.

50  Itiseven possible that Epiphanius knew these works by Ephrem; in HcH 22—24, Ephrem
lists many heretical groups that are all mentioned in the Panarion as well. These groups,
belonging to Gnostic and Trinitarian confessions, may be included in the category of
“internal” heresies, following Ephrem’s expression in HcH 3, 9 (Syr. gawwaye).

51 Edition and translation of the Prose Refutations: S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta, 21-58 edi-
tion of Discourse 1 Ad Hypatius; 59—73 edition of Discourse 2; Ephrem, Prose Refutations,
edition (except of Discourse 1) and English translation of the 12 treatises. Edition of the
Hymns against Heresies: Ephrem, Hymnen contra Haereses, and Ephrem de Nisibe. Hymnes
contre les hérésies (Cerbelaud and Ruani; see the bibliography, under “primary sources”).

52  André de Halleux, “Saint Ephrem le Syrien,” Revue théologique de Louvain 14 (1983): 328~
355, €sp- 335.

53  Onthereception of Ephrem as anti-Manichaean polemicist, see Flavia Ruani, “Recherches
sur la place d’Ephrem de Nisibe dans la littérature syriaque anti-manichéenne,” PdO 38
(2013): 83-108, and “Sur les traces syriaques des manichéens: les réfutations de Moise bar
Kepha (1x¢ 5.) et de Jacques bar Sakko (X111¢ 5.),” in Grose et manichéisme. Entre les oasis
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41 The Prose Refutations

As mentioned above, the extracts from the Prose Refutations quoted in me-
dieval florilegia have already been identified by the editors of the text at the
beginning of the twentieth century. The following table provides an overview
of the passages in question and their place in the manuscript tradition:54

d’Egypte et la route de la soie. Hommage a Jean-Daniel Dubois (ed. A. Van den Kerchove
and L.G. Soares Santoprete; Bibliothéque de I’école pratique des hautes études, Sciences
religieuses 170; Turnhout: Brepols, 2017), 299-332. The present contribution represents a
further opportunity for me to extend my enquiry to a part of Syriac literature that I have
not explored yet.

54  Compared to the manuscripts known and used by the editors, I only add Mms Mingana syr.
69 and BL Add. 14533, which escaped their notice, but which contain the same identical
passage as BL Add. 12155 and Add. 14532, namely, Against Bardaisan st. 88 (contrary to
what suggested by the apparatus in Mitchell, Bevan and Burkitt, Prose Refutations, 2:166
and the notes to the translation at 2:lxxviii, all five manuscripts present the same vari-
ants compared to the edited text, including the omission of the dalat at L. 34). It should
be noted that Ms BL Add. 14538 contains the title of the same extract at f. 107", but the
passage itself is lost in the material lacuna that ensues. Ms BL Add. 17194 was known to
Joseph Overbeck, who published the quote it transmits in S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta,
136. The quoted passage bears the title “From Ephrem, from the Discourse against Bar-
daisan” but remains unidentified to this day (it does not correspond to any of the extant
stanzas of the Against Bardaisan, nor to any other part of the Prose Refutations recon-
structed from the palimpsest). For this reason, I will reproduce the Syriac text and offer
an English translation of this passage in the Appendix, in the hope that the excerpt will
be identified. On the other hand, I will not provide the texts and translations of the other
citations, which can be reconstructed by consulting the critical edition. On a related note,
it is interesting to remark that a passage circulating under the title of Against Bardaisan
(1A 110 XN (a1 Aaoals i ) is quoted in an East-Syrian flori-
legium of monastic and ascetic content, transmitted by Ms Cambridge, University Library
Or. 1319 (a nineteenth-century copy of a manuscript dated to 1233/4 or 1333/4AD). The
passage is edited and translated by Luise Abramowski and Alan E. Goodman in A Nesto-
rian Collection of Christological Texts. Cambridge University Library, Ms. Oriental 1319 (2
vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 1:219—220 (text), 2:132-133 (trans.). It
is also contained in an East-Syrian monastic collection, Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin—
Preussischer Kulturbesitz Syr. 27 (Sachau 302), fol. 21¥—227, dated to the seventh or eighth
century; see Eduard Sachau, Die Handschriftenverzeichnisse der koniglichen Bibliothek zu
Berlin (2 vols.; Berlin: Asher, 1899), 1:110-111, who reproduces the citation. The passage does
not correspond to any citation quoted in the West Syrian florilegia, nor is it taken from the
Prose Refutations, but from a memra attributed to Ephrem which was published twice in
1904, by A.S. Duncan Jones and E. Rahmani (see Abramowski and Goodman, A Nestorian
Collection, 2:1). For a recent analysis of this memra, see Izabela Jurasz, “Le Nom et le Lieu de
Dieu. Etude d’'un témoignage inconnu de la cosmologie bardesanite,” 0cP 2 (2108): 297
337
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TABLE 4.2 Passages from Ephrem the Syrian’s Prose Refutations quoted in florilegia manuscripts

Ephrem, BL Add. BLAdd. Ming. BLAdd. BLAdd. BLAdd. BLAdd. BLAdd.
Prose 14612 17214 syr. 69 12155 14532 14533 17193 17194
Refutations (6th/7thc.) (7thc.) (c.650AD) (747AD?) (8thc.) (8th/gthc.) (874aD) (886AD)

Fourth Discourse fol. 84*

1, 118, 31119, 31

Fourth Discourse fol. 84™

1, 119, 42-120, 15

Fourth Discourse fol. 84

1,121, 17-35

Fifth Discourse fol. 105Y—

1,127, 30—44 106"

Against fol. g1v fol. 7v—
Bardaisan 8r

St. 33—42

(except 40)

Against fol. 34* fol. 717 fol. 54°  fol. 62¥

Bardaisan

St. 88

“Against fol. 24v—
Bardaisan” = 257
not identified

The editors C.W. Mitchell, A.A. Bevan and F.C. Burkitt used these excerpts in
their critical edition of the famous palimpsest London, British Library Add.
14623.55 The passages are mentioned in the apparatus whenever they present a
textual variant with regard to the edited text, and oftentimes they help with
the reading of the palimpsest when it is barely legible, or fill in its lacunae.
The variants of the passages in the medieval florilegia are quite scanty; the
text they transmit is fundamentally stable.56 This remark is quite important

55 Description in Wright, Catalogue, 2:762—766.

56  The variants of the manuscripts BL Add. 14612 and 17214 are given in Ephrem, Prose Refu-
tations, 1:230—231 in a Corrigenda section. The manuscripts BL Add. 12155 and 17193 are
mentioned at the beginning of Against Bardaisan in 2:143, but only the variants of the lat-
ter are presented at 151-154 in stanzas 33—42 (and Ixx for the translation). In this regard,
it must be stated that the editors do not give all the textual differences of Ms BL Add.
17193, but only the most important ones. The preference of 17193 over 12155 is not entirely
clear, since, in fact, Ms BL Add. 17193 presents a more corrupted text than BL Add. 12155,
with omissions and sauts-du-méme-au-méme. Finally, the variants of the BL Add. 12155
and 14532 for st. 88 are given in Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:166-167 (text) and Ixxviii
(trans.).
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for the history of the Prose Refutations, which, for the most part, are otherwise
attested only in the undertext of the palimpsest manuscript.5” Medieval flo-
rilegia play a major role in further preserving this Ephremian text by quoting
passages from it; especially from Discourses 4 and 5, which were entirely erased
at the beginning of the ninth century, when the manuscript was brought from
Northern Mesopotamia to Egypt, to make room for writings of a more ascetical
nature.

Having underlined the importance of the florilegia for the transmission of
the received text, we now consider its selection and the contexts of its recep-
tion. First of all, the fact that passages from the Prose Refutations are quoted
in sixth- to ninth-century manuscripts shows that they were still deemed rele-
vant to the cultural interests of those epochs in Northern Mesopotamia.>8 This
datum contrasts with the perceived irrelevance of Ephrem’s polemical works
in early ninth-century Egypt, when they were erased. Nevertheless, we notice
that only three texts out of the twelve originally composing the Prose Refuta-
tions were used by the compilers.>® Compared to other texts by Ephrem, as well
as polemical writings by other authors, the Prose Refutations turn out not to be
very popular. The content of the selected passages, as well as the receiving con-
texts in which they are embedded, confirm this by revealing that the reasons
for their inclusion are not related to their initial polemical valence.

Of the eight manuscripts listed in the table above, four contain demonstra-
tions from the Church fathers on various biblical and theological subjects. BL
Add. 14612 is a compilation of patristic excerpts organized by author and not by
theme, where Ephrem is quoted together with other Syriac and Greek ecclesi-

57  Exceptions are Discourse 1 as well as some stanzas from Against Bardaisan and the entire
treatise On Virginity. The former is transmitted by two manuscripts, London, British Library
Add. 14570 and Add. 14574; BL Add. 14574 is composed of 19 folios that were detached from
the manuscript BL Add. 14623 before it was transported to Egypt and erased (see Wright,
Catalogue, 2:406—407 and 407—-408 respectively. BL Add. 14574 also contains part of Dis-
course 2; another manuscript, London, British Library Add. 14581, contains two folios with
parts of Discourse 1. See S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta, vi-vii). The latter were copied by
the monk Aaron from the very manuscript he erased; these texts thus appear in both the
inferior and superior script of the manuscript BL Add. 14623.

58  This remark follows the methodology delineated by A. Butts to analyse manuscripts
“as evidence for the time and place in which they were written”; see Aaron M. Butts,
“Manuscript Transmission as Reception History: The Case of Ephrem the Syrian (d. 373),
Journal of Early Christian Studies 25/2 (2017): 281-306, esp. 285—288 for the Prose Refuta-
tions (quote at 288).

59  This is true as far as these manuscripts are concerned and since the last passage has not
been identified yet.
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astical writers.6% BL Add. 17214,%! 1719352 and 17194%2 deal with a great diversity
of topics; thus, the Prose Refutations are quoted as proof text for demonstrat-
ing “What Golgotha is, and concerning the Cross and that everyone dies at
his appointed time” (Against Bardaisan st. 33—42, in BL Add. 17193 and 12155),
or that “Satan cannot enter man without God’s command” (the unidentified
passage in BL Add. 17194). Accordingly, the selected lines fit perfectly the the-
matic chapter heading under which they feature. For example, stanzas 33—42
form a digression from the principal topic of the text, which is the refutation
of Bardaisan’s doctrine of body and soul, and they explicitly address the ques-
tion of theodicy through the example of Adam’s and Abel’s deaths, which were
determined by God. In particular, in Ephrem’s interpretation, Abel’s killing was
perpetrated at the hand of a man, Cain, but in the moment sentenced by God,
who is the master of time and has decreed a temporal limit for everyone. There-
fore, we can imagine that the lack of polemical weight in their original context
made these stanzas an “easy” pick for the authors of the florilegia, who could
thus extract them and use them for demonstrations that have no polemical
connotation either.64

We are thus left with the four manuscripts of dogmatic content that feature
polemical florilegia, namely Mingana syr. 69, BL Add. 12155, 14532 and 14533. As

60  Wright, Catalogue, 2:696—701.

61 Wright, Catalogue, 2:915-917.

62 Wright, Catalogue, 2:989-1002.

63  On this manuscript, see n. 36 above.

64  These stanzas, devoid of overt polemical hints, provide a biblical exegesis and promote
a general notion of God’s omnipotence. Their digressive character is quite unique in the
twelve treatises of the Prose Refutations. The digression is announced at st. 31: “Now let us
turn for a little to a question ...” (Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:1xix). This may be the reason
why the monk Aaron would have copied them from the undertext of Ms BL Add. 14623 that
he erased and saved them for his overtext. See the question asked by Butts, “Manuscript
Transmission,” 287: “Monks such as Aaron were more interested in texts of an ascetical
nature ... This would account for the selection of authors that are found in the overtext as
well as for why Aaron recopied Ephrem’s Hymn on Virginity. It would not, however, explain
why he recopied part of Ephrem’s Discourse against Bardaisan’. The answer may thus lie
in the content of the stanzas; they are not ascetical, but they are exegetical. Indeed, next to
works of ascetical character, highlighted by Butts, the monk Aaron also copied texts deal-
ing with biblical interpretation, such as John Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Gospel of
Matthew, Jacob of Serug’s Mimro on the prophet Jonah, and excerpts from the Apostolic
Epistles. This may further explain the otherwise somewhat curious coincidence that one
set of the stanzas kept by Aaron in 822 almost overlaps with the ones quoted in the flori-
legia: st. 31—42 for the former, st. 33—42 for the latter. This content-wise explanation may
be applied to the other set of quotes by Aaron, namely st. 86—94, since they also contain
an interpretation of Adam’s transgression.
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stated above, they share in particular the anti-Julianist florilegium. It is in this
same context of debate that we find the only citation from the Prose Refuta-
tions used in a polemical setting. The citation reproduces st. 88 of the Discourse
against Bardaisan and reads as follows:

From the Blessed Ephrem, from the Discourse on Resurrection and Against
Bardaisan: “An example He depicted—and a likeness He impressed—
and a mirror He fixed by His Body,—He was victorious and tasted suf-
fering—and was raised and put on glory;—and He taught that everyone
who thus—conducts himself is thus glorified—and he that fights thus
conquers—and he that conquers thus is crowned.”65

The broad context within which this stanza was originally written aims to con-
demn Bardaisan’s teaching on resurrection; according to Ephrem’s words, Bar-
daisan would have taught the resurrection of the souls alone, not that of the
bodies. Ephrem reacts to this by citing two main examples; the first is Christ’s
bodily resurrection (st. 88), the second, more developed, is Adam’s story of fall
and mortality followed by immortality (st. 89—91). The compilers selected only
the first one and used it in support of chapter 41 of the anti-Julianist florilegium,
entitled “On the glory after the resurrection.” In light of this new receiving con-
text, the passage acquires another significance. It is as if we saw the florilegists
in action; attracted by the theme of resurrection, they adroitly detached the
stanza from its original anti-Bardaisanite context and, leveraging the terminol-
ogy that combines the body of Christ with suffering (hasa), transformed it into
a proof text against the doctrine of incorruptibility defended by the Julianists.
In other words, the shift in emphasis and in target is achieved through an artful
selection and reemployment of the source-text: this example shows once more
the extent of the florilegists’ subtlety in their reading of the patristic tradition.
The case of the Hymns against Heresies provides us with a look at yet another
skill of the florilegists, one that treads on more uncertain ground and we have

65  Iam reproducing the English translation in Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:Ixxviii, with the
two variants of the text preserved in the medieval manuscripts, namely “He was victo-
rious”, instead of “that was victorious”, and “is glorified’, rendering the etpa‘al participle
instead of the pa‘el passive participle. The Syriac text preserved in the florilegia is as fol-
lows:
om @5 duand a3 1o Aaoala ~=asas Ay R e miax ~asal
2T A W) .\:_S.J&\N’ .00 @INAS dumma .mmari am ms <hasona Die
om 5310030 sodhe=n am o= amy <Kl Aay alvo.~usax yala s

A M A0 . n)
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already seen. We are referring to the compilers intervening in the text to adapt
to the receiving context a quotation of a passage from Epiphanius’ Panarion.

4.2 The Hymns against Heresies

The Hymns against Heresies present us with a situation similar to the Prose
Refutations as far as the reception in a polemical context. Only one citation
taken from them is indeed used in such a polemical setting, namely, once
more, in the anti-Julianist florilegium. The following table lists the passages
thatappear in the medieval florilegia, neither of which, to the best of my knowl-
edge, had been spotted yet.

Before analysing the reception context and the textual variants linked to
it, let us first consider the manner in which the Hymns are introduced. The
most common way mentions the author and the title, “From Mar Ephrem,
from the Volume against the Doctrines” (Aanaly ~éunie R RIA 10N
~aa\as), or “From Mar Ephrem, from the Hymns against the Doctrines” (e
=18\, Aaonaly ~xiv=), sometimes with the addition of the specific melody
attached to the hymn in question. While the name of the author is always
present, there are two major anomalies concerning the rest of the introductory
formula. The first one relates to HcH12, 3 (in BL Add. 17214) and HcH 29,37 (in BL
Add. 12155, 14532, and 14533), in which the work is not specified. In both occur-
rences, the florilegia instead give the indication of the melody according to
which the hymn should be sung: “From Mar Ephrem, according to the melody
‘Oh my disciple’” (for HcH 12, 3) and “From the Blessed Mar Ephrem, from the
hymn according to the melody ‘Your flock, sadly’” (for HcH 29, 37). The second
anomaly is in fact a case of misattribution; in the passage quoted in ms BL Add.
14532, fol. 687 (= BL Add. 14538, fol. 111%), this time the title is given according
to the usual formula (“From the Volume against the Doctrines’, <dunia =
~aalas Aaoals), but the quoted stanza corresponds to that of a hymn belong-
ing to another collection, Carmina Nisibena 46, 1.6 The conclusion that can

66  The same stanza is quoted in BL Add. 12155, fol. 76Y, but it is introduced without reference
to the title of the hymn collection (“From the same, from the Volume whose beginning is:
‘The Sons of error will be persuaded’, according to the melody ‘Paradise’”); and in BL Add.
14533, fol. 68Y, but here the quoted stanza is correctly attributed to the Carmina Nisibena:
“From the same, from the Volume about Nisibis, from the hymn whose beginning is: ‘The
Sons of error will be persuaded’, according to the melody ‘Paradise’”. The identification
was achieved thanks to the excellent tool provided by Sebastian P. Brock, “In Search of St.
Ephrem,” Xpucmuanckuii Bocmok NS 6 [12] (2013): 13—77, which offers an index of the first
words of Ephrem’s published madrase (at 66, sas.a, »i o amaay, Nis 46).
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TABLE 4.3 Passages from Ephrem the Syrian’s Hymns against Heresies quoted in florilegia manuscripts

Ephrem the Syrian, BLAdd. BLAdd. BLAdd. BLAdd BL Add. BL Add.
Hymns against 17214 12155 14532 14533 17194 14538
Heresies (7thec.)  (747aD?) (8thec)  (8th/gthc.) (886AD) (1oth c.)
12,3 fol. 347

17,1 fol. 27

21,7 fol. 27v

23,5 fol. 16¥

29, 5-152 fol. 32v—33*

29, 23—24 fol. g1v

29, 37 fol. 8or fol. 78r fol. 72r fol. 114"
30,1 f.15™

“Hymns Against [fol. 76v]  fol. 68~  [fol. 68"] fol. n*
Doctrines”

a Exceptst. 7.

be drawn from the absence of the title and the misattribution is that, unless
these anomalies are due to material reasons,5” at a symbolic level, the flori-
legists would not consider as a source of authority the work itself, but rather
the author under whose name the work circulates, and whom they systemati-
cally acknowledge. This would mean, in the perspective of Syriac heresiology,
that Ephrem’s heresiological writings do not matter by themselves as much as
their author does, who, on the contrary, is evoked as a continued prestigious
name.

Turning to the reception settings, we immediately observe, as we did for the
Prose Refutations, that the great majority of the poetic quotes are not contained
in polemical florilegia. Rather, they are transmitted by one manuscript (BL Add.
17194), which, as we have already seen, is a highly miscellaneous florilegium.
The stanzas are extracted from the polemical hymns to serve a very diverse
array of subjects, such as biblical subjects (such as “the interpretation of the
fact that God repented”, ch. 22 of the florilegium, quoting HcH 30,1, which deals

67  Namely, that the authors of the florilegia had access to untitled isolated stanzas and a
textual attribution that was already wrong. These two scenarios are not unlikely, since
analogous textual phenomena are attested for the circulation of Ephrem’s madrase in
liturgical manuscripts, which, similarly to florilegia, are based on selection; see Brock, “The
Transmission.”
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with God’s remorse), cultural topics (ch. 23 “Which demonstrates from where
the Hebrews were called’, citing HcH 23, 5, which indeed offers the explanation
that the word Hebrew comes from Heber), theodicy (ch. 34, “Which reveals ...
that evil does not exist by nature”, reproducing HcH 17, 1 and the end of 21, 7
which proclaim that evil is not a divine entity but derives from free will), and
themes related to human behaviours (ch. 39, on dreams, citing HcH 29, 23—24,
entirely devoted to the oneiric experience; ch. 30, on nocturnal pollution, with
several stanzas from the same hymn and addressing precisely this topic, HcH
29, 5-15). In their original conception, all these stanzas bear either explicit or
implicit polemical contents. God’s remorse in HcH 30, 1, for example, is used
by Ephrem as an argument against Marcion’s views on the evil Creator; HcH
17, 1 and 21, 7 clearly aim against Mani and his doctrine of the existence of a
principle of Evil, coeternal with God; finally, HcH 23, 5 wedges the etymology
of Hebrews from Heber in a wider accusation against Bardaisan, which is tra-
ditional in Christian heresiology, and which consists of accusing the heretics
of calling the community of their disciples after their name, instead of the
name of Christ as true Christians do.68 With their reception in this spiritual
florilegium, the passages have lost their original polemical quality and gained
a demonstrative significance for the topics of interest of the florilegium, which
do not pertain to religious controversy. This is further proved by the fact that all
these citations literally reproduce Ephrem’s text and do not present any mean-
ingful variant.6®

On the contrary, the only quotation that is preserved in the polemical con-
text of the anti-Julianist florilegium (HcH 29, 37, in BL Add. 12155, 14532, 14533
and 14538) displays a divergent reading from the edited text and thus signals an
adaptation to the new doctrinal framework. The immediate context of recep-
tion is a chapter demonstrating the immortality of the soul. Contrary to the
reference edition of the first lines of HcH 29, 37, which reads “Since it is immor-
tal, the soul does not sleep,””? the text cited in the florilegium has “The soul
is immortal because it does not sleep.””! By changing the place of the dalat,

68  This heresiological strategy emerges with Justin Martyr and derives from the denomina-
tions of philosophical sects; see Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, 1:48-51, 79—-80.

69  They are usually orthographical variants. By making a comparison with the critical edition
by E. Beck, we can observe that the text of the stanzas quoted by Ms BL Add. 17194 tends
to follow the variants of manuscript A (= London, British Library Add. 12176, sixth century)
given by Beck in the apparatus.

70 ~=xa) =asoy &\ xay dusn i (Ephrem, Hymnen contra Haereses, 1119).

71 ~xa) <asoy Ay <xas dusn <\ BL Add. 14532, fol. 787 and Add. 14538, fol. 114. The
passage quoted in BL Add. 12155, f. 80" features a double dalat, one at the beginning, like
the edition, and the other in the second half of the verse, like the previous manuscript.
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the florilegium has inverted the entire cause-effect logic of the passage and
makes Ephrem claim something he did not claim. The emphasis is now on the
immortality of the soul, as required by the thesis to support, rather than on
the sleep and condition of the soul while consciousness is suspended, which
is the subject of Ephrem’s hymn 29. As we can see, we are not in the pres-
ence of a lexical variant which would indicate an adjustment of Ephrem’s
expressions to meet sixth-century West Syrian theology. Our variant is far from
the well-known example of Ephrem’s excerpts cited in Miaphysite liturgical
manuscripts, where his Christological language was changed to fit the post-
Chalcedonian context.”? Yet, probably because the framework under examina-
tion here does not require specific terminology, even a tiny inversion of syntax
would suffice to mark the transformation of the original quote into a proof-text
in support of a specific claim. This direct intervention on the source-text, how-
ever small, shows that florilegists operated on their textual witnesses in order
to make them better adhere to their own argumentative goals.

In sum, neither the Prose Refutations nor the Hymns against Heresies were
really exploited by West Syrian polemicists. The majority of the citations taken
from these heresiological writings are included in spiritual or exegetical, non-
dogmatic, florilegia, to demonstrate a wide range of subjects, next to other
patristic, non-polemical sources. Only one quote from the treatises in prose and
one from the poetical text appear in the anti-Julianist florilegium. There, con-
trary to what one would have expected, it is not the incomparable material on
Manichaeism that they offer, for example, that attracted the attention of the
opponents to Julian of Halicarnassus. This is surprising, given the frequency
with which Julian is associated with Manichaeans for his “phantasiastic” doc-
trine, on the one side,”® and the presence of citations from Julian’s works in
which he rejects this association in the florilegium itself, on the other.”* Rather
than for Ephrem’s anti-Manichaean condemnation, then, it is for the topics

The first dalat could indicate the beginning of the citation, rather than being part of it,
or it could further testify to the process of adaptation of the original text. Thus, BL Add.
12155 would have kept the original dalat while at the same time inserting the second one
to fit the thematic context of the reception. By contrast, the passage cited in BL Add. 14533,
fol. 72 is identical to the edited text.

72 Butts, “Manuscript Transmission,” 288-302.

73 See Moss, Incorruptible Bodies, 24, and Frédéric Alpi, “Les manichéens et le manichéisme
dans les Homélies cathédrales de Sévere d’Antioche (512—518): observations sur I'Hc 123 et
sur quelques passages négligés,” ARAM 16 (2004): 233—-243, esp. 234, and n. g there.

74  Citations from Julian’s Treatise against the Manichaeans and the Eutychians are contained
in BL Add. 14532, fol. 39Y, 407, 417, 57".
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of the resurrection and immortality that these works of Ephrem were used
as proof-texts. This demonstrates that florilegists kept quoting the authorial
figure of Ephrem, by referring to a palette of his literary output; however, it
also points towards a decline in the relevance of traditional heresies such as
those of Marcion, Bardaisan and Mani. For the medieval authors of the florile-
gia, Ephrem’s heresiology does not offer relevant arguments of refutation, nor
a suitable rhetoric of polemics, such as the easy association of a contemporary
enemy with an opponent of the past. It is probably just regarded as not perti-
nent for medieval controversies.

5 Before and after the Florilegia

The examination of the heresiological quotes has demonstrated that a certain
degree of independence exists between florilegia that share the same cita-
tions. The most telling example is offered by the anti-Julianist florilegium, in
which both Epiphanius’ and Ephrem’s polemical texts are included. This flo-
rilegium is attested in several manuscripts (chiefly Mingana syr. 69, BL Add.
12155 and BL Add. 14532), which transmit the heresiological quotes that they
have in common in an identical textual form and in the company of the same
patristic texts. Nevertheless, we could notice that they do not always include
the same number of quotes. As we have seen with Epiphanius, BL Add. 12155
and 14532 include an excerpt that is not attested in the Mingana manuscript,
nor in any other.”> The same observation can be made by enlarging the focus
beyond the individual florilegia to embrace their organization within the sin-
gle manuscripts. In this respect, we will not find one manuscript identical to
another. Even when two manuscripts bear entire sections of identical content,
they may differ as regards what precedes and what follows these common sec-
tions, thus ultimately providing different florilegia altogether. This is true of the
three manuscripts containing the anti-Julianist florilegium, which is never pre-
ceded nor followed by the same texts in any of them. This is even more evident
in the case of two manuscripts that can be qualified, at first blush, as transmit-
ting a diverging content altogether. For example, Ms BL Add. 12155, which is of
a dogmatical nature, shares one Ephremic quote with Ms BL Add. 17193, whose

75  For the affinity between Mingana Syr. 69 and the BL manuscripts, see Fiori’s chapter in
the present volume. Since the manuscript Mingana Syr. 69 is heavily mutilated, it may
have contained Epiphanius’ passage. Another example is offered by the anti-Tritheist flo-
rilegium, where BL Add. 12155 and 14532 share many citations from Epiphanius; however,
as we have seen, BL Add. 14532 also includes several quotes of its own.
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character is spiritual and exegetical. Both manuscripts insert this quote in a
section that runs parallel between them, but only up to a certain point, where
they thematically part ways.

These dynamics of dependence and independence, of imitation and cre-
ation, that characterize the florilegia shared by more than one manuscript,
both in their internal structure and in their articulation with other florilegia, are
further expounded by the comparison with selections of themes and patristic
authorities that predate our medieval manuscripts. We are lucky that, at times,
the compilers of the florilegia indicate their borrowing from an earlier collec-
tion of quotes while signalling their dissociation from this previous model. A
marginal note in Ms BL Add. 12155, fol. 87" states that “up to this (point), these
demonstrations were taken from the book of Mar Sergius of Huzri, the remain-
ing fourteen being added by the compiler of the volume.””®¢ Unfortunately, we
do not know this “book” to which the note refers (although the identity of this
“Mar Sergius of Huzri” seems to have been discovered), but we can deduct from
this that to the fourteen further citations belongs the quote from Ephrem’s
Against Bardaisan st. 33—42, at fol. 91¥. Ephrem’s quote thus stems from an
independent choice of the author of the florilegium. The example of Ephrem’s
Hymns against Heresies confirms the florilegists’ autonomy. There is one known
inclusion of excerpts from the Hymns against Heresies in a more ancient Mia-
physite Syriac collection of patristic demonstrations, known as Florilegium of
Philoxenus of Mabbug (dated to around 482).77 This florilegium is appended
to Philoxenus’ polemical Discourses against Habib and gathers 227 passages
from the Church fathers in order to refute Dyophysitism. Remarkably, Ephrem
is the only cited Syriac authority, the others being all Greek writers. Yet, he
alone scores 105 quotes, thus surpassing any other author in terms of repre-
sentation.”® Three of these quotes are taken from the Hymns against Heresies:
HcH 21, 3; 35, 12 and 39, 11.7° We observe that none of them are quoted in our
medieval florilegia, despite the fact that they would share the same adversaries
with Philoxenus. This means that, as far as I could see and as far as Ephrem is
concerned, the compilers of the medieval florilegia made their own selection
without resorting to already available ones, even if the latter would match their
Miaphysite, doctrinal intentions.

76  The note is reproduced and paraphrased as such in Wright, Catalogue, 2:933. For the iden-
tity of Sergius of Huzri, see Fiori’s chapter in the present volume.

77 Edition and French translation in Philoxenus, Mémre contre Habib, 58—123.

78  See Brock, “The Transmission,” 491-492. See also Lucas van Rompay, ‘Mallpdna dilan
surydyd. Ephrem in the Works of Philoxenus of Mabbog,” Hugoye 7 (2007): 83-105.

79  They correspond to quotes 188-190 (= § 229—231): Philoxenus, Mémre contre Habib, 114-115.
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The case of Epiphanius’ Panarion sheds light on another aspect of this orig-
inal approach. We have seen that one excerpt from the Panarion cited in the
anti-Julianist florilegium is also quoted in the anti-Julianist works Critique of
Julian’s Tome and Apology for the Philalethes by Severus of Antioch. We have
stressed above the textual difference between the two versions of this quote in
the florilegium, and Severus’ texts. Presently, we would like to highlight that,
despite the fact that the same quote already exists in a selection of patristic
authorities for similar intents (Severus), this quote is not inserted in the same
cluster of citations in the florilegium. Indeed, although the florilegium cites
the same Panarion quote as Severus and although it is with the exact same
textual extent, it transmits it together with differing citations than Severus.
More specifically, it inserts said quote after another citation of the Panarion
and before Amphilochius of Iconium’s Discourse on “My Father, if you are will-
ing, take this cup from me” (Lk 22:42) and Isaac of Antioch’s Mimro on Faith.
In Severus’ writings, by contrast, Epiphanius’ citation follows Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s Discourse to the Emperor Theodosius and Scholia as well as Gregory of
Nazianzus's Letter to Cledonius; moreover, it is followed by Cyril's Commentary
on John (in the Critique) and appears between Athanasius’ On Trinity against
the Arians and Gregory of Nazianzus’s Letter to Cledonius and On Baptism (in
the Apology).8°

If the cases we discussed show that florilegia are not just simple recipients of
previous doctrinal elaborations and selections, what can we say in turn about

80  Another example of independent selection when it comes to florilegia is when they fea-
ture the same topics as previous sources but do not cite the same quotes in their support.
Ms BL Add. 17194 offers an interesting case study. It contains a florilegium of numerous
exegetical and spiritual subjects, for some of which the source may have been Jacob of
Edessa. Indeed, we find similar topics in Jacob’s Letters xiI and X111 to John of Litharb,
devoted to the explanation of some biblical themes, such as the absence of writing before
Moses (Ch. 2), which language is the first one and wherefrom are the Hebrews called
(Ch. 14) (see Francois Nau, “Traduction des lettres x11 et x111 de Jacques d’Edesse,” Revue
de ['Orient Chrétien 10 (1905): 197—208, 258—282, esp. 206 and 273—274). These themes cor-
respond to Ch. 23 of the florilegium (“which demonstrates which language is the first and
from where the Hebrews were called and (why) there was no writing before Abraham”,
fol. 16*-17"). Both Jacob and the florilegium cite Clement of Rome as an authority, but this
is the only patristic witness they have in common. The florilegium is original in the way it
orders its themes and adds new testimonies (in this case, Ephrem, Severianus of Gabala
and John Chrysostom, who do not appear in Jacob of Edessa’s letter). The study of why cer-
tain topics are still deemed relevant in the ninth century is a desideratum that should take
into account the broader religious context in the composition of florilegia. For example,
it would be fruitful to compare the subjects of florilegia with contemporary canon laws,
monastic rules, and exegetical writings, in order to understand if and for which reasons
specific topics are in fashion in precise times and places.
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the usage that was made of them by contemporary and later Syriac authors?
Did they use the selections made by the florilegia as if the latter’s purposes were
simply to offer anthologies of excerpts arranged in thematical order without an
inner logic of their own? To illustrate this point, we will consider the example
of the Prose Refutations. It has been demonstrated by Mikael Oez that the Trea-
tise Against Bardaisan st. 33—42 (with the omission of st. 40), which is quoted
in BL Add. 12155, is also quoted in two ninth-century authors, namely Cyriacus
of Tagrit, in his De Providentia 18.1 (the same extract), and Moses bar Kepha,
in the Treatise On Free Will, Discourse 3, Ch. 2 (st. 33—36, 38, 4142, in a chap-
ter against Bardaisan).8! By comparing the quote in these three sources, as well
as with the edited text of the Prose Refutations, Oez concludes that both Cyr-
iacus and Moses relied on a florilegium—Cyriacus used the one transmitted
by BL Add. 12155, whereas Moses, given his different wording from both Cyr-
iacus and BL Add. 12155, probably consulted another florilegium, which is not
extant.82 This would mean that, at least for this passage of the Prose Refutations,
the source of Bar Kepha's heresiological discourse is a florilegium, and not the
original text.

Now, if we look at an earlier chapter of the treatise On Free Will, Discourse
2, chapter 5, entitled “Against the followers of Mani and Marcion who destroy
free will by saying that good and evil things are given by the mixture of enti-
ties” (BL Add. 14731, fol. 10™11%), we observe that, despite the fact the Moses
does not mention any source, the entire chapter is in fact composed by the jux-

81  Mikael Oez, Cyriacus of Tagrit and his Book on Divine Providence (Gorgias Eastern Chris-
tianity Studies 33; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2012), 191-194. Moses bar Kepha's On Free
Will is still unedited and is contained in one manuscript witness, London, British Library
Add. 14731 (see Wright, Catalogue, 2:853-855, who dates it to the eleventh century on
palaeographical grounds). See Herman Teule, “Mushe bar Kepha,” in Christian-Muslim
Relations: A Bibliographical History. 2 (900-1050) (ed. D. Thomas and A. Mallet; HCMR 4;
Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2010), 98-101, for a short presentation, as well as Sidney Griffith, “Dis-
putes with Muslims in Syriac Christian Texts: From Patriarch John (d. 648) to Bar Hebraeus
(d. 1286),” in Religionsgespriche im Mittelalter (ed. B. Lewis and F. Niew6hner; Wolfen-
biitteler Mittelalter-Studien 4; Wolfenbiittel: Harrassowitz, 1992), 251-273, esp. 267—-268. It
should be mentioned that Oez mistakenly states that On Free Will contains st. 33—36 and
41-42 (at 191, n. 16), while, in fact, he gives the text of st. 38 as well (in the table at 193),
which is indeed quoted by Moses. This text is known and cited by the editors of the Prose
Refutations; see Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:151-154, who use it in the apparatus, and Ixx,
for the translation. Also, Oez mentions another manuscript containing the same extract,
namely BL Add. 17193, but he mistakenly states that it transmits st. 33—42; just as in BL Add.
12155 and Cyriacus’ De Providentia, the manuscript omits st. 40.

82  Oez, Cyriacus, 194. We compared Moses’ text to the excerpts contained in BL Add. 17193,
and we conclude that this florilegium is not the one from which Moses borrowed these
stanzas.
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taposition of various quotes taken from the First Discourse of Ephrem’s Prose
Refutations.®® They are, in order of quotation in Moses’ text, as follows:34 1,
p- 37, Il 5-12; p. 38, 1. 14—21; p. 40, 1. 1-15; p. 40, 1l. 18-25; p. 40, 1. 3-9; p. 43,
1l. 22-25; and p. 44, ll. 16—23. We see that the general progression of the bor-
rowing is linear (from p. 37 to 44); however, while parts of the text differ only
slightly from the edited one, as far as minor lexical variants and syntactical rear-
rangements are concerned, some other parts differ more greatly, as if Moses bar
Kepha had summarised or paraphrased his source text. Where did Moses take
these extracts from? Since he probably used a florilegium for his quotes of the
Against Bardaisan, it is possible that he consulted a florilegium containing all
these quotes from the First Discourse too. Yet, as far as we can tell, this flori-
legium would not be extant anymore. As highlighted above, the surviving parts
of the Prose Refutations in medieval florilegia concern excerpts from Discourses
4 and 5, and the one Against Bardaisan, not from Discourse 1. Thus, it could also
be possible that Moses consulted directly Ephrem’s text. This would fit with
the size of the quotes, which are longer than the already extended citation of
Against Bardaisan st. 33—36, 38, 41-42 taken from a florilegium. Additionally,
it would maybe explain the difference that exists with the introduction of the
excerpts from Against Bardaisan. The latter are explicitly attributed to Ephrem:
“From Mar Ephrem, in (the writing) towards Bardaisan” (acs ysiar ,1>0a
g1 &alx), with a formula very close to the citational mode of the florile-
gia; whereas the quotes from the First Discourse are anonymous and not flagged
in any way. This example may represent, with all due caution, a proof of the fact
that Moses, together with florilegia, directly consulted Ephrem’s heresiological
works as well.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have discussed the reception of early Christian heresiological
writings in medieval dogmatic florilegia, which share some formal and con-
tent characteristics with them. I focused on two fourth-century case studies,
one emanating from the Greek tradition, the other from the Syriac. These are

83  One paragraph does not correspond verbatim to any passages of Ephrem’s Prose Refuta-
tions; however, it reflects the general content of Ephrem’s argument. See the Appendix for
more.

84  The following page and line numbers refer to the edition in S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta.
In the Appendix to this article, I provide Moses’ and Ephrem’s texts in parallel and with a
translation.
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Epiphanius’ Panarion and Ephrem the Syrian’s Prose Refutations and Hymns
against Heresies. The analysis of contexts and modalities of reception, both
in the florilegia and in comparison with previous and later texts, have pro-
duced two coherent sets of evidence, which ultimately demonstrate the status
of these compilations as polemical works in their own right.

Firstly, dogmatic florilegia, which carefully select their proof texts, seem
to give prominence to the heresiological passages which deal with Christian
issues. This is not surprising, considering the anti-Julianist and anti-Tritheistic
debates in which they engage. For this reason, thanks to its chapters against
Trinitarian heretics, such as Arians and Anomoeans, Epiphanius’ work turns
out to offer more useful material than Ephrem’s texts, aimed against Marcion,
Bardaisan and Mani. Therefore, on one side, florilegists leverage fourth-century
arguments originally meant to refute anti-Nicene doctrines in order to make
sixth-century Christological opponents appear like recent manifestations of
these ancient errors. On the other side, they do not quote Ephrem’s works
for their polemical content. The adversaries targeted in the past by the dea-
con of Nisibis are no longer a threat for the present time of the compilers of
the florilegia, but neither are they considered as meaningful polemical asso-
ciations to exploit. Ephrem’s texts are rather cited for other purposes. Thus,
the reception of Ephrem’s heresiological texts in a later and religiously differ-
ent milieu disregards their original polemical aims (as demonstrated by the
omission of the title and the case of misattribution for the Hymns) and even
their polemical nature, as they are quoted in various thematic sections, the
majority of which deal with spiritual contents rather than with controversial
ones. This is further proven by the absence of any interpolation, addition, dele-
tion or rewriting that would signal an appropriation of the quotes in line with
the new doctrinal setting of the reception. The quotes I analysed show that
they are at best syntactically reconfigured to better adhere to specific doctrinal
points.

Secondly, the selection of heresiological excerpts of the florilegia is not
shared by previous or later texts. Moreover, when they quote extracts already
existing in a previous selection, they do not insert them in the same clus-
ter of citations, but rather create their own. This suggests that the florile-
gia’s compilers had a certain editorial independence, and that they were ani-
mated by precise argumentative goals as any other polemical authors. Finally,
the fact that later authors seem to use direct sources next to florilegia fur-
ther says something on how the latter were perceived by Syriac authors: not
just as mere reservoirs of quotes to be exploited, such as sterile lists of tes-
timonia, but as any other source at their disposal with its own authorial sta-
tus.
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For the way in which they handle previous heresiological works and create
their own, medieval dogmatic florilegia are undoubtedly a part of the history
of Syriac heresiology.
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Appendix

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion
1. Panarion 69, 24, 6—Against the Arians = Holl 3:174, 1. 1721
(BL Add. 14532, f. 437 = Add. 12155, f. 667 = Mingana syr. 69, f. 237 = Add. 14533,
f. 56r)85
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£ 191000 & iodhr jm .uwim lasaly im whaisha=
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ymadare aaidrars Qo187 inal amy . dsdur wdhrars Ay dla

4 1) o) M= moy A

That Christ suffered in the passible body and died, from Saint Epiphanius,
from his writing against the heresies, which is called Panarios: “Christ suf-
fered whatever he suffered but was not changed in nature; his Godhead
retained its impassibility. Thus, when he willed of his own good will to suf-
fer for humanity—since the Godhead, which is impassible, cannot suffer

85  The same excerpt was probably contained in BL Add. 14538 but is now lost due to a mate-
rial lacuna of several folios after f. 103.

86 ~1\o3BL Add. 12155; =31\ @axBL Add. 14532.

87  ~1\& BLAdd. 14533.
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in and from itself—he took our passible body since he is Wisdom, and
consented to suffering in it.”88

2. Panarion 76, 39, 6—Against the Anomoeans = Holl 3:393, 1. 4-8
(BL Add. 14532, f. 43" = Add. 12155, f. 66" = Mingana syr. 69, f. 23" = Add. 14533,
f. 567)
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From the same, from the oppositions to Aetius, the master of Eunomius:
“Therefore, since he was wisdom and impassible God, and knew that by
suffering he would save those who are subject to the pain of the flesh, he
did not send ‘a messenger or an angel’ (Is 63:9), or, again, prophets as in
the past, but came himself as Lord, and while assuming passibility, in it
he truly suffered, though his divine nature remained impassible.”!

3. Panarion 76, 6, 3—4—Against the Anomoeans = Holl 3:346, 1. 1723
(Add. 14532, f. 96" = Add. 12155, f. 13" = Add. 14533, . 73" = Add. 14538, {. 1207)
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88  Thetextisidentical to the Greek. Albeit with very minor differences, Iam using the English
translation of the Greek Panarion provided by The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book 11 and 111,
353.

89 )~ BLAdd. 14533.

90  casmvara BL Add. 12155.

91  Translation based on The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book 11 and 111, 559, slightly modified to

adhere to the Syriac.
92 emla Aaoal BL Add. 12155.



HERESIOLOGY AND FLORILEGIA 171

From Saint Epiphanius, from the first tome of the third book against the
heresies: “But we must know that one is God, the Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ, of whom is also the Holy Spirit, who ‘proceeds from the Father and
receives of the Son. (Jn 15:26, 16:14) And this is the one Godhead—one
God, one Lord, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. There is no confusion between
the Son and the Father and neither the Holy Spirit, but the Father is a
father, the Son, a son, and the Holy Spirit, a holy spirit. (They are) three
Perfects, one Godhead, one God, one Lord, as we have ascribed this praise
many times, for all heresies.”®3

4. Panarion 76, 50, 5-6—Against Aetius = cf. Holl 3:405, 1. 7-11
(Add. 14532, f. 96V = Add. 12155, f. 13" = Add. 14533, . 73V = Add. 14538, f. 1207, just
after the previous one)
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From the same, from the same tome with (objections) against Aetius the
Anomoean:% “Therefore, the one Trinity is one God, Father, Son and Holy
Spirit: unmade, uncreated, unbegotten, a Trinity which is not made but
makes, which includes the name of no creature but creates, which is one
and not many. And all things are from it."97

5. Panarion, De Fide 17, 8—9 = Holl 3:518, 11. 23—26
(Add. 14532, 1267 = Add. 12155, f. 217 = Add. 14533, f. 86 = Add. 14538, f. 1317)
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93  The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book 11 and 111, 516.

94 (.Jcn BL Add. 14538.

95 s\~ BLAdd. 14533

96  The Syriac =u=na=n = renders the Greek word avépotog; see Robert Payne Smith, The-
saurus Syriacus (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1879-1901), col. 916.

97  Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I1I and 111, 571. Two short sentences present in the
Greek original at the beginning of § 6 are not kept in Syriac: “containing nothing different
from itself” and “And although they are many”.

98  Om.BL Add. 14538.

99  ~m=a\sBLAdd. 14538.
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From Saint Epiphanius, from the profession of faith which is at the end
of tome 7 of Book 3 against the heresies, whose beginning is “Those vari-
ous, multiform and much divided perverted ideas”: “What had been pas-
sible (becomes) impassible and remains forever impassible, the divine
(nature) with body, soul, and all the human nature. He is God, when has
ascended into the heavens and took his seat at the Father's right hand in
glory, not by discarding his saint corporeal nature but by uniting (it) to
spirit in the perfection of one Godhead.”04

6. Six extracts (BL Add. 14532, f. 217" = Add. 14538, f. 147Y)

a. Anakephalaiosis 11, 21, 1-2—Against the Simonians = cf. Holl 1:234, 1. 1—4
and BL Add. 12156, f. 132
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From Epiphanius bishop of Cyprus, from the first Book on heresies which
is called Panario [sic]: “The Simonians are those who come from Simon
the magician, who (stood) in front of/(lived) before the apostle Peter
and (was) from the Samaritan village of Gitthon. He was Samaritan and

Sara\ba BL Add. 14532.
a BL Add. 14533.

o&u BL Add. 12155, Add. 14538.

~=axr.a BL Add. 14533.

The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book 11 and 111, 675.
®oidaoy manasa~yBL Add. 14538.
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assumed Christ’s name only. (2) He taught the defilement of lascivious-
ness and the changing and impure intercourse with women.”06

b. Panarion 21, 4, 4—Against the Simonians = Holl 1:243, 1l. 1214

<ims > A\ e Aoy ¢ lasums mdl\ > eida adsa
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And in the second (Book?), on Simon: “(He teaches that) there is a decay
and destruction of flesh, and a purification only of souls—and of these
(only) if they are established in the mystery through his erroneous ‘knowl-
edge’"109

c. Anakephalaiosis 11, 27, 1—Against the Carpocratians = Holl 1:235, 1. 23—25
and BL Add. 12156, f. 132Y

?  eomsduy aulinain ¢=aSI0 KIS mlsa
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Of the same, from the first Discourse: “Carpocratians, who come from a
certain Carpocrates, a native of Asia, who taught to perform every defile-
ment of lasciviousness and every sinful pleasure.”0

d. Anakephalaiosis 11, 31,1—Against the Valentinians = cf. Holl 1:236, 11. 23—24
and BL Add. 12156, f. 133"

Ldhosdn. ~oduana L imoy Kdhuas el m;)vilq sada

And further: “Valentinians deny the resurrection of the flesh and the Old
Testament.”!1

106  Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 59.
107 amir BL Add. 14538.

108 <\~ BL Add. 14538.

109 The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 65.
110 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 59.
111 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 60.
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e. Panarion 31, 7, 6 = Against the Valentinians = Holl 1:396, 1. 16-397, 1. 2
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And further he rejects indeed the Law with the resurrection of the dead.
And in the second Discourse he says about them: “They deny the resur-
rection of the dead, by making some figurative, silly claim, that it is not
this body which rises, but another which comes out of it, the one they call
‘spirit’’112

f Anakephalaiosis 111, 38, 1-2—Against the Cainites = cf. Holl 2:2, 1. 3—7 and
BL Add. 12156, f. 133"

~&suns  pidA ALko IR eida Kss sada
oY pina Koass M3 acla - ~masm\ (.‘::33{70 <oy
&30 wiao duoila .(..m_\c<:.) <1amala ,made &l s e

+~=aoimla pus~a

And further, in the second Discourse he says: “The Cainites deny the res-
urrection of the flesh and slander the Law and the One who spoke in the
Law, and they say that Cain comes from the mighty power. And they deify
Judas and the followers of Korah, Dathan, Abiram and the Sodomites.”13

7. Add. 17194 f. 17V—18": cf. Anakephalaiosis 1, 3,1—7 (Holl 1:163, 1. 1-164, 1. 5; BL
Add. 12156, f. 130Y)

112
113
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The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 174.
Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book 1, 227.
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From Saint Epiphanius, bishop of Cyprus, from the Book against Here-
sies: “Therefore, paganism initially began with Serug. For they say that
they were honouring through some portrait for incommensurable mem-
ory those who did a contest and won it either through a war or some other
stratagem. But in the time of Terah, they showed their folly by means of
statues and made golden, silver and wooden images and made potteries,
and appointed them as gods through their craftmanship and offered to
them the veneration that is due to a creator. Thus, they designated the
gods Cecrop, Zeus, Apollo and many other names. The pagans say that
they are named after a man who was dwelling in Hellas, but others say
(that they are named) after the olive that sprouted at Athens, since in
Greek the olive is called elaiq, like the pagan Hellenos.”14

8. Add. 17194. f. 52*: cf. Panarion 30, 29, 1—2 (Holl 1:372, 1. 21-373, 1. 1)
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From Saint Epiphanius ... (from the Discourse?) ... against the heresies:
“And there in Bethlehem in the second year of his birth ... and they wor-
shipped him and offered him gifts.”16

Ephrem the Syrian, Prose Refutations (? Unidentified)

Add. 17194, 2472517
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Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 9-10.

The manuscript has humidity stains that prevent a clear reading of the text.
Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book I, 157.

This text was published in S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta, 136.
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From the same Mar Ephrem, from the Discourse against Bardaisan: “But
neither a man nor Satan can make the soul go out from the body unless

God wants to provoke men'’s death, be it by means of illnesses, or through

fire, or pits and cisterns, or by an impure spirit, or evil men. And God

judges the men who kill, since he set for them the law of not killing.”

Moses bar Kepha
On Free Will 2.5

(BL Add. 14731, fol. 107-117)118

Ephrem the Syrian

Prose Refutations

First Discourse®

Over-
beck’s
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p- 38,
1. 14—21

We reproduce the Syriac text transmitted by this manuscript, where it runs as a continu-

ous text. We divide it here in paragraphs in order to highlight the parallel parts in Ephrem’s

118

Prose Refutations.
119
120

Opera Selecta.
121 Fol.10".

English translation in Ephrem’s Prose Refutations, 1:xii—xviii (with slight modifications).
References will be given to pages and lines of the edition by Overbeck, S. Ephraemi Syri
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Chapter 5, against the followers of Mani and
Marcion who destroy free will by saying that
good and evil things are given by the mixture
of entities.

If thus the good which is in us is good and
cannot become evil, and if the evil in us

is evil and can [not] become good, (then)
these good and evil promises which the Law
makes are superfluous. For who is he that the
Rewarder will crown—the one who is victo-
rious by his nature and cannot fail? Or whom
will the Avenger blame—that nature which
fails and cannot conquer? These are great
absurdities.

But they ask, “What is this will?” we say it is
freewill endowed with independence. And if
they say, “Why part of it is evil and part of it
is good?” we should tell them that because it
is a thing endowed with independence and
freedom. And if they are not convinced, this
unteachableness of theirs teaches that
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But if the evil which is in us is evil, and can-
not become good, and if also the good in us
is good, and cannot become evil, (then) these
good and evil promises which the Law makes
are superfluous. For whom will the Rewarder
crown—one who is victorious by his nature
and cannot fail? Or whom, again, will the
Avenger blame—that nature which fails and
is not able to conquer?

If, therefore, anyone asks, “What is this will,
for though it is one thing, part of it is good,
and part of it evil?” we should tell him that
because it is a will. And if he asks again, we
shall tell him that it is a thing endowed with
independence. And if he still continues to
indulge in folly, we should tell him that it

123 This paragraph does not find any specific parallelism in Ephrem’s text, but its content is

similar to the development of the First Discourse at pp. 44—45.
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because they have freewill, they did not wish
to be taught.

For he who says that there is no freewill
hastens to ascribe his folly to God, is found
without folly and his Maker is accused. But he
commits three evil things: one, that his folly
is ascribed to God, two, that he frees Satan
from rebuke, and, three, that he saves him-
self from blame so that all the blame may rest
with God.

And if they say that they do not know what
will is, they should know that, since they
knew what a ‘bound nature’ is, they can
know what an unconstrained nature is, but
that which is unconstrained cannot be con-
strained. But in what is it unconstrained
except in that it has (the power) to will and
not to will?

There is no man who goes down to the strug-
gle and receives a crown with great joy who
says: “I have no freewill’, lest he lose his glory
and his crown. But he is someone who has
not conducted himself aright through his
freewill, the one who says ‘I have no freewill”

And if they say that if freewill comes from
God, then the good and evil impulses which
belong to it are from God,

they should thus know that if the impulses
that are stirred in freewill belong to God

is freewill. And if he is not convinced, this
unteachableness of his teaches that because
there is freewill he did not wish to be taught.

But whoever denies that there is freewill
utters a great blasphemy in that he hastens
to ascribe his vices to God; and seeks to free
himself from blame and Satan from reproach

in order that all the blame may rest with God.

It would not be right for any one, after he
heard about the will, to ask “But what, again,
is the will?” Does he know everything and
has this (alone) escaped his knowledge,

or does he know nothing at all since he
cannot know even this? But if he knows
what a ‘bound nature’ is, he can know what
an unconstrained will is, but that which

is unconstrained cannot be constrained,
because it is not subject to constraint. But
in what is it unconstrained except in that it
has (the power) to will and not to will?

But there is no man who has gone down and
brought up a crown with great toil from the
hard struggle, and (then) says that there is
no freewill, lest the reward of his toil and the
glory of his crown should be lost. The man
who has failed says there is no freewill that
he may hide the grievous failure of his fee-
ble will. If thou seest a man who says there
is not freewill, know that his freewill has not
conducted itself aright.

And if they say that if freewill comes from
God, then the good and evil impulses which
belong to it are from God ...
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and not to it [freewill], they get wrong since
they called freewill a bound nature. For he
who says that God moves our freewill stands
against his own word, since he said freewill
but added that God moves it; and he destroys
his word which said that there is freewill. For

God did not give freewill and went on to move
impulses in it; he did not give it so that it does

whatever it wants; and he brought it forth for
this, so that it become freewill, do not serve
the impulses that are stirred in it, but he who
moved the impulses in it, which is not proper
to the one who gave freewill.

For how does one call that freewill and goes
on to bind it so that it is not freewill? For it

is not possible to enslave something free; it
is independent and not a nature, it is loose,
not bound. And just as when any one speaks
of fire, its strength is declared by the word,
and by the word ‘snow; its coolness, so by the
word ‘freewill’ its independence is revealed.

For how does he call that freewill when he
goes on to bind it so that it is not freewill? For
the name of Freewill stands for itself; for it is
free and not a slave, being independent and
not enslaved, loose, not bound, a will, not a
nature. And just as when any one speaks of
fire, its heat is declared by the word, and by
the word ‘snow; its coolness is called to mind,
so by the word ‘Freewill’ its independence is
perceived.
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CHAPTER 5

A Geological Approach to Syriac Miaphysite
Christology (Sixth—Ninth Centuries): Detours of a
Patristic Florilegium from Antioch to Tagrit

Emiliano Fiori

Patristic florilegia are paradoxical texts. On the one hand, they are very elo-
quent, as they often deal at length with clearly defined topics: on the other
hand, however, they are obstinately mute, as they speak through the voices of
others and seem to lack their own. Thus, although they do say much, and what
they say is quite clear, what they intend to communicate through the voices of
the ‘old masters’ tends to escape our investigation. Their intention is of course
closely related to their historical context, which, however, is difficult to deter-
mine, since the purely theological content of these florilegia remains far from
factual history. They are mosaics, but in a way, they are quite the opposite of
proper mosaics, as we cannot enjoy their overall subject and intention with one
comprehensive glance; in order to appreciate the sense and underlying strat-
egy of their composition, we must rather auscultate the fine junctions between
the individual tesserae. This is also true in the case of a large florilegium of
Christological content that occupies a prominent position in six manuscripts of
the eighth—tenth centuries preserved at the British Library and in the Mingana
Collection. In this chapter, I shall present a few fieldnotes from an on-going
exploration on this florilegium.

The florilegium discusses highly technical topics such as: 1) the persistence
of a difference between the natures from which Christ derives; 2) the exclu-
sion of any duality from Christ; 3) the apology of the alleged novelty of the
Miaphysite doctrine through a collection of patristic authorities, from Diony-
sius the Areopagite to the Cappadocians; and 4) an overview of the definition
and the debates held at Chalcedon. A first exploration of the patristic mate-
rials of this florilegium, their relationship with the above-mentioned topics,
and their complex itineraries through the centuries has led to some provi-
sional results concerning the context in which they were originally collected
and the circumstances that may have prompted the production of the flori-
legium as we have it now. The topics discussed in our florilegium were the core
of arather obscure Christological debate of the end of the sixth century, which,
however, was crucial for the theological self-consciousness of later Syriac Mia-
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physitism, namely, the controversy around Probus, a Miaphysite theologian
who converted to Chalcedonianism in the 580s. Much of what is discussed in
our florilegium, especially the “natural characteristic” and the removal of the
duality of Christ’s natures, is already present in this sixth-century controversy.

These very topics resurfaced in an age of renewed polemics between Mia-
physites and Chalcedonians, between the end of the Umayyad caliphate and
the first decades of the ‘Abbasid rule. A precious source from the end of the
eighth or the beginning of the ninth century is the letter of a man by the name
of Elias, who converted from Chalcedonianism to the Miaphysite faith. This let-
ter, addressed to the Chalcedonian syncellus Leo of Harran, shows us that the
discussion still focused on the same points concerning the difference between
the natures in Christ and the exclusion of any duality. The authorities quoted by
Elias to defend his Miaphysite options are the same as in our florilegium and
are organized in a similar way. At approximately the same time, we observe
how Nonnus of Nisibis and his relative Aba R&’itah used the same florilegium
we now read for their polemic against the Melkites.

After a presentation of the contents, structure, and aims of the florilegium,
the chapter will move on to a contextualization of its gradual appearance
between the sixth and eighth century, touching upon the relevant steps, includ-
ing the debates between Probus and the Miaphysites, Elias’ Letter, and Nonnus
of Nisibis’ Christological writings. In the conclusions, I shall try and argue why,
in that age, Miaphysite intellectuals felt the need to mobilise the resources of
their metaphysical and theological tradition once again and to such an extent.

My exploration of this long story is necessarily partial and incomplete, for it
is difficult to determine the exact production context of the florilegium, and it
will perhaps remain impossible.

1 The Florilegium: Manuscripts, Content, Structure, and Aims

11 Manuscript Tradition

The Christological florilegium is preserved in six manuscripts.! Applying and
expanding the sigla used by Albert van Roey and Pauline Allen,? the FLOS
project is indicating them as follows:

1 This florilegium, as well as others preserved in the same manuscripts, will be published in a
born-digital edition by the FLOS project.

2 Albert van Roey and Pauline Allen, Monophysite Texts of the Sixth Century (OLA 56; Leuven:
Peeters, 1994).
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London, British Library Add. 12154: a portion of the Christological flori-
legium at fol. 17V—28%;3

BL Add. 12155: Christological florilegium at fol. 32v-53';*

BL Add. 14532: Christological florilegium at fol. 1"—36%;>

BL Add. 14533: Christological florilegium at fol. 19-37";¢

BL Add. 14538: Christological florilegium at fol. 8o0v-101%”

Birmingham, Cadbury Research Library, Mingana Syr. 69: parts of the Chris-

2mg 0w

tological florilegium at fol. 1¥—17v.8

All these manuscripts, and especially B, C, and D, are invaluable repositories
of Miaphysite writings throughout the centuries, which include not only flo-
rilegia, but also authored writings from the end of the sixth or the beginning
of the seventh centuries, of which we would have otherwise lost trace.® Suf-
fice it here to mention the libelli of the Miaphysite monks against Probus, and
a correspondence between a Chalcedonian monks of Bét Marun and the Mia-
physites, both of which will be treated or mentioned later in the present chap-
ter.

The Christological florilegium opens the most fine-looking and probably
most ancient of its witnesses, manuscript C (BL Add. 14532), which William
Wright dated to the eighth century. This manuscript was conceived in a uni-
tary way; it is called casoien Aanaly ~xizo KdhmSwa Fduaidy <dumia
~&alui= (“a volume of demonstrations of the holy Fathers against various
heresies”). This title is repeated as a running title throughout the manuscript,
which in its present form contains 221 leaves and originally must have included
atleast 24 quires. The unitary conception of the volume is further confirmed by
the presence of an overall index in the last folios (fol. 218"—221v), which is unfor-

3 William Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum Acquired since the Year
1838 (3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870-1872), 2:978—979.

4 Wright, Catalogue, 2:923-927. Here Wright did not notice the overlapping with the Christo-

logical florilegium with the same text in the other manuscripts, as he does in the case of C,

D, and E. He even cuts the florilegium into two different sections (11 and 111), whereas they

belong to the same florilegium.

Wright, Catalogue, 2:955-958.

Wright, Catalogue, 2:968.

Wright, Catalogue, 2:1007.

Alphonse Mingana, Catalogue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts (3 vols; Woodbrooke

Catalogues 1-3; Cambridge: W. Heffer and Sons, 1933-1939), 1:173-178.

9 For an overview of these manuscripts as markers of intellectual identity for the Syriac Mia-
physite Church, see Yonatan Moss, “Les controverses christologiques au sein de la tradition
miaphysite: sur I'incorruptibilité du corps du Christ et autres questions,” in Les controverses
religieuses en syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; ES 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 119-136.
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tunately incomplete at the beginning and at the end. The entire manuscript
is subdivided into relatively short chapters that are numbered throughout the
volume. This numbering starts from 1 with the first chapter on the first page
and goes on without interruption until the last one we have, number 334, as if
the whole volume were occupied by a single text, which, however, is not the
case. Manuscript C shares this characteristic with various manuscripts con-
taining florilegia; the greatest part of D, for instance, is structured in the same
way, as well as part of the huge Ms B, BL Add. 12155, which bears the same gen-
eral title as BL Add. 14532, Aaoaly ~xizo “dmsd<a <duaisda ~dunmia
~&haluisn cmumwim. However, C, B and D do not contain a single running
text; several discrete units, i.e., different florilegia, can be singled out, configur-
ing these manuscripts as collections of florilegia (but also of other materials).
Four florilegia recur more frequently in the manuscripts and are constantly
grouped together, although in slightly different orders; these are our florilegium
on Christology, a second one against the doctrines of Julian of Halicarnassus,
a third one on Trinity (of which a longer form has been transmitted by B; see
Bishara Ebeid’s chapter in the present volume), and a fourth one against Ori-
gen.

William Wright had already noticed the recurrence of the Christological flo-
rilegium in C, D and E,'® whereas he had not noticed its presence in A (which
contains only a small portion of it) and B, nor had Alphonse Mingana noticed
that the first 17 folios of M contain a substantial part of it.

Except for A, the order in which the three florilegia are disposed is the fol-

lowing:
B  Trinitarian (in a longer form) — Christological — Anti-Origenist — Anti-Ju-
lianist

C Christological (with lacunae) — Anti-Julianist — Trinitarian — Anti-Origen-
ist (partial)

D Christological — Anti-Origenist — Anti-Julianist — Trinitarian

E  Christological — Anti-Julianist — Trinitarian — Anti-Origenist (partial, same
extension as in C)

M Christological (with lacunae) — Anti-Julianist (with lacunae); the Trinitar-
ian florilegium may well have featured in the manuscript, which, however,
is heavily mutilated.

10  Wright, Catalogue, respectively 2:955, 2:968 and 2:1007.
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1.2 Content and Structure

The present chapter will not tackle a micro-structural analysis of the single
excerpts and their grouping into blocks within the florilegium, which will
require a monographic study. Here, I shall rather concentrate on macro-struc-
tures and the historical traces of their progressive accumulation. The content
of the florilegium throughout the manuscripts appears to be relatively stable,
as it tends to include the same chapters in almost all the manuscripts. How-
ever, the general structure changes considerably from one witness to the other.
This florilegium, as any other dogmatic florilegium in Syriac and other lan-
guages, is divided into chapters, like a normal authored treatise. Each chapter
has its own title, written in red in all manuscripts, which is a sentence taken
from the chapter itself; the chapter is nothing but a collection of excerpts from
various patristic writings on the topic announced in the title; each excerpt
bears its own rubric, which informs on the work, book and chapter from which
it is extracted, and the author of the work. A list of the chapters and their
titles can be found below in Appendix 1; the following analysis presupposes
its consultation (the numbering is my own and is based on my forthcoming
critical edition of the florilegium). If we assume C as a term of comparison,
D presents a slightly different structure, as it stops earlier than C (at the end
of chapter 85) and includes a block of chapters (69—80) that do not feature
in C (where their absence must be due to the loss of a whole quire between
fol. 9¥ and 10*) but can be found in B, D, and E. E is particularly close to C
in terms of wording. Moreover, E has two additional chapters, which seem
to be peculiar to it, at the beginning and at the end. M seems to have the
same structure as C, although we cannot know whether it had two additional
chapters like E, since the initial and final folia of the text are missing. The
structure of B is unique, as it displays the chapters in a completely different
order (47-68, 1-46, 69—80a, 86—87, 97—98, 100102, 99, 80b—85, 105-110, 88—
96, 103-104) and starts the chapter numbering over in the three last blocks
(105-110, 88—96, 103-104), apparently considering them as a separate flori-
legium.

13 Title and Aim of the Florilegium

It is difficult to reconstruct an original title for the Christological florilegium,
since it bears a different one in each manuscript. It does not have any title
at all in C and D; in E, it is called “against the dyophysites (s34 Aaoal
~Aia)”; in B, it has a longer title, “Chapters of the holy Fathers on the incar-
nation of God the Word, that is, of one of the hypostases of the holy Trinity
(o3 o il oy mhainisdion Ay <o wdhdaony rdéo
~&hrao ~haduldhy <=aio & w3)’;in M, as mentioned, the beginning
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is missing altogether. Two of these titles, then, explicitly refer to the Christo-
logical and, more precisely, anti-dyophysite nature of the florilegium. Thus,
not only its content (Christology) would seem clear, but also its intention
(a Miaphysite refutation of opposite views). At a closer inspection, however,
things are less self-evident than they appear. While the florilegium certainly
deals with Christology from a Miaphysite standpoint, we must ask a series
of questions. At whom was this polemic aimed in the eighth and ninth cen-
turies, to which most of these manuscripts must be dated? Why was it con-
ducted through this specific selection of topics and authorities? When pre-
cisely was the florilegium composed? Who are these dyophysites? Were they
East Syrians or Chalcedonians, even though both were doctrinally the same
from a Miaphysite point of view? In other words, what was the context that
prompted the compilation of this florilegium and how did the florilegium
react to that context? Our answers can only come from a close reading of
the florilegium, proceeding with small clues to illuminate the larger frame-
work.

2 The Themes

Despite the different distribution of the chapters in the various witnesses, it is
possible to enucleate five main thematic areas in the florilegium. This presen-
tation of the contents will concentrate on the first four sections, and especially
on the chaptertitles, as they are the privileged place where the compiler reveals
the implicit narrative and strategy of the selection.

2.1 Difference as to the Natural Characteristic

The compilation starts with a section (chapters 1—23) devoted to a crucial topic
of Miaphysite Christology, the so-called “natural” or “essential characteristic (or
quality, or predication)”,!! =alia ~s 30ax or ~“uar in Syriac, which distin-
guishes a nature or essence from the others by marking its specific features.
This section is mostly made up of excerpts extracted from works by Severus of
Antioch, especially his treatise Against the Grammarian and his three Letters
to Sergius the Grammarian, where the topic was discussed at length. The main
argument is that the union of the divine and human natures in Christ rules out
any real division (=A\Jaa) between the two natures; however, a real difference
(~al\sax)between the two is preserved precisely because their respective nat-

11 See the next footnote.
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ural characteristics do not get lost in the union. On the one hand, the differ-
ence protects the union from confusion: this is made evident, for example, by
the excerpt from Against the Grammarian 111.30, which makes up the entirety
of chapter 16 of the florilegium (the title of the chapter, which is itself a quo-
tation from Severus’ excerpt, reads as follows: “The otherness as to the natural
characteristic preserves the union unconfused and [at the same time] does not
dissolve the formula ‘one incarnate nature of the Word’"). On the other hand,
difference does not imply division. This is an argument par excellence of Cyril-
lian and Severan Miaphysitism,'? but what the florilegium especially intends to
underline in its opening section is that precisely this “natural characteristic” is
key to preserve a perceivable difference of the natures after the union. Some
examples will serve to illustrate this point. The title of chapter 22 (entirely con-

12 It is the argument of property &g év moidmtt puouc, or of the Adyog tod madg elvar. On
this argument, which was “inlassablement développé” by the Miaphysites, see Joseph
Lebon, “Le monophysisme sévérien,” in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegen-
wart (ed. A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht; Vol. 1. Wiirzburg: Echter Verlag, 1951), 424-580 at
534-552; Theresia Hainthaler, “A Christological Controversy among the Severans at the
End of the Sixth Century—the Conversion of Probus and John Barbur to Chalcedonism,”
in Christ in Christian Tradition Volume I11: From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gre-
gory the Great (590—604): Part 3. The Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch from 451 to 600
(ed. A. Grillmeier, T. Hainthaler, T. Bou Mansour, and L. Abramowski; trans. M. Ehrhardt;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 386—418, at 393-398. This argument was first put
forward by Cyril in his Second Tome against Nestorius (11, 6) and in his first letter to
Acacius of Melitene (Cyril's Letter 40), and further developed by Severus against the
emerging neo-Chalcedonianism in letters to Count Oecumenius and Bishop Eleusinius,
in his Against the Grammarian, and in his correspondence with Sergius the Grammar-
ian, all of which texts are lavishly cited in the first section of our florilegium. The topic
became crucial, as we shall shortly see, in the controversies around the Chalcedonian con-
vert Probus in the late sixth century and remained central in the following centuries. See
Albert Van Roey, “Het dossier van Proba en Juhannan Barboer,” in Scrinium Lovaniense.
Mélanges historiques—Historische opstellen Etienne Van Cauwenberg (Recueil de travaux
d'histoire et de philologie 1v.24; Louvain: Bibliotheque de I'Université Bureau du Recueil,
1961), 181190, especially 186, and Albert van Roey, “Une controverse christologique sous
le patriarcat de Pierre de Callinique,” in Symposium Syriacum 1976: célebré du 13 au 17
septembre 1976 au Centre Culturel “Les Fontaines” de Chantilly (France) (ed. F. Graffin and
A. Guillaumont; 0cA 205; Roma: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1978),
349-357, especially 350 and 354—357; Uwe P. Lang, John Philoponus and the Controver-
sies over Chalcedon in the Sixth Century: A Study and Translation of the Arbiter (Spici-
legium sacrum Lovaniense: Etudes et documents 47; Leuven: Peeters, 2001), 33—40. In
his translation of John Philoponus’s Christological treatises, where the expression recurs,
Augustin Sanda translated ~s.3aax. as “praedicatio’, thereby adhering to the etymolog-
ical meaning of the Syriac term, which is based on the Shafel (causative) of ~xs, “to
know”.
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sisting of an excerpt from Cyril's second tome against Nestorius)!® reads as fol-
lows: “Speaking of union does not neglect the difference but removes division”
(radaa) 1 <nas - ~alsar) =), & hasasy &), The title of
chapter 23 (which contains passages from one of Severus’ letters to Eleusinius!#
and from his work against the Apology of Julian of Halicarnassus) states the
following: “Wherever we confess one incarnate nature of the Word, we also con-
ceive of a difference as to the natural characteristic” (< d\>ox <1aa 1y o
o @aladiiom <duna hasaarsasy <aluara (s e300 W0a).
These titles, both drawn from Severus’ excerpts contained in the two chapters,
intend to highlight that what preserves the difference between the natures is
the preservation of this “natural characteristic”, which makes one nature differ-
ent from the other. As can be seen from the title of chapter 17 (consisting of an
excerpt from Severus’ 5th letter to Count Oecumenius),'® the natural character-
istic is not different from the property (~&aulsx): “We do not avoid confessing
the property of the natures from which the Emmanuel derives, in order to pre-
serve the union unconfused” (eamisy <iax <daalay <3can SICL N =\

~daem) N\ Aalas Ay s - Licaasas ).

2.2 Avoiding Duality

The group of chapters that follows, from 24 to 46, concentrates on the correct
way of using the numbers “one” and “two” and of conceiving of the union with
regard to Christ. In this group, the compiler almost exclusively quotes from
Severus’ Against the Grammarian but also includes hitherto unedited quota-
tions from Philoxenus of Mabbug (in chapter 24, from a “Letter against Flavian
of Antioch” and a “Letter to the abbots Theodore, Mama and Severus”, also
concerning Flavian of Antioch)! and other authors, like Gregory Nazianzen,
whose excerpts, however, are probably taken from Severus’ Against the Gram-
marian, where they were originally cited.!” In chapter 26, John the Grammarian

13 This is indeed one of the two passages mentioned in the previous footnote, where Cyril
introduced the concept of natural characteristic and which Severus quoted in his writings.

14  Not by chance, one of the texts where Severus quotes Cyril’s passages from the second
Tome against Nestorius and the first letter to Acacius of Melitene.

15  Again, another foundational text of Severus’ conception of the natural characteristic.

16 For a description of their context and content, see André De Halleux, Philoxéne de Mab-
bog. Sa vie, ses écrits, sa théologie (Universitas Catholica Lovaniensis. Dissertationes ad
gradum magistri in Facultate Theologica vel in Facultate Iuris Canonici consequendum
conscriptae 111.8. Louvain: Imprimerie orientaliste, 1963), 209—210. Anton Baumstark, in
Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, mit Ausschluss der christlich-paldstinensischen Texte
(Bonn: A. Marcus und E. Weber, 1922), 144 n. 5, had already pointed to the existence of
these excerpts.

17 It is worth adding that this florilegium provides us with a significant number of previ-
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is directly brought to the fore in two excerpts from his Apology of the Coun-
cil of Chalcedon, both taken from Severus’ Against the Grammarian.!® In these
excerpts, John maintains that the union, in order to be such, must preserve
the two components that were united; many passages from Severus’ Against
the Grammarian quoted in the following chapters object that the union is not
real if a duality of any kind persists in it. The natures of which Christ consists
remain in him only in the form of the composition but they do not subsist
separately, such as to be counted as really, concretely two. If one speaks of a
union, it is obvious that the two, or many, from which the union derives, must
be mentioned and necessarily appear to the mind that contemplates them (e.g.,
chapters 35, “The cutting and the duality which are in the thought cease [scil.
after the union]’, 36, “ ‘From two natures or hypostases’ is said [only] in theory”,
37, “Composed [things] are separated only in theory”, and 38 “Composition is
divided only in [one’s] mind”). However, the natures are only the theoretical
origin of the union,!® the “from which’”, but they do not exist as such in the real
Christ; indeed, Severus writes, Cyril never expected Nestorius not to mention
two natures, but expected him not to divide them at the level of concrete real-
ity (chapter 45: “Not the fact itself of mentioning two natures is bad, but the
fact of speaking of two natures after the union is contemptible’, w03 sen AN
s @eid I dhasas 1hor @ (A duas <is eid Lomd

From the first two sections, it may seem difficult to determine whether
the florilegium aims at a generic exposition of Miaphysite Christology against
dyophysitism in general, or if it has a more specific polemical goal. It is not of
secondary importance, however, that most of the excerpts come from a work
that Severus had addressed against John the Grammarian, a champion of Neo-
Chalcedonianism: chapter 26 is made up of John’s objections to Miaphysitism
and Andrew of Samosata’s objections to Cyril's anathemas, while the following
chapter contains Severus’ replies in various passages from Against the Gram-
marian and the treatise to Nephalius. These elements are significant clues to
the fact that we are dealing with a specifically anti-Chalcedonian collection.
It is already striking at this point that the general tone of the collection and

ously unknown passages from Against the Grammarian, excerpted from the last chapters
of the treatise, which are lost in the manuscripts transmitting it in its entirety and edited
by Lebon.

18  From Severus, Against the Grammarian, 1114 and 11.31, 124 and 235 (text), 97 and 184
(trans.).

19  Theoretical here means “that can be contemplated exclusively in thought” as opposed to
“concretely existing”.
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the way the Miaphysite arguments are presented tend to be apologetic and/or
polemical, seeing how the compiler selects and rearranges passages that serve
as a polemical justification of the Miaphysite position against critical remarks
coming from the Chalcedonian side. Some chapter titles in the first section are
particularly eloquent, as they are formulated in a negative form and thus sound
like replies to objections. See e.g. chapter 10: “The union did not take away dif-
ference”; and reciprocally chapter 22: “Speaking of union does not neglect the
difference”; chapter 13: “Essential difference does not bring in with itself a cut-
ting into two after the union”; chapter 14: “Division does not follow a difference
of essence in any regard”; and the previously quoted title of chapter 17: “We do
not avoid confessing the property of the natures from which the Emmanuel
derives, in order to preserve the union unconfused”. Thus, even though the
title of the manuscripts B and C is “demonstrations of the Fathers against var-
ious heresies’, in this florilegium the demonstrations do not attack the alleged
heresies but rather defend Miaphysitism from the attacks of the heretics. This
hypothesis is further confirmed by the following sections of the Christological
florilegium, where the compiler goes on to define the Miaphysite tenets in a
defensive way. Indeed, at the end of chapter 46, a passage from Severus’ letter
to his correspondent Eleusinius is quoted where Severus refers to Theodoret
of Cyrus, who had written that the phrase “unity in hypostasis’, or “hypostatic
union’, cannot be accepted insofar as it is stranger to the patristic tradition.
Once again, an accusation coming from the Chalcedonian party.

2.3 A Variety of Sources

The next section of the florilegium (chapters 47 to 8o, but especially 47-68)
moves from the almost homogenously Cyrillian and Severan selection of the
previous sections to a wider variety of sources. The intention is to show that
many Fathers, since the beginnings of Christianity, had known the Miaphysite
union and all the related conceptual apparatus, including the concept of com-
position of the two natures in Christ and the theopaschite idea of God suffering
and dying on the cross. In a way, this section is a patristic florilegium in the
florilegium, where the universally accepted authority of the pre-Chalcedonian
Fathers is evoked to support the Miaphysite tradition, which was mostly repre-
sented by Severus and Cyril in the previous 46 chapters. The title of chapter 49
is particularly telling: “The Fathers know that the union of the Word with His
ensouled flesh was natural and hypostatic”. The same pattern can be identified
in other titles where the term “Fathers” is present, for example in chapter 52:
“Testimonia of the holy Fathers who confess that God the Word suffered and
died for us in the flesh” or 53: “Although the Fathers separate two natures in
theory, they see and say that the union occurred from those [two] and con-
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fess one incarnate nature of the Word after the union, and do not divide in any
way those which were united”. These chapters do not proceed in chronological
order but start from Dionysius the Areopagite, who is seen as a genuine dis-
ciple of the apostles. Peter of Alexandria, Athanasius, Basil, ps.-Gregory Thau-
maturgus, the synod of Antioch that condemned Paul of Samosata, especially
Malchion’s letter against Paul, Gregory of Nazianzus, and John Chrysostom are
then quoted in the following chapters. The compiler even adds a short selec-
tion of passages from the New Testament in chapter 50. Significantly enough,
in B, where the structure is different, the block of chapters 47-68, which con-
tains an apologetic selection of pre-Chalcedonian witnesses on the hypostatic
union, opens the florilegium; the block containing chapters 1—47 immediately
follows it. This cannot be the original order, because it is typical of florilegia to
be appended to a piece of writing, not to precede it. Moreover, as stated above,
at the end of chapter 46, a fragment from one of Severus’ letters to Eleusinius
mentions an objection to the Miaphysite Christology raised by Theodoret, to
which the following block starting with chapter 47 indeed seems to reply. How-
ever, the rearrangement of B is understandable, since the pre-Chalcedonian
Fathers antedate Cyril and Severus, and thus they should be put before the Mia-
physite theologians, as if paving the way to them.

2.4 The Council of Chalcedon

The anti-Chalcedonian nature of this florilegium becomes obvious in the
fourth section of the florilegium (chapters 81-105), which contains a large and
most interesting selection of translated excerpts from the Council of Chal-
cedon itself. In most manuscripts, these excerpts are indicated through obelo:
in the margin,?° in order to warn the reader that they come from heretical writ-
ings. These excerpts seem to be extracted from a sort of commented epitome
of the Council, since they are occasionally accompanied by critical and histor-
ical remarks, which, however, may have been written by the compiler of our
florilegium. This finding is surprising, since, except for the canons published
by Schulthess more than a century ago,?! we do not have Syriac translations of

20  The use of these marginal signs was studied by Michael P. Penn, “Know Thy Enemy: The
Materialization of Orthodoxy in Syriac Manuscripts,” in Snapshots of Evolving Traditions:
Jewish and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual Fluidity, and New Philology (ed. L.I. Lied
and H. Lundhaug; Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur
175; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2017), 221—241. See also Flavia Ruani’s chapter in the present vol-
ume.

21 Friedrich Schulthess, Die Syrischen Kanones der Synoden von Nicaea bis Chalcedon nebst
einigen zugehirigen Dokumenten (Abhandlungen der Koniglichen Gesellschaft der Wis-
senschaften zu Gottingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse, N.F. X.2; Berlin: Weidmann,
1908).
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the proceedings of this Council. In our florilegium, citations from the council of
Chalcedon alternate with excerpts from dyophysite writers such as Theodoret
and Nestorius and, as a counterpoint, with passages from Cyril and Severus,
always with an apologetic flavour. What is also surprising is that this section
adds a sort of historical framework to the previous sections, providing the read-
ers of the florilegium with a “dogmengeschichtliche” perspective and allowing
them to understand the stakes of the Christological debate in historical per-
spective. Chapter 82, for instance, contains the whole Chalcedonian definition
of faith, which is followed, in chapter 83, by Severus’ harsh criticism of itin alet-
ter to an Isaac Scholasticus; in chapters 89 and 96, we find passages from Cyril’s
letters where he complains that his writings have been falsified so as to seem in
agreement with the dyophysite tenets. Indeed, in chapter 98, we can have alook
at the other side of this affair, with a quotation from Theodoret’s letter to Nesto-
rius, communicating that Cyril has accepted the view of the dyophysites. All
the chapters in between, go—95, contain quotations from Nestorius and Cyril,
aiming to show that Cyril may seem close to the dyophysites because he uses
the language of unity too, but that the dyophysites conceive of unity in a wrong
way, since they undermine it with a wrong conception of duality.

3 A Remote Root: The Probus Affair

A crucial clue to the original context that prompted the production of the
material collected in this florilegium is provided by the last quotations in chap-
ter 68. They are extracted from three different writings of Probus, alittle-known
Miaphysite and later Chalcedonian theologian of the end of the sixth cen-
tury. Probus’ thought and writings received some attention in the last century;
Albert Van Roey,?? Paolo Bettiolo,?3 José Declerck,?* Theresia Hainthaler, 2> and
Karl-Heinz Uthemann?6 wrote on him and published some of his works. Sebas-

22 Albert Van Roey, “Het dossier;” Albert van Roey, “Une controverse.”

23 Paolo Bettiolo, ed. Una raccolta di opuscoli Calcedonensi: Ms. Sinai Syr. 10 (CSCO 403—404,
Scriptores Syri 177-178; Louvain: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1979).

24  José H. Declerck, “Probus, l'ex-jacobite et ses epaporemata pros Iakobitas,” Byzantion 53
(1983): 213—232.

25  Hainthaler, “A Christological Controversy.”

26  Karl-Heinz Uthemann, “Syllogistik im Dienst der Orthodoxie. Zwei unedierte Texte byzan-
tinischer Kontroverstheologie des 6. Jahrhunderts,” Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzan-
tinistik 30 (1981): 103-112, and Karl-Heinz Uthemann, “Stephanos von Alexandrien und die
Konversion des Jakobiten Probos, des spiteren Metropoliten von Chalkedon. Ein Beitrag
zur Rolle der Philosophie in der Kontroverstheologie des 6. Jahrhunderts,” in After Chal-
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tian Brock?? has even suggested to identify him with the philosopher Probus,
some of whose works are extant in Syriac.28 Uwe Michael Lang touched upon
Probus in his monograph on Philoponus’ Arbiter.2° According to the West Syr-
iac patriarch Dionysius of Tell-Mahre3? (ninth century; the pages on Probus
are the only surviving ones from his chronicle) and to the twelfth-century his-
torian Michael the Great, who elaborates on Dionysius’ account, Probus was
a Miaphysite theologian of the second half of the sixth century, an “erudite
and intelligent” man,3 who had accompanied the Miaphysite patriarch of Anti-
och, Peter of Callinicum, during a visit to Alexandria in 581-582, together with
the archimandrite John Barbur who, according to another hitherto unknown
source, was his teacher.3? In Alexandria, the two men were seduced by the
theories of an Alexandrian “philosopher” or “sophist”, named Stephen (whose
identity remains uncertain).33 We know that, for a while, Probus had defended

cedon: Studies in Theology and Church History Offered to Professor Albert Van Roey for His
Seventieth Birthday (ed. C. Laga, ].A. Munitiz, and L. van Rompay; 0LA 18; Leuven: Peeters,
1985), 381-399.

27 Sebastian P. Brock, “The Commentator Probus: Problems of Date and Identity,” in Inter-
preting the Bible and Aristotle in Late Antiquity: The Alexandrian Commentary Tradition
between Rome and Baghdad (ed. J. Lossl and J.W. Watt; Aldershot: Ashgate, 2011), 195-206.

28  On Probus the philosopher, see Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Le commentaire syriaque de
Probus sur I'lsagoge de Porphyre. Une étude préliminaire,” Studia graeco-arabica 2 (2012):
227-243; Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Un cours sur la syllogistique d’Aristote a 'époque
tardo-antique:le commentaire syriaque de Proba (v1€ siécle) sur les Premiers Analytiques.
Edition et traduction du texte, avec introduction et commentaire,” Studia graeco-arabica
7 (2017): 105-170; Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Probus,” in Philosophie der Kaiserzeit und der
Spdtantike (ed. C. Riedweg, C. Horn, and D. Wyrwa; Die Philosophie der Antike 5.1—3; Basel:
Schwabe Verlag, 2018), 2465-2469.

29 Lang, Arbiter, 38—40.

30  Fac-simile of the account (from Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Vat. Sir.
144, f. 89¥~P) and German translation in Rudolf Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre,
jakobitischer Patriarch von 818-845. Zur Geschichte der Kirche unter dem Islam (Abhand-
lungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 25.2. Leipzig: F.A. Brockhaus, 1940), 138-144.

31 Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre, 139.

32 Heis called Probus’ ==4in the preface (preserved in the ms Vat. Sir. 144, fol. gor) of Elias
of Harran to the treatise On Difference, which will be mentioned shortly.

33  Much has been written on this Stephen, but any attempt at a precise identification has
failed because of the presence of many Alexandrian “Stephens” in contemporary and
later accounts; some of them may of course be one and the same person. See especially
Declerck, “Probus;” Wanda Wolska-Conus, “Stéphanos d’Athénes et Stéphanos d’Alexan-
drie. Essai d'identification et de biographie,” Revue des Etudes Byzantines 47 (1989): 5-89,
Uthemann “Stephanos von Alexandrien;” Hainthaler, “A Christological Controversy,” 413—
417. According to Uthemann, “Stephanos von Alexandrien,” 388—399, and Wolska-Conus,
“Stéphanos,” 82—89, this Stephen was the sixth-century Alexandrian commentator of Aris-
totle of the same name.
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the Severan Miaphysite orthodoxy against Stephen and had even written a refu-
tation of his tenets. What did Stephen teach, which needed a Miaphysite reac-
tion? We know little about Stephen’s theories, but from our historical sources
we know that he objected to the Miaphysites that one of their main arguments
was absurd. He purportedly said that if one conceives of the unity in Christ
as of a unity of nature, like the Miaphysites did, then any difference based on
the preservation of the characteristics of the natures, not only any division,
must disappear. Indeed, if a difference persists, one can still count two distinct
natures. Indeed, Probus’ initial refutation of Stephen, according to an indirect
source, bore the title “Against those who affirm that one must not confess that
the difference as to the natural characteristic is preserved after the union”34
Many chapters in the first section of the Christological florilegium seem to
respond precisely to this criticism, as the titles of chapters 8 and g indicate:
“The difference, as far as essence is concerned, did not cease after the thought of
the union”; “the difference, as far as essence is concerned, remained” (.l)q: <\
~ &Ly aras s ~uwasy ~aluar; “awartss ~aluar ,an). Our
sources relate Stephen’s thoughts in this merely aporetic form, and we do
not know what Stephen’s pars construens was, if any.35> We do know, however,
that some time after following Stephen, Probus was expelled from Alexandria,
returned to Antioch and, in 584/5, was condemned by a synod summoned at
Gubba Barraya, in northern Syria, by Peter of Callinicum, who, after the synod,
circulated a writing directed against Probus in all the churches and monaster-
ies under his jurisdiction.36 As a consequence, Probus and John converted to
the Chalcedonian doctrine and were received by the Chalcedonian patriarch
of Antioch, Gregory (570-593).37 Probus later confessed his new faith twice,

34  This title is quoted by the Miaphysite monks in their eighth libellus against Probus, in Ms
B, fol. 1527, and D, fol. 122". This treatise is identical with Probus’s “Treatise on difference”,
of which the monks quote a short passage in their seventh libellus against Probus (see
note 40 below), and with Probus’s so-called “Hypomnestikon”, which is preserved in Ms B,
fol. 238v—240".

35 It is reasonable, however, to suppose that Stephen was a Chalcedonian, if it is true that
John Moschos and the future patriarch of Jerusalem Sophronius (unsuccessfully) tried to
pay him a visit, probably to attend one of his lectures, in Alexandria (see Moschos, Pré
spirituel, 119). In Moschos’ account, Stephen is also called “sophist” as in Dionysius of Tell-
Mabhre.

36  All these events are related by Dionysius of Tell-Mahre; see Abramowski, Dionysius von
Tellmahre, 139-140.

37  According to Dionysius of Tell Mahre (Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre, 141), they
were received by Gregory’s successor (and predecessor, as he held the patriarchate twice,
in 559-570 and 593-598) Anastasius, but this is unlikely due to the long chronological gap
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with two creeds addressed to Gregory and his successor Anastasius, respec-
tively, which are both cited in chapter 68 of our Christological florilegium.38
Peter of Callinicum’s writing against Probus is unfortunately lost, but we know
from Dionysius of Tell-Mahre that its main thesis was the following: “the differ-
ence of the natures from which Christ derives really exists and persists after the
union, without implying number and division of the natures”.3% This is precisely
what our florilegium tries to repeat throughout the first two sections; firstly, the
persistence of difference and the cessation of division, and, secondly, the fact
that the number two is not real in the incarnation, since only one is concretely
subsistent. The problem seems to have raised many concerns and to have been
strongly debated among Miaphysites at the end of the sixth century. Another
treatise of those years, which has long been attributed to John Philoponus but
was certainly not written by him, On Difference, Number, and Division,*° tackles
precisely the same topic, and seems indeed to be addressed against Stephen’s
tenets. In fact, I have recently discovered a preface to this treatise by an Elias of
Harran (see below) appended to the Ms Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana Vat. Sir. 144, one of the manuscripts preserving this treatise. According
to this preface, On Difference, Number, and Division was composed by three Syr-
ians, Sergius of Huzri, Thomas of the monastery of Mar Zakkai and Simeon of
the monastery of Talil. These three men are also known to us as participants in

between the synod of Gubba Barraya and Anastasius’ election in 593; see Van Roey, “Het
dossier;” 185 n. 1, and Van Roey, “Une controverse,” 350.

38  See Appendix 1 for the titles of these texts.

39  Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre, 140: “Und sogleich schrieb der Patriarch Mar Petrus
einen Brief oder Traktat in Vollmacht der ganzen Synode, in dem er die Meinung des
Sophisten und des Probus vernichtete und zerstérte und durch Zeugnisse der Lehrer
aufrichtete und bewies, daf§ wahrhaftig und wirklich der Unterschied der Naturen, aus
denen Christus besteht, auch nach der Feststellung der Einheit gewahrt wird ohne
Zahlung und Unterscheidung dieser Naturen”.

40 On this treatise, preserved in the Mss Vat. Sir. 144, London, British Library Add. 12171, and
partially in BL Add. 14670, and published and translated among John Philoponus’ works in
Opuscula monophysitica Ioannis Philoponi, 95-122 (text), 140-171 (trans.), see Lang, Arbiter,
33—40. Lang convincingly argues against the attribution to Philoponus and suggests that
it must be considered a work produced in Philoponus’ circle. Van Roey suggested (Van
Roey, “Het dossier,” 187), but later on retracted (Van Roey, “Une controverse,” 352 n. 9),
that Probus may have been the author of this treatise during his Miaphysite phase, and
that the treatise may have coincided with his work against Stephen (see note 34 above).
This cannot be the case, since the only fragment we have from the treatise “On differ-
ence” against Stephen (identical with Probus’s preserved Hypomnestikon, see again note 34
above) that the Miaphysite monks attribute to Probus in their seventh and eighth libelli

»
)

does not overlap with any passage in the anonymous treatise On Difference, Number, and
Division.
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the debate between Probus and the Miaphysites in Antioch, which will be men-
tioned shortly; indeed, Elias writes that they prepared the treatise precisely for
that debate.

This debate between Probus and a group of Miaphysites was directed by the
Chalcedonian patriarch Anastasius in Antioch in 595/6 by order of Emperor
Maurice. The now Chalcedonian Probus and the monks debated, once again,
on difference, division, and the natural characteristic. The sources for the
reconstruction of this debate are still unedited, except for the aforementioned
treatise On Difference, which has not been directly related to this disputation
so far* Probus and the monks exchanged respectively eight libelli, of which
only the seventh and eighth of the monks have come down to us, along with
an excerpt of Probus’ response to their sixth libellus. Some questions by the
patriarch Anastasius addressed to the Miaphysites, with the latter’s reply, are
also preserved.*? The subject of Anastasius’ questions and of the Miaphysites’
replies immediately brings the reader into the same conceptual atmosphere as
in the Christological florilegium, the wording being precisely the same.#3 The
libelli of the monks, however, are even more striking in this respect. The Mia-
physite monks presented many patristic witnesses in support of their stance.
The great majority of the excerpts quoted in the libelli have a correspon-
dence in our florilegium, and especially—not by chance—in its first section,
which deals with the specific problem of difference and division in Christ (see
Appendix 2). It is particularly significant that the omissions in the quotations
also overlap; for example, if a quotation from Severus in a libellus is interrupted
through the phrase “and again’, saa, and then resumed, the same quotation
in the florilegium is interrupted and resumed at the same points. The quota-
tions made by the monks in the two libelli cover substantial parts of our flori-

41 I am currently working on the edition of these sources, as well as of the whole Probus
dossier.

42 InMs BL Add. 14533 (D), fol. 106Y.

43 Anastasius’ question on fol. 106" of BL Add. 14533 reads as follows: <alwax xa L3
(.Am <tis\a Ladur CIAT eaduK LIS ~aarsas arsdis <liay Klasoy
Jdaa W= ad.aem N comby <aluar ma Lomsdure st L amisoy
e <is W\ > <>dio W\ o misn W\ da . i sad Sdeer
e~ mé\s o ..@ur( ar Liam am.<dhasas QMDY tnlm ..t.\\m.nt\»l::
A i o I o DI B A L0du eioe D aa D o
+e0dure s (“if you confess the difference as to the nature of the natures that were
united in Christ, do you also affirm the [scil. two] natures from which Christ [derives],
which come along with such a difference of theirs? I have not asked this question, I repeat
it, about the division, nor about the number, or about the hypostases, but exclusively about
the natures from which the union [resulted]. Thus, then, reply “yes or no”, not by speaking
as another man thought or spoke, but as you yourself [think]”).
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legium, although they are quoted in a different order. The table in the appendix
provides a partial idea of the correspondences; we can suppose that the quo-
tations in these libelli, if summed to the quotations that certainly appeared in
the six lost libelli, covered the greatest part of our florilegium.

Some of the excerpts quoted in the libelli are longer than the correspond-
ing excerpts in our florilegium, whereas some others are much shorter. This
means that the libelli are not, or not entirely, the direct source of the Christo-
logical florilegium. Therefore, it is tempting to venture a little speculation and
turn to Peter of Callinicum as the initial source of this patristic material. We do
not have his treatise against Probus of 585 but, judging by Peter’s compilatory
style in his massive extant work against the patriarch of Alexandria on trithe-
ism, the Contra Damianum, which is largely based on patristic quotations, we
can easily suppose that he made use of a large number of patristic sources in
the lost treatise against Probus as well. Thus, one is easily led to suppose that
Peter’s lost treatise against Probus may be the source of the selections from
Severus, Cyril, and the other Fathers that the monks also quoted in their libelli
ten years later. More generally, one could say that our Christological florilegium
selects, collects and rearranges patristic materials that were produced in the
decade of 585-595, during the controversy between Probus and the Antiochene
Miaphysites. The florilegium may have drawn at least a part of its patristic tes-
timonia, which were also used in the libelli of the monks (and in the response
of the Miaphysite monks to the monks of Bét Mariin#4), from Peter of Call-
inicum’s lost treatise, and it may have reassembled them into a new florilegium.
Although speculative, the hypothesis that Peter of Callinicum’s patristic mate-
rials were selected and rearranged in later Syriac florilegia is not unreason-
able. As Bishara Ebeid has recently shown, the greatest part of the trinitarian
florilegium that accompanies our Christological florilegium, in most of the
manuscripts where it is preserved, consists precisely in a rearrangement of the
patristic excerpts contained in Peter of Callinicum’s Contra Damianum.*> Thus,

44  Another Miaphysite source of the end of the sixth century that contains a great deal of
excerpts also found in the Christological florilegium, exactly with the same form and
length as in the florilegium, is the response of a group of Miaphysite monks, “partisans
of Peter (of Callinicum), patriarch of Antioch’, to five propositions of the Chalcedonian
monks of Bét Maran (Wright, Catalogue, 2:945-946; partial translation in Francois Nau,
“Les Maronites, inquisiteurs de la foi catholique du vi® au vi1e siécle,” Bulletin de [Asso-
ciation de Saint-Louis des Maronites janvier [1903]: 343-350; avril [1903], 367—383. I am
also currently preparing a critical edition and complete translation of this correspon-
dence).

45  Bishara Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity in Graeco-Syriac Miaphysitism: A Study and Analy-
sis of the Trinitarian Florilegium in Ms British Library Add. 14532,” Studia Graeco-Arabican
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the Christological florilegium may be at least partially the result of an anal-
ogous operation made on Peter’s work against Probus. Therefore, with Probus
and with the Miaphysite response to the monks of Bet Mariin, we have brought
to light the most ancient layer accessible to us of the geological stratification of
our florilegium.

4 In Search of a Context: Why an Anti-Chalcedonian Florilegium?

Now that we have determined the likely context in which the materials of our
florilegium originated, we must come back to the florilegium itself and neces-
sarily ask two questions. What was the use of rearranging, in the late eighth
century, the patristic archives that had informed an apparently remote and
highly technical controversy of the sixth century? How important could the
refutation of Chalcedonian Christology be in that age?

4.1 Elias’ Letter to the Chalcedonian Syncellus Leo of Harran

In the last decades, the period between the end of the seventh and the begin-
ning of the ninth century has been intensively studied by Syriac scholars as
the age of the establishment of the Umayyad and then of the ‘Abbasid rule
in Syria and Mesopotamia, as well as the crucible of Christian Arabic litera-
ture and the heyday of anti-Islamic apology. Little attention, however, has been
paid to Christological disputes of the same age involving the Syriac orthodox
Church; as a matter of fact, only two articles by Ute Possekel were devoted to
the topic in the last thirty years. Our sources are admittedly scarce, especially as
far as the eighth century is concerned. One of Possekel’s articles*6 sheds new
light on a rather friendly dispute of the eighth (or possibly the beginning of
the ninth) century that involved a Miaphysite convert from Chalcedonianism,
aman named Elias, and his friend Leo, a syncellus of the Chalcedonian bishop
of Harran. This Elias must not be confused with the Syriac orthodox patriarch
Elias of Harran, who died in 723;*7 in fact, he must probably be identified with

(2021): 63-108; Albert Van Roey, “Un florilege trinitaire syriaque tiré du Contra Damianum
de Pierre de Callinique,” 0LP 23 (1992): 189—203.

46 Ute Possekel, “Christological Debates in Eighth-Century Harran: The Correspondence of
Leo of Harran and Eliya,” in Syriac Encounters: Papers from the Sixth North American Syriac
Symposium, Duke University, 26-29 June 201 (ed. M.E. Doerfler, E. Fiano, and K.R. Smith;
Eastern Christian Studies 20; Leuven: Peeters, 2015), 345-368.

47  Josephus Simonius Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana (3 vols.; Romae:
Sacrae Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719-1728) 1:467 was at the origin of this con-
fusion as he suggested that Elias should be dated to ca. 640; the identification with the
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an Elias of Harran, by whom we have a treatise on the Eucharist addressed
to Dionysius of Tell-Mahre, arguably before the latter was elected patriarch
(Dionysius is called “of Qennesre” in the dedication),*® in addition to a short
preface to the above-mentioned pseudo-Philoponian treatise On Difference,
Number, and Division. Specifically, we have an incomplete letter in twelve chap-
ters addressed by Elias to Leo, in which he explains to his friend the theological
rationale of his conversion; in the letter, Elias also quotes extensive passages
from other works of slightly earlier Syriac Chalcedonian theologians, George,
bishop of Martyropolis-Maiphergat, and Constantine, bishop of Harran, who
had written against the Miaphysites. The letter was edited and translated in
1985 by Albert van Roey,*® who had also published an extensive study on its
contents and theology more than forty years earlier.5°

The topics tackled by Elias, which were singled out by Van Roey in his study,!
partially but significantly overlap with those tackled by the monks in their
libelli against Probus, in the above-mentioned treatise On Difference, and in the
Christological florilegium. Even after Van Roey’s fine doctrinal overview, Elias’
letter would still deserve a detailed commentary. Here, I will just isolate some
samples in order to highlight how the choice and treatment of two topics in
the letter are particularly close to our florilegium. These are; 1) the distinction
between “difference” and “division” of the natures in Christ, and 2) the rejec-
tion of the use of the expression “two natures” after the thought of the union.
What is even more significant with regard to the Christological florilegium is
that, as we shall see, the whole letter is interspersed with patristic quotations,
and the last part of the letter is a discussion on Leo’s wrong understanding of
the patristic quotations he had displayed when writing to Elias.>2 In fact, most
of these quotations once again overlap with those in the florilegium, as can be
seen from the selection provided in Appendix 3.

As to the first topic (difference vs. division and the natural characteristic),
the fifth chapter of the letter rejects the dyophysite tenets by stating that one
can only say “two natures” in the sense that in the union there remains a differ-
ence in their natural characteristic; any other affirmation of two natures cuts

patriarch was made by Rubens Duval, La littérature syriaque (Paris: V. Lecoffre, 1907), 378.
Albert Van Roey, “La lettre apologétique d’Elie & Léon, syncelle de I'évéque chalcédonien
de Harran,” LM 57 (1944): 1-52, at 4-10, corrected the mistake.

48  This treatise is preserved in the Ms London, British Library Add. 14726, fol. 59'—71"; see
Wright, Catalogue, 2:830-831.

49  Eliae epistula.

50  VanRoey, “La lettre.”

51 Van Roey, “La lettre,” 21-51.

52 Eliae epistula, 89-106 (text), 64—76 (trans.).
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the union. As Elias writes, “why do you make of the difference in the natural
characteristic a cause for the separation of the natures?”>3 This question was
still urgent in the eighth-ninth century as it implies a typical Chalcedonian
argument, which by Elias’ time had already found full-fledged expression in
John Damascene, and which requires a brief excursus on the opposed meta-
physical presuppositions of Chalcedonians and Miaphysites.

In fact, both Chalcedonians and Miaphysites acknowledged the persistence of a “natu-
ral” or “essential” difference in the union, i.e., a difference on the level of nature between
humanity and divinity in Christ. Since Cyril, the Miaphysites had called it, as we saw
above, a difference as to the natural quality, cg év moléttt uoudjj, concerning the ratio
of the mode of being, Adyos 100 n&¢ elvar. This level of difference is the level of the
1d10v,%4 i.e., of the property that distinguishes the species, or specific universals, from
one another. Neo-Chalcedonians, however, always distinguished the essence from the
individual. They insisted on the fact that what distinguishes individuals, i.e. hypostases,
from one another, and thus also makes it possible to count them, is a particular bundle
of accidental properties (a terminology which can be traced back to Porphyry’s Isa-
goge).%> According to John of Damascus, the individual, or hypostasis, is an essence
with accidents, obata Tig uetd cupPepnicétwy.56 This means, in turn, that every hyposta-
sis is an instantiation of a specific universal essence through a peculiar bundle of acci-
dental properties.>” According to the Chalcedonians, any essence really exists only as
instantiated in an individual hypostas.is;58 there are no uninstantiated universals, but,

53  Eliae epistula, 19 (text), 13 (trans.).

54  Seee.g. Van Roey “La lettre,” 23.

55  Porphyry, Isagoge, 7,19—27.

56  John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 111.6, 120.11.

57  Christophe Erismann, “A World of Hypostases. John of Damascus’ Rethinking of Aristotle’s
Categorical Ontology,” sP 50 (2011): 269—287, at 276—277. This is the grounds of the typi-
cally Chalcedonian concept of enhypostatos, or instantiation of an essence in a hypostasis,
which Erismann discusses at length in the same article at 280287, and has recently been
the object of intensive enquiry; see Benjamin Gleede, The Development of the Term ‘enhy-
postatos’ from Origen to John of Damascus (VChr Supplements 113; Leiden—Boston: Brill,
2012); Johannes Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology and the End of Ancient Meta-
physics. Patristic Philosophy from the Cappadocian Fathers to John of Damascus (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2020), especially 196-197, 207—214, 219—237, 292—295; Dirk Kraus-
miiller, “Enhypostaton: Being “in another” or “with another”: How Chalcedonian theolo-
gians of the sixth century defined the ontological status of Christ's human nature,” VChr
71 (2017): 433-448.

58  “Universals subsist as universals in individuals” (Erismann, “A World of Hypostases,” 283).
To indicate this principle, Zachhuber, The Rise, 193, created the siglum NNWH, “no nature
without hypostasis”; Erismann devoted a whole article to it: Christophe Erismann, “Non
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when instantiated in individuals, universals do really exist. On the level of the hyposta-
sis, Chalcedonians denied the persistence of any difference, because a difference on
that level implies the distinction of more individuals,®® namely a numerical plurality.
In Christ, then, two different universal essences have been instantiated in a unique
hypostasis and thus both really exist in it. Since the hypostasis is one, Christ is one.
There is no problem in affirming that the respective properties of the natures/essences
continue to differ, since the unity is granted by the uniqueness of the hypostasis.

Now, since Miaphysites identified nature/essence and hypostasis, they necessarily
misinterpreted the Chalcedonian stance. Their position has been interpreted as “nom-
inalist”®® namely, that no universal nature/essence really exists. A nature can only
be conceived of in thought, and it is not right to state that it really exists when it is
instantiated in an individual, because only individuals exist, and “natures” are concrete
existing specific entities, thus being tantamount to hypostases. This explains Cyril’s
and Severus’ strenuous insistence on expressions like “we can conceive of two natures
only in subtle thoughts and imaginations”.6! With this conception in the background,
the Miaphysites regarded the Chalcedonian formula as producing division and con-
fusion at the same time, where division is caused by the Chalcedonians affirming the
real existence of two different natures with their differing properties in Christ, which,
according to the Miaphysite concept of nature, meant two individual Christs; confu-
sion, for the reasons explained above, is caused by the Chalcedonians refusing to affirm
a difference of properties at the level of the hypostasis, because, in their opinion, this
would have meant a distinction between two different individuals. In brief, both Chal-
cedonians and Miaphysites affirmed the persistence of a difference on the level of the
essence, but, for the Chalcedonians, this meant affirming a difference on the level of
the universal natures, whereas, according to the Miaphysite concept of nature, affirm-
ing a difference of natures implied a difference between more individuals. Hence, Elias’
question: “why do you make of the difference in the natural characteristic a cause
for the separation of the natures?” This resonates with chapters 1 and 12 of the flo-

Est Natura sine Persona: The Issue of Uninstantiated Universals from Late Antiquity to
the Early Middle Ages,” Methods and Methodologies: Aristotelian Logic East and West, 500—
1500 (ed. M. Cameron and J. Marenbon; Investigating Medieval Philosophy 2; Leiden: Brill,
2011), 75—-91L

59 See Van Roey, “La Lettre,” 23, and Erismann, “A World of Hypostases,” 275, based on John
of Damascus.

60 Erismann, “Non Est Natura,” 83—84.

61  Among many examples quoted in the Christological florilegium, see for instance Severus,
Against the Grammarian, 1131, 237 (text): wera masls Asamsr wy N\ =
x> am ey wlms duria <dul o ~siadioy; 185 (trans.): “Nam quia in
cogitatione tantum et quasi in subtili contemplatione separamus ea, ex quibus est Chris-

”

tus
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rilegium, “we do not consider the difference to be cause of division” and “Heretics try
to introduce division through difference,” as well as the title of Elias’ fifth chapter, “the
two natures that are posited by the dyophysites according to the essential difference
viz. to the difference in the natural characteristic ... are not united, as they guiltily
state, but separated”. Namely, the way the dyophysites conceive of the difference in
the natural characteristic, i.e., as a reason to affirm a duality of nature, is illegitimate,
because it reintroduces a separation—a duality—in Christ. Of course, although they
maintained—opposite to the Chalcedonians—that the difference of properties is at
the level of the individual nature/hypostasis, the Miaphysites did not draw from this
the conclusion that there are two Christs, because their ontology was substantially dif-
ferent. While for the Chalcedonians two different sets of properties must be referred
to two different, really existent essences (which in the case of Christ are instantiated
within the same individual hypostasis), for the Miaphysites there are no such things
as really existent essences to which properties must be referred, so that two different
sets of properties can rest on the same individual without implying different essences
in the background. An elegant illustration of this Miaphysite point of view is found in
the above-mentioned sixth-century treatise On Difference, Number, and Division, where
the authors explain that different sets of properties can exist within the same individ-
ual, without implying a multiplicity of individuals, since difference is not a matter of
quantity but of quality—i.e., it falls under a different category. Division, on the contrary,
belongs to the domain of quantity. Elias echoes this argument in the fifth chapter of the
letter, where he responds to a Chalcedonian remark that “every difference, insofar as it
is a difference, necessarily implies number”;62 against this, he affirms that “number is
not connected to every difference ... that [type of] difference, to which number is not

connected, does not produce a division”.63

Since the natures are not separated, Elias writes in chapter 9, one can no longer
use any expressions containing “two natures” (which is tantamount to number-
ing two natures) after thinking of the union that, as such, removes any “two”.
Previously, in chapter 5, Elias had written that “those natures that you continue
to count even after considering the union are separated, not united”,* because
union must imply the disappearance of duality: “the force of a real union does

62  Eliae epistula, 16 (text), 11 (trans.).

63  Eliae epistula, 17 (text), 12 (trans.).

64  Eliae epistula, 21 (text), 15 (trans.). Here, once again, the misunderstanding between the
two groups is based on contrasting ontologies (and not only on terminology); both agree
that individuals are distinguished numerically, so that one cannot count more than one
individual Christ. However, their differing conception of the universals, their concrete
existence, and what an individual is, leads them to complete incomprehension. Chal-
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not tolerate division and number, and makes them cease”®> (compare the title
of chapter 79 in the Christological florilegium: “The force of the union makes
every duality cease”). In chapter g, after quoting a passage from Cyril’s first let-
ter to Succensus, he writes: “(Cyril) did say that he sees two natures when he
considers the way of the incarnation of the Word with the eyes of the soul;86 but
when he considers their concourse to the real union, he confesses one incar-
nate nature of the Word”%” (compare with the title of florilegium chapter 53,
on which see also above under 2.3: “Although the Fathers separate two natures
in theory, they see and say that the union occurred from those [two] and con-
fess one incarnate nature of the Word after the union, and do not divide in any
way those which were united”); “they no longer remain two after the thought
of the union”8 (compare with the florilegium, title of chapter 75: “After the
thought of the union, the cutting into two [that is present] in the thought ceases
and departs”). Also, in the seventh chapter of his letter, Elias discusses another
important point of our florilegium, that is, since the two natures of the Chal-
cedonians are not really united, they must actually be defined as two indepen-
dent hypostases (see the title of Elias’ chapter 7: “the Chalcedonians know that
the two natures that they affirm in Christ are two hypostases and two sons”).69
Our florilegium treats this point as well, especially in chapter 65: “The expres-
sions “in two” or “in each one” are understood [as referring to] two hypostases
that subsist in their proper subsistence”. These arguments correspond to the
second section of the Christological florilegium. What is most relevant here is
that the patristic quotations of chapter 9, as can be seen in the appendix, corre-
spond with few exceptions to a compact block of quotations that are included
in the third section of our florilegium, in chapters 52—54, and often appear in
Elias in the same order as in the florilegium; note that the title of chapter 53
was mentioned here above as a parallel to Elias’ arguments. This is a clear indi-
cation that Elias was using a collection of excerpts, the organization of which
was already similar to that of the florilegium.

To sum up, Elias tackles precisely the same questions as in the first three sec-
tions of our florilegium, with the same apologetic tone, and, in doing so, he also

cedonians count two natures but would never dare count two individuals; Miaphysites
would never dare count two individuals either, but since nature is exclusively identical
with the individual, they regard the Chalcedonians as counting two individuals.

65  Eliae epistula, 26 (text), 18 (trans.).

66  Elias also reveals here the fundamental Miaphysite “nominalism”.

67  Eliae epistula, 66 (text), 48 (trans.).

68  Eliae epistula, 71 (text), 51 (trans.).

69  Eliae epistula, 51 (text), 37 (trans.).
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abundantly quotes patristic authorities largely overlapping with those quoted
in the florilegium. It must be noted, however, that Severus, the main author-
ity quoted in the florilegium, is almost nowhere to be found in Elias’ letter. This
must certainly be partially due to the fact that he intends to make use of author-
ities that also Chalcedonians could accept.”? Thus, with Elias, we have reached
a second geological stratum, which is much closer in time, and more similar, to
what we see on the surface—the Christological florilegium.

4.2 A Cumbersome Antagonist: Theodore Abii Qurrah

Harran, the city of Elias’ addressee Leo, and very likely of Elias himself, was,
as Possekel has shown,” a stronghold of Chalcedonian doctrine during the
whole eighth century and beyond. Theodore Abui Qurrah was the city’s bishop
at the beginning of the ninth century (the exact dates are unknown), thus he
must have been roughly contemporary to Elias,”? and he was at the centre of
a renewed moment of controversy between Chalcedonians and Miaphysites.
Indeed, not later than 812/3, Abt Qurrah went to Armenia with missionary pur-
poses and sojourned at the court of prince ASot Msaker. He tried to convert the
prince’s court to the Chalcedonian faith, but Asot wanted him to debate with a
Miaphysite theologian, and invited the Arabic-speaking scholar of Tagrit, Abui
Ra’itah, who did not himself go, but sent, as is well known, his relative Nonnus
of Nisibis (d. ca. 860),”® even though he also wrote two letters to Asot against
Theodore Abii Qurrah (Aba Ra’itah’s third letter, written before the debate,
and fourth letter, written after it).”* The debate took place between 813 and
817, and according to all sources except for a Georgian one, which understand-
ably considers the winner to be the Chalcedonian Theodore,”> Nonnus pre-

70 It must be considered, however, that the letter abruptly ends at the beginning of the
twelfth chapter, which is indeed devoted to the discussion of quotations from Severus.

71 Possekel, “Christological Debates.”

72 According to Possekel, “Christological Debates,” 358, the fact that Elias does not men-
tion Theodore would indicate that Elias’ letter was written before Theodore’s theological
floruit. Apart from the fact that we do not have the entirety of the letter, Elias’ silence
on Theodore may also have a strategic reason. Being a Harranite convert from Chalcedo-
nianism, Elias quotes Chalcedonian authorities of the recent past, such as George of
Maipherqat or John Damascene, but he may have found it prudent, or simply respect-
ful (considering the friendly tone of his letter), to avoid mentioning, and start a polemic
with, his own former bishop.

73 Albert Van Roey, Nonnus de Nisibe. Traité apologétique. Etude, texte et traduction (Biblio-
théque du Muséon 21; Louvain: Bureaux du Muséon, 1948), 5.

74  See also Bishara Ebeid’s chapter in the present volume, with secondary literature.

75  This information is drawn from Nikolaj J. Marr, “Apxayr, MoHro/bCKOE Ha3BaHHE XpU-
CTMaH B CBA3M C BOIPOCOM 00 apMsAHAX-XaJKeJOHUTaX,” Busanmuiickuil epemerHuK 12
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vailed”® and Theodore was expelled from Armenia. Unfortunately, no account
of the debate is available to us but, in the preface to Nonnus’ Commentary on
John, the Armenian translator provides us with highly generic information on
the topic of the confrontation. He writes that Theodore, whom he does not
mention by name, “divided into two the inseparable unity of Christ after the
indivisible and unconfused unity”. Nonnus, however, reaffirmed the Miaphysite
orthodoxy: “to confess one from two natures”.”” Nothing more can be gath-
ered from this source, nor are we better informed by Michael the Great, who
is our “only even moderately substantial source””® on Theodore’s life; he men-
tioned these events, but mixed up Theodore Abui Qurrah with another figure,
Theodoricus Pyglo or Puggolo, who is different from him in many respects.”
We can only speculate whether Nonnus and Theodore debated on the same
problems tackled by Probus, Peter of Callinicum and the Miaphysite monks
more than two centuries earlier, and by Elias in his letter. The letters against the
Melkites addressed to prince Aot by Abu R@’itah do not provide us with signif-
icant insight on the topics that were discussed in Armenia. Something more
can be found on the other side of the controversy. Indeed, among the many

(1906): 1-68, at 9 and n. 2 (“na gruzinskom jazike sohranilos’ prenie Abukury s armjani-
nom. v pamjatnike imeem tendencioznoe izobrazenie, po-vidimomu, togo religioznogo
prenija ... Sudja po etomu halkedonitskomy isto¢niku armjanin pobezden”). Marr does
not give any indication as to his source, which he only defines as “Chalcedonian” (halke-
donitskij isto¢nik); he merely states that he found the information in the Georgian Ms 51
of the “Society for the Spreading of Literacy among Georgians’, which would contain,
on fol. 677—68, a debate between Theodore Abu Qurrah and an Armenian, whom Marr
assumes to be Nonnus of Nisibis. As far as I can see, however, in the catalogue of the
Society (9.C. Takaumswy, Onucarnue pykonuceti OGuiecmea pacnpocmpaHerus pamont-
Hocmu cpedu epysurckozo Haceaenus [2 vols.; Tudumuc: Tunorpagus K.II. Kosmosckaro,
1904-1912], 1:372—378), Ms 51 has a part of the epic of Rustam (Rostomiani) from the Shah-
Name and does not seem to contain the debate of Abti Qurrah and Nonnus. Currently I
am not able to locate the manuscript, which must be preserved at the Abuladze centre
of Georgian Manuscripts in Tbilisi as part of the S-collection, just as all the manuscripts
once owned by the Society.

76  For an overview of our sources of information concerning the debate, see Marr “Apxayn;”
Van Roey, Nonnus de Nisibe. Traité apologétique, 3—15 and 18—21; Igor Dorfmann-Lazarev,
Arméniens et byzantins a [époque de Photius: Deux débats théologiques aprés le triomphe
de l'orthodoxie (CSCO 609, Subsidia 117; Louvain: Peeters, 2004), 69—74; see also Theodore
Abu Qurrah, Works, xi—xviii. According to Marr, the “Georgian source” (see previous note)
reproduces the debate, but this information cannot yet be verified.

77  Nonnus, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, 3. See also Dorfmann-Lazarev, Armé-
niens et byzantins, 74.

78 See Theodore Abu Qurrah, Works, xiv.

79  Michael the Great, Chronicle, 4:495 (text), 3:32 (trans.); Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et
byzantins, 69.
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extant works of Abt Qurrah, we find two interesting writings in Greek and Ara-
bic, respectively, a letter significantly addressed to the Armenians®® and a short
Confession of Faith,8! the occasion of which is unknown. In both texts, Abu
Qurrah deals at length with the topic of “natural properties, natural energies,
and natural wills”, in a polemic against Miaphysites and Monothelites. These
three phrases remind us of the expression “natural characteristic” of the Mia-
physites, which can indeed be regarded as a summary of the three. According to
Abiui Qurrah’s exposition of the Chalcedonian orthodoxy, the two natures must
be present in the single hypostasis of the incarnate Logos also after the union, as
substrata containing the potentiality of the properties, energies and wills that
are actually present in the concretely existing single hypostasis of Christ. Here, I
shall quote only an exemplary statement from the second writing: “in the same
way [as the properties of the two natures in Christ], sight is said to belong to the
eye and not to the ear, and hearing to the ear and not to the eye, while sight and
hearing together belong to the single hypostasis that has the eye and the ear—
for instance, St. Peter or St. Paul”82 It is precisely against this kind of position
that the Miaphysites recurrently argued over the centuries, i.e. in their opinion,
even if different properties, belonging to different natures, rest on one single
hypostasis, their difference cannot be explained through a duplicity of natures.
Abiui Qurrah, on the contrary, starkly states: “unlike Severus, the scholastic ass, I
do not deny that he [scil. Christ] has two natural properties”, thereby meaning
that the different properties point to the persisting existence of two natures in
the incarnate Christ. For the Miaphysites, there is no admitting such a twofold
substratum, for any duality whatsoever must be condemned. The Chalcedo-
nians, on the contrary, do not see how a difference of properties may continue
to subsist within a single individual, without the underlying persistence of such
a duality, since it is clear that the unity of the hypostasis must be saved on
the other side. Thus, although Abii Qurrah does not mention the concepts of
“difference” and “division”, he shows that in his age the debate still focused on
the correct comprehension of the natural properties and their relation to the
natures and the one hypostasis. Furthermore, since Theodore also treated this
point when writing to the Armenians,3® we can legitimately suppose that the
topic had some purport in the debate at the court of Asot.

80  Theodore Aba Qurrah, Works, 83—95.
81  Theodore Aba Qurrah, Works, 151-154.
82  Theodore Abu Qurrah, Works, 153-154.
83  Theodore Abi Qurrah, Works, 89—9o.
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4.3 A Pivotal Figure: Nonnus of Nisibis

As to Nonnus’ writings, we do not have any work related to his debate with Abai
Qurrah. However, it is worth reading his oeuvre to see whether his own con-
cerns and the exchanges he had with his adversaries focused on the same topics
as those displayed in our florilegium. This is indeed the case in his two extant
letters of Christological content, which he sent to a monk named John and an
anonymous person, respectively.3* To a lesser extent, it is also the case as far
as his longer Christological treatise against Thomas of Marga is concerned;8®
this, however, treats the specific topic of Christ’s will, which plays no role in
our Christological florilegium. Both letters are closely related to the themes of
our florilegium. Here I will focus on the first part of the letter to the anony-
mous person, which is particularly telling, as it deals with the preservation of
the natural, or essential, characteristic, the sudo‘o kyonoyo (=aaa < yaax)
or “usyoyo (~=amare), of both natures from which Christ derives. Various pas-
sages in the letter repeat this concept in the very language used in the excerpts
from Cyril and Severus quoted in the Christological florilegium, and in the titles
of its chapters, although Nonnus never quotes patristic authorities explicitly.
Compare, for example, the title of chapter 6 of the florilegium

“Division ceases and difference is preserved” (m\pa nJdaa M\ 5
~aluax)

or sentences in the excerpts themselves, like this one from Severus’ Philalethes
quoted in chapter 10:

“The union does not put an end to the difference of the natures from
which the Emmanuel derives, but it puts an end to the division” (< &ouas

e vdlv:xy.) Ao e 0mi=Dy iy ~<alvaxl vd)v;z:z) <\
=\ Jaal),

with Nonnus’ letter to the anonymous:
“We confess that the natural characteristic of the natures from which the

Saviour derives is preserved” (~asmard =azaar wIx L Q0
<003 . amimy <Aiax, London, British Library Add. 14594, fol. 64™);

84 Van Roey, Nonnus, 38—41.
85  Van Roey, Nonnus, 33-37.
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“because they were united, division ceased” () A\ 5 .0mmdis A\ =20
~=\Jdae, BL Add. 14594, fol. 6472),

where Nonnus’ expression “the natural characteristic” is just a synthetic way
to say, “the difference as to the natural characteristic”. We can also compare an
excerpt from Severus’ second letter to Sergius the Grammarian as quoted in
chapter1 of the florilegium:

“The difference of the natural characteristic stands firm and un-
changeable” (o dhdm= - ~dunia ~hasyarsoy Wy ~aluar
oo 1aamdn)

with Nonnus:

“The essential characteristic of the natures from which Christ derives
remained unmoved” (ida ~asirn . ami=dy <iay Kumard Kajoar
~uasns =<, BL Add. 14594, fol. 6472).

These few parallels, together with others that will not be listed here, suggest
that Nonnus did know the Christological florilegium, in a form identical or
very similar to that found in the British Library and Mingana manuscripts, to
which he was approximately contemporary. This is further confirmed by the
fact that his relative, Aba R@’itah, also used the Christological florilegium in his
letter on the Trisagion, by quoting 12 of the 17 excerpts of the florilegium’s chap-
ter 52.86 Indeed, if we are to trust the Armenian translator of his Commentary
on John, we know that Nonnus used to do what we would call a long biblio-
graphical research before writing: “with prompt zeal and through rigorous fasts
and prayers, [Nanay] expended no little effort in going around for three years,
traveling through the deserts in the land of Mesopotamia, where he hoped to
find writings of orthodox teaching. Having attained his quest ... he composed
the commentary ... in summary fashion, gathering from many [sources], one by
one methodically”8 This is an accurate description of the method employed
by a compiler, and it must also have been the work underlying the Christologi-
cal florilegium—if only to some extent, since, as we have seen, many materials

86  Abu R2litah, The Writings, 84-86 (text), 104-107 (trans.). On Abu R@’itah’s use of the
Christological florilegium see Bishara Ebeid, “Miaphysite Syriac Patristic Florilegia and
Theopaschism: Abu R@’itah’s Defence of the Christological Trisagion Hymn,” Annali di
Scienze Religiose 14 (2021), 231—-269.

87 Nonnus, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, 3.
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had already been gathered in the sixth century. Given Nonnus’ and his relative
Abu Ra’itah’s knowledge of the florilegium, it would not be so risky to speculate
that they were directly involved in its final redaction.®® Although once again
speculative, this conclusion is the closest we can get to historical facts on the
basis of a sheer reconstruction of geological strata. As in geology, we try and
reconstruct a whole (textual) scenario through traces, fossils, and the chemi-
cal composition of the ground. Our traces and fossils are the citations of, and
allusions to (as in Nonnus), recurrent patristic excerpts from the sixth to ninth
century; our chemical composition is the recurrence of Christological motifs,
especially that of the preservation of a difference as to the natural quality in
Christ.
By way of conclusion, let us then try to imagine a historical scenario.

Conclusion

What kind of historical picture can we sketch with the clues we have collected?

It is understandable that discussing these doctrinal issues, which had been
harshly debated centuries earlier and had mostly disappeared in extant sources
of the seventh and part of the eighth century,® must have again raised interest
in Elias’ times, as Ute Possekel has also recently shown.®° By the middle of the

88  See also Bishara Ebeid’s chapter in the present volume.

89  With some notable exceptions, like the Plerophories composed by John of the Sedre
(d. 648) against the dyophysites and the Julianists preserved in Ms London, British Library
Add. 14629 and published by Jouko Martikainen, Johannes I. Sedra (Gottinger Orient-
forschungen, 1. Reihe: Syriaca 34; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1991), and the monothelete
florilegium of Ms London, British Library Add. 14535 (on which see Sebastian P. Brock,
“A Monothelete Florilegium in Syriac,” in After Chalcedon: Studies in Theology and Church
History Offered to Professor Albert Van Roey for His Seventieth Birthday [ed. C.Laga, ].A. Mu-
nitiz, and L. van Rompay; 0LA 18; Leuven: Peeters, 1985], 35—45; Jack Tannous, “In Search
of Monotheletism,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 68 [2014]: 29-67; Maria Conterno, “Three
Unpublished Texts on Christ’s Unique Will and Operation from the Syriac Florilegium
in the ms. London, British Library, Add. 14535,” Millennium 10 [2013]: 115-144 and Maria
Conterno, “Byzance hors de Byzance: la controverse monothélite du coté syriaque,” in Les
controverses religieuses en syriaque [ed. F. Ruani; ES 13; Paris: Paul Geuthner, 2016], 157—
180).

go  Elias certainly wrote his letter after 743 (Van Roey, “La lettre,” 9). In 1944, Van Roey con-
sidered that the letter may even date to the beginning of the ninth century (Van Roey,
“La lettre,” 20—21). However, the lack of any reference to Theodore Abit Qurrah tends to
keep the dating withing the third quarter of the eighth century. Although this is a proof
e silentio, it must be reminded that Elias is carefully up to date as to the Christological
developments of his time, and these developments do not go beyond John of Damascus.
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eighth century, Chalcedonian Christology was thriving in the Umayyad Empire,
thanks to the prominent intellectual and political position of the Chalcedonian
Church and his major representative, John of Damascus. Later on, between the
end of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth century, the Chalcedonians
were actively proselytising, especially among Miaphysites; Theodore Abu Qur-
rah, as we have seen, had attempted an unfortunate mission in Armenia, and
among his writings we can also read a hortatory letter, in which Theodore tries
to convince his Miaphysite addressee to convert to Chalcedonianism.”! As to
the Damascene (together with other authors, such as George of Martyropo-
lis and Constantine of Harran, of whom we know only through quotations in
Elias’s letter), he had raised once again the old polemical arguments against
the Miaphysites, and this time within the framework of a majestic theoret-
ical system, which surpassed the previous works of Leontius of Byzantium,
Theodore of Raithou, or Anastasius of Sinai, all of them authors who, in any
case, had lived within the borders of the Byzantine Empire. We can imag-
ine that it was of no little concern for Miaphysite theologians to have such
important adversaries as the Damascene and Abti Qurrah in the Chalcedonian
party, which was also the most prominent of that day under the Umayyads.
John's writing Against the Jacobites, as well as parts of his Exposition of the
Orthodox Faith, were particularly challenging for the Miaphysites. It is not by
chance that both works are quoted by Elias in his letter.92 Michael the Great®3
informs us that Cyriacus of Tagrit, under whose patriarchate the debate in
Armenia between Nonnus and Abu Qurrah took place, was particularly con-
cerned with the challenges set by Chalcedonians (and Julianists), and that he
actively engaged in negotiations and polemic issues with both parties, which,
not surprisingly, are both represented as the polemical goal of two consecu-
tive florilegia in our British Library and Mingana manuscripts. Considering the
general lack of Miaphysite Christological sources between the death of George
of the Arabs (708 CE) and the beginning of the ninth century, we are lucky to
have at least Elias’ and Nonnus’ letters, since they add crucial elements to the
picture of the Miaphysite position at the end of a long period of triumphant

91  Theodore Abit Qurrah, Mayamir, 104-139.

92  Eliae epistula, 46 and 96 (text), 33 and 69 (trans.) (from John's Against the Jacobites); 33—34
and 42—45 (text), 24 and 29—32 (trans.) (from John'’s De fide orthodoxa).

93  Chalcedonians: Michael the Great, Chronicle, 4:495-497 (text), 3:32—34 (trans.); Julianists:
Michael the Great, Chronicle, 4:483—486 (text), 3:110-15 (trans.). On Julianism under Cyria-
cus, see Ute Possekel, “Julianism in Syriac Christianity,” in Orientalia Christiana: Festschrift

Sfiir Hubert Kaufhold zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. P. Bruns and H.O. Luthe; Eichstatter Beitrage
zum Christlichen Orient 3; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2013), 437-458, at 454—456.
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Chalcedonianism. These sources reveal that the main questions at stake were
the same as those tackled in our florilegium in the same years, and that, to
address these questions, Elias and Nonnus used pretty much the same collec-
tion of patristic quotations and ideas as can also be found in the florilegium.
Indeed, it is likely that the Christological florilegium started circulating in the
form in which we now read it under Cyriacus, since all its manuscript witnesses
can be dated no earlier than the end of the eighth century. Wright’s eighth-
century dating of BL Add. 14532, which seems to be the earliest witness to the
florilegium, is telling in this regard.

Elias’ and Nonnus’ letters show that, in the last years of the eighth cen-
tury and at the beginning of the ninth, the questions®* debated at the end of
the sixth century under the patriarchate of Peter of Callinicum regained high
relevance among Miaphysite theologians, who then turned to sixth-century
sources and patristic collections (and certainly added to them) to construct
their arguments and texts. The controversial themes of the past were recurring
once again, but the Chalcedonian metaphysics had significantly evolved. It is to
this evolution of old topics in a new form that Miaphysite theologians intended
to react. The new Chalcedonian view on the questions of nature, hypostasis,
and properties imposed on the Miaphysites a work of re-conceptualization and
re-organization of their tradition. The Christological florilegium, which tackles
the same topics and uses the same sources in the same years, may thus be seen
as a further actor in the debate between Chalcedonians and Miaphysites, based
on the same arguments and materials. Through Elias’ letter, we can even have
alook at these anthological materials in the making, just as they were drawing
close to their final form. We could even suppose that Elias, perhaps writing after
the florilegium had reached its final form, used the Christological florilegium
as we know it—if he did not himself contribute to its compilation. It is tempt-
ing to conclude that Cyriacus, who was a successor of Peter of Callinicum and
probably could still have access to materials from previous controversies and
especially from those involving Peter, may have ordered that those materials,
which had already been organised in some way by the previous generations, be

94  Admittedly, the only chronological information provided by Elias’ letter is that it was writ-
ten after 743, to which the Damascene’s Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, quoted in the
letter, is dated. As I said, it is likely that the Elias of the letter is the Elias of Harran (the
city of which Abt Qurrah was bishop at the beginning of the ninth century) who wrote
the preface to the treatise On Difference, Number, and Division and dedicated his treatise
on the Eucharist to the not-yet patriarch Dionysius of Tell-Mahre. Thus, we should assign
Elias’s floruit between the end patriarchate of Cyriacus of Tagrit (790-817) and the begin-
ning of Dionysius, which was also Nonnus’ main period of activity.



A GEOLOGICAL APPROACH TO SYRIAC MIAPHYSITE CHRISTOLOGY 217

set up as structured handbooks to form his theologians for the urgent dogmatic
controversies of his day against the predominant Church.
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Appendix 1. The Christological Florilegium: Chapter Titles 1105

1 [The Fathers teach] what the difference is as to the natural characteristic
of the [natures] from which Christ derives.
What does “as to the natural characteristic” mean?
We confess the difference, the property, and the otherness of the natures
from which Christ derives.
4  Not confessing the otherness of ousia nor the difference [of ousia] does
not fall outside of the iniquity of those who confuse the ousiai.
Sometimes a division is also conceived along with the difference.
Division ceases and difference is preserved.
We see that the difference as to the natural characteristic does not vanish,
thanks to the unconfused character of the union, but division has been
taken away.

o Gl

Difference as to the ousia did not cease after the thought of the union.
Difference as to the ousia remained.

10 The union did not take away difference, nor did it make it vanish nor
cease; but it took away division into two. One thing is division, another
one is difference.

11 We do not make the difference a cause of division.

12 Heretics try to introduce division through difference as to the ousia.

13 Essential difference does not bring in with itself a cutting into two after
the union.

14 Division does not follow a difference of essence in any regard.

15 Difference as to the ousia denies duality after the union.

16  Otherness as to the natural characteristic also preserves the union uncon-
fused and does not dissolve the formula “one incarnate nature of the
Word”.



218

17

18

19

20
21

22
23

24

25

26

27
28

29

30
31
32

33

34
35
36
37
38
39

40

41

FIORI

We do not avoid confessing the property of the natures from which the
Emmanuel derives, in order to preserve the union unconfused.

One [is] the incarnate nature of the Word and it is not divided into two
after the union, and yet [this] does not suppress the essential difference.
Since the human being can be separated in theory, [Severus] shows the
difference of the [components] of which he consists.

Taking difference away is tantamount to introducing confusion.

After the unutterable union, the hypostatic union does not mix up the
difference as to the natural characteristic, nor does it leave [any] trace of
a cutting.

Speaking of union does not neglect the difference but removes division.
Wherever we confess one one incarnate nature of the Word, we also con-
ceive of a difference as to the natural characteristic.

We do not maintain, nor confess, two natures before the union, in the
union, or after the union.

The teacher [scil. Cyril] conceived of “after the union” and of “union” as
[being] the same thing.

The Grammarian spoke of “two natures” in the union.

One is the nature and the hypostasis in the union and in the composition.
Two things or beings are one once they are gathered together.

Even though the two are one because of the gathering, they [are] such not
[because they are] equal by nature or equal by ousia.

Saying “two” in whatever way is tantamount to cutting.

Separating [if only] in theory is tantamount to cutting.

Demonstration that “two” means cutting, and that not even conceptually
does one say “two” without dividing in theory.

Not even in one’s mind can one say “two” without dividing Him who is
from two.

Separation is a premise to duality.

The cutting and the duality which are in the thought cease.

‘From two natures or hypostases’ is said [only] in theory.

Composed [things] are separated only in theory.

Composition is divided only in [one’s] mind.

The [natures] from which Christ derives appear two only in theory be-
cause of the difference as to the ousia, and because of inequality of species
with regard to one another.

“Other and other” can be understood only as far as the essential charac-
teristic is concerned, when what is composed is separated in theory.
Only in theory is one allowed to see the [natures] from which the union
derives as “other and other”.
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42

43

44

45
46

47
48

49

50

51

52

53

54
55
56
57
58
59

60

61

[Only] in theory do we know that two [entities that are] different as to
the ousia were gathered together.

When one separates in the thought, one finds otherness as to the species
and inequality of ousia.

Not because those [scil. the Chalcedonians] who are against the differ-
ence of the natures from which Christ derives say it is it necessary that
we avoid to [mention difference], too.

Not the fact itself of mentioning two natures is bad, but the fact of speak-
ing of two natures after the union is contemptible.

No one before Cyril had spoken with the very words “hypostatic union”.
The union of the Word with the flesh is called composition.

On the fact that Christ is one composite person.

On the fact that the Fathers know that the union of the Word with His
ensouled flesh was natural and hypostatic, and they teach that He was
united with regard to the ousia.

What is composed in a natural union from entities different by [their]
nature is named after its parts, and the whole is called after each of them,
and each of them is named after the name of its whole.

God the Word became human and was begotten in the flesh.

Testimonia of the holy Fathers who confess that God the Word suffered
and died for us in the flesh.

Although the Fathers separate two natures in theory, they see and say that
the union occurred from those [two] and confess one incarnate nature of
the Word after the union, and do not divide in any way those which were
united.

Refusal of saying “two natures”.

Saying “two united [scil. natures]” is opposite to saying “one incarnate”.
“One” is said not only of simple things but also of composite ones, and
whoever says: “if one is the incarnate nature of the Word, then confusion
and mixture occur’, says oddities.

Let us refer all the words present in the Gospels to one person and
hypostasis; the teacher confesses one incarnate hypostasis of the Word.
On the words “with” and “together”.

It is not necessary that we avoid all the things that the heretics say, [but]
recognizing the difference is no cause for cutting the one Christ into two
natures.

Those who confess Christ [as] two natures add a [word that] leads astray
the simple: they define the [natures through] the word “undivided”.

As to the natures from which Christ derives, the holy Fathers know them
as hypostases.
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63

64
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Two persons are ascribed to hypostases that [have] their proper subsis-
tence and subsist separately.

We do not say that Christ [derived] from two persons in the same way as
we say that [he derives] from two natures or hypostases.

On the fact that it is abominable to say that the nature of God the Word
changed into the flesh to the point that they were confused.

The expressions “in two” or “in each one” are understood [as referring to]
two hypostases that subsist in their proper subsistence.

“From two” and “two” are not the same thing.

[Cyril] orders Nestorius, after he introduced the natures into the union,
to avoid division.

For the adversaries it is the same thing to say “Christ in two natures”
and “two natures in Christ”. [In this chapter we find three excerpts from
Probus: “Of Probus, from the chartis he made as a confession of faith and
gave to Anastasius, chief of the congregation in Antioch”; “Of the same
from the chartis he produced at the synod held in Antioch under the
direction of Gregory, who was patriarch, and of twelve bishops”; “Of the
same from the sixth chartis against the monks”].

The Word is not known without the flesh after the union.

The natures or hypostases from which Christ [derives] are seen in one per-
son and in one hypostasis and nature; they do not imply a division into
two.

Only one Christ and Lord and Son is seen in one person and hypostasis
and in his only nature, i.e. the incarnate [nature].

The natures or hypostases from which Christ [derives], by being in com-
position without diminution and without separation, make up one per-
son.

When the natures from which Christ derives subsist in composition, the
duality of hypostases and persons that [can be conceived of], as it were,
in the phantasy of thoughts vanishes.

When the concept of the union is brought in, the presence of duality in
the mind is removed.

After the thought of the union, the cutting into two [that is present] in
the thought ceases and departs.

Seeing two [natures] is possible in theory alone, and the teacher [scil.
Cyril] demonstrated that “after the union” is tantamount to “after the
thought of the union”.

The [natures] that were united are not at all [any longer] two.

The expressions “the one Son is not two natures” and “duality dissolves
the union” are asserted absolutely.
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The force of the union makes every duality cease, and the one incarnate
nature of the Word makes every confusion and division cease.

[Cyril] prohibits the cutting in every respect.

Those who were in Chalcedon were required by the [political] leaders to
formulate a Creed.

The definition that was established by the Synod of Chalcedon.

Saying what is in agreement with the 318 Fathers is not prohibited.

The blasphemies of the Tome of Leo, which are exposed one by one with
the other remaining ones that have the same meaning.

In his letter to the Emperor Marcian, Dorotheus attests that Leo in his
Tome affirms two natures after the union.

On the acceptance of Eutyches.

On the fact that Eutyches was accepted by Leo of Rome.

The condemnation of Dioscorus did not occur on account of faith.
“Knowing the difference of the words is one thing, separating the natures
is another thing”: regarding these unlearned words, saint Cyril says that
they are not his own.

It is foolish to say that the union of the Emmanuel derives from two per-
sons.

Hypostases or natures are the [entities] that were united.

Nestorius did not affirm—in words—neither two Christs or two Sons or
one and another Son.

Nestorius confesses ‘united natures’.

Nestorius affirms one person from two.

One thing [resulted] from two.

What the Easterners wanted the holy Cyril to quit and reject, and again
what he wanted them to reject.

[Christ] is both [things] together, or, he is and is known as [both] ‘this’
and ‘that.

Of Theodoret, from the things he wrote to those who had his same opin-
ion in Constantinople, after Cyril’s union with the Easterners.

From the letter of Hiba to Mari the Persian, which was read to the Synod
of Chalcedon in the tenth [but: eleventh] session.

Of Nestorius from the letter to the Constantinopolitans.

From a dialalia [Actio x1] of the Council of Chalcedon.

From the eighth [but: ninth] session on Theodoret.

Theodoret confesses two hypostases viz. natures.

Leo says that every nature preserves its property.

The holy Fathers say that sometimes the Emmanuel left the flesh that it
might suffer its own [passions].
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TABLE 5.1 A sample of the correspondences between the Christological Florilegium and the Miaphysite

Libelli of 595 (Ms D = BL Add. 14533)?

Excerpt in the 7th Libellus

Position of the same excerpt in the florilegium

fol. 11, from Cyril, 2nd Tome against Nesto-
rius

fol. ™, from Severus, Contra Gram-
maticum

fol. 111*®, from Severus, Letter to Eleusinius
fol. 111*, from Severus, Philalethes

fol. 111¥3, from Severus, Apology of the Phi-
lalethes

fol. 111v3, from Severus, Letter 1 to Sergius the
Grammarian

fol. 1127, from Severus, Contra Gram-
maticum

fol. 1127>-v2, from Cyril, Letter 2 to Succensus
fol. 112v-113%2, from Cyril, 2nd Tome against
Nestorius

fol. 1137, from ps.-Athanasius, “De incorpo-
ratione divina Verbi Dei”

fol. 11373, from ps.-Julius of Rome, Discourse
to those who fight against the divine incar-
nation of the Word

fol. 1137, from Cyril, Apology of the 8th
anathematism, against Andrew

fol. 1137, from Cyril, Logos Prosphonetikos
to Theodosius 11

fol. 3, from Proclus, Tome to the Armeni-

ans

chapter1

chapter 3, same interruption with sada.
chapter1

chapter 10

chapter 6

chapter 7, same interruption with sa&a.

chapter 29

chapter 55
chapter 67

chapter 54

chapter 54

chapter 58
chapter 65

chapter 27

a Extension of the Miaphysite Libelli against Probus in Ms D: fol. 1077-123".
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A sample of the correspondences between Elias’ Letter to Leo and the Christological Flori-

Passage and position in florilegium

In Elias’ Letter

From Cyril, 2nd Tome against Nestorius, chapt. 67
From Cyril, Letter to Eulogius, chapt. 53

From Cyril, Letter 1 to Succensus, chapt. 53
Immediately following in chapt. 53: From Cyril,
Letter 2 to Succensus

From Cyril, Letter to Eulogius, chapt. 59

From Cyril, Letter to Acacius of Melitene,

chapt. 53

Following one in chapt. 53: From Cyril, Letter to
Acacius of Melitene

From ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, Fides secundum
partes, chapt. 54

Immediately following in chapt. 54 after a bridg-
ing formula: From ps.-Athanasius, “De incorpora-
tione Verbi Dei”

From Gregory Nazianzen, Letter 1 to Cledonius,
chapt. 52

From John Chrysostom, 38th Homily on 1Cor,
chapt. 52

From ps.-Athanasius, against Apollinaris,

chapt. 49

Chapter 5, Eliae epistula 25 text; 18 trans.

Chapter 5, Eliae epistula 25 text; 18 trans.

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 65-66 text; 47 trans.

Also immediately following in Chapter 9, Eliae epistula
68 text; 50 trans.

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 70 text; 51 trans.

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 70—71 text; 51 trans.

Previous one in chapter g: Eliae epistula 70 text; 51
trans.

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 76 text; 55 trans.

Immediately following in Chapter 9, with the same
bridging formula, Eliae epistula 76—77 text; 55 trans.

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 77 text; 56 trans.
Chapter 11, Eliae epistula 94 text; 67 trans.

Chapter 11, Eliae epistula 96 text; 69 trans. with the
same interruption through sada
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CHAPTER 6

Patristic Tradition, Trinitarian Doctrine, and
Metaphysics in Abu R@’itah al-Takriti’s Polemics
against the Melkites

Bishara Ebeid

Introduction

The West Syrian theologian Habib ibn Hidmah Aba R&itah al-Takriti* lived
between the eighth and ninth centuries. Due to his relative adjective (nis-
bah) “al-Takritl", ancient authors and some modern scholars considered him
bishop of Tagrit, a city situated in present-day Iraq between Baghdad and
Mosul, whose Metropolitans represented the Miaphysite Syrian Patriarch in
Mesopotamia from the sixth century on. However, since there is no evidence
thathe was a priest and/or bishop in the contemporary sources and documents,
scholars today assert that he was alayman, probably, as S. Kh. Samir maintains,?
a father of a daughter whose name was R&’itah.

Some Armenian chronicles describe Abai R&’itah as a great vardapet, a title
usually given to apologists and teachers of theology. His being a teacher (in Syr-
iac mallpono) in his Church, and precisely in the centre of Tagrit, might lead
one to see behind his nisbah a form of connection with this city as an educa-
tional centre. Indeed, in the seventh century the Metropolitan see of Tagrit was

1 The main detailed study on Abu R&’itah’s life and writings is Sandra T. Keating, Defend-
ing the ‘People of Truth’ in the Early Islamic Period. The Christian Apologies of Abui Ra’itah
(HCMR 4; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 32—-56. See also Sandra T. Keating, “Aba R&’ita l-Takriti,” in
Christian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History Volume 1 (600-900) (ed. D. Thomas and
B.Roggema; HCMR11; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 567—581, here 567—571; Sandra T. Keating, “Habib ibn
Khidma Abu R@’ita al-Takrit’s ‘The Refutation of the Melkites concerning the Union [of the
Divinity and Humanity in Christ]’ (111),” in Christians at the Heart of Islamic Rule: Church Life
and Scholarship in Abbasid Iraq (ed. D. Thomas; History of Christian Muslim Relations 1; Lei-
den: Brill, 2003), 39-53, here 39—45 and Sidney H. Griffith, “Habib ibn Hidmah Aba R¥’itah, a
Christian mutakallim of the first Abbasid century,” Oriens Christianus 64 (1980):161—201, here
164-165.

2 Cf. Samir Kh. Samir, “Création et incarnation chez Aba R&ita. Etude de vocabulaire,” in
Mélanges en hommage au professeur et au penseur libanais Farid Jabie (Section des Etudes
Philosophiques et Sociales 20; Beirut: Publications de I'Université libanaise, 1989), 187236,
here 191.
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transformed into a Maphrianate,3 and from the ninth to the eleventh century,
the golden age of the city, it became one of the most important educational
and cultural centres for the West Syrians in Mesopotamia.* Consequently, “al-
Takrit?’, if it does not allude to Abu R&itah’s birthplace, could mean the place
where he lived and worked. In my opinion, our author was a collaborator in
the educational project of the West Syrian Patriarch Cyriacus (d. 817),% who, as
it seems from the canons of the synods he summoned in Beth Bathin (794)
and in Harran (812/3), aimed to improve the intellectual level of the priests
and monks of his Church, so that they could polemicise with Chalcedonians
(Melkites) and East Syrians.

Indeed, Abii R&’itah was one of the most prominent apologists and theolo-
gians of his time. He belonged to the generation of those Christian authors who
felt the necessity to translate, express and even write theology in Arabic, the
new lingua franca.b As an apologist and a teacher, he was involved in discus-
sions with non-Miaphysite Christians, defending Miaphysite theology, as well
as with Muslim scholars, defending Christian doctrine against Islamic accusa-
tions, and at the same time encouraging Christians to remain faithful to their
religion and not to convert to Islam.”

3 On the meaning of Maphrian and Maphrianate, and on Tagrit as the see of the West Syrian
Maphrianate in Mesopotamia, see George A. Kiraz, “Maphrian,” in Gorgias Encyclopedic Dic-
tionary of the Syriac Heritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, et al. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press,
2011), 264—265.

4 For more details on Tagrit as a Christian center, among others, see: Philip Wood, The Imam of
the Christians. The World of Dionysius of Tel-Mahre, c. 750—850 (Princeton, NJ-Oxford: Prince-
ton University Press, 2021), 121-135; Amir Harrak, “Tagrit,” Gorgias Encyclopedic Dictionary
of the Syriac Heritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, et al. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011),
395—396; Jean-Maurice Fiey, “Tagrit: Esquisse d’histoire chrétienne,” L'Orient Syrien 8 (1963):
289—342; Lucas Van Rompay and Andrea B. Schmidt, “Takritans in the Egyptian Desert: The
Monastery of the Syrians in the Ninth Century,” Journal of the Canadian Society of Syriac
Studides 1 (2001): 41-60; Harald Suermann, “Habib ibn Hidma Abu R&’ita: Portrait eines mia-
physitischen Theologen,” JEastCS 58 (2006): 221—233, here 225—-227; Samir, “Création’, 189-190.

5 Onthisimportant figure, see Witold Witakowski, “Quryaqos,” Gorgias Encyclopedic Dictionary
of the Syriac Heritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, et al. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011), 347—
348.

6 The fundamental work on Christian Arabic literature remains Georg Graf, Geschichte der
christlichen arabischen Literatur (5 vols.; Studi e Testi 144-148; Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, 1944-1953). On the encounter of Christian Arabs with Muslims and their
production in the Arabic language, especially of the first generation, and its content, see Sid-
ney H. Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of the Mosque (Princeton NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2008). See also the first chapter of Bishara Ebeid, La Tunica di al-Masih. La Cristologia
delle grandi confessioni cristiane dell'Oriente nel x e X1 secolo (2nd ed.; Rome: Valore Italiano—
Edizioni Orientalia Christiana, 2019).

7 Cf. Keating, Defending, 12—19.
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Abu R@’itah wrote only in Arabic. His works have mostly an apologetic char-
acter and should be considered the starting point of the Miaphysite Christian
theological production in the Arabic language.® His writings can be categorised
into two main groups: 1) polemics against non-Miaphysite Christians, mainly
Chalcedonians, and 2) apologetic works in relation to Muslims.?

Scholars of Christian Arabic texts and theology usually tend to seek behind
all works of Christian Arabic literature a direct or, in the best cases, indirect
relationship with Islam. However, I believe that this approach and method
is not always correct and sometimes leads to erroneous conclusions. In fact,
many Christian Arabic theological works were written to defend what their
authors deemed the proper doctrine against that of other Christians; intra-
Christian polemics continued to exist even if Christians in the Middle East
had to face the same “new opponent”, Islam. This does not mean that they
ignored the “new religion” or that they did not take it into consideration, but,
as far as intra-Christian polemics are concerned, one should carefully exam-
ine the originality of the theological thought of each author (especially those
of the first generation), and at the same time, his dependence on his tradition,
and the original theological development he produced. In other words, intra-
Christian polemics written under Islam should be read and examined within
their Christian tradition, while also taking into consideration, of course, their
“new opponent”.1°

Following this tendency, scholars who studied the writings and thought of
Abu R&itah maintain that his main enemies were Muslims, and that, there-
fore, his writings should be read from this perspective.l! An exception to this

8 For a description of his works and the topics discussed therein, see Keating, Defending,
56—65; Keating, “Abti R@ita”, 571-581. An edition of all his extant writings with German
translation was made by Graf in Abn R&’ita, Writings. An edition of his writings (suppos-
edly) related to Islam with English translation was made by Keating, Defending, 73—357. It
must be mentioned that there are partial editions of some of his writings made by Salim
Daccache.

9 Cf. Keating, “Habib’, 0.

10  See, for example, my suggestion in Ebeid, Tunica.

11 See, for example, the studies of Griffith, “Habib”; Harald Suermann, “Der Begriff Sifah
bei Abti R¥'ita’, in Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid period (750-1258) (ed.
S.Kh. Samir and ].S. Nielsen; Studies in the History of Religion 63; Leiden: Brill, 1994),
157-171; Octavian Mihoc, “Hermeneutische und argumentative Modelle im Traktat iiber
Christologie von Habib ibn Khidma Abu R&itah 1-Takriti,” in Begegnungen in Vergangen-
heit und Gegenwart: Beitrage dialogischer Existenz. Eine freundschaftliche Festgabe zum
6o. Geburtstag von Martin Tamcke (ed. C. Rammelt, C. Schlarb, and E. Schlarb; Theologie
112; Miinster: Lit Verlag, 2015), 380—397; Sara L. Husseini, Early Christian-Muslim Debate
on the Unity of God: Three Christian Scholars and Their Engagement with Islamic Thought
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approach is the study by F. Benevich, who tried, more than others,!? to read

this author within his tradition, especially of the sixth and seventh centuries.!®

Even if the problem of Islam was becoming very serious and the number of

conversions was increasing,'* I am convinced that, at Aba R&’itah’s time, Mia-

physites still considered the Chalcedonians to be their main opponents. This

explains, in fact, why the majority of his writings were written against them.

Therefore, when examining his works, one should read Abu R&’itah within his

own tradition and the controversial literature thereof.

The following is a list of his polemical writings against the Chalcedonians

that have come down to us:1

1) “Introductory letter to ASot Smbat Msaker: Refutation of the Melkites on
the Union [of the Divinity and Humanity in Christ]".16

2)  “Second letter to ASot Smbat Msaker: Evidence for the Threefold Praise of
the One Who was Crucified for Us".!7

3) “Refutation of the Melkites”.!8

(9th Century c.E.) (HCMR 21; Leiden: Brill, 2014), 77-104, 193—-198; Keating, “Habib;” San-
draT. Keating, “The Rationality of Christian Doctrine: Aba R@’ita al-Takritr’s Philosophical
Response to Islam,” in Heirs of the Apostles: Studies on Arabic Christianity in Honor of Sid-
ney H. Griffith (ed. D. Bertaina et al.; Arabic Christianity 1; Leiden: Brill, 2019), 157-178, and
Sandra T. Keating, “An Early List of Sifat Allah in Aba R&'ita al-Takriti’s ‘First Risala on
the Holy Trinity’” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 36 (2009): 339-355. In another
paper, I examine Abu Ra'itah’s Trinitarian apologetical doctrine and its relationship with
the Islamic doctrine on the divine attributes, and how reading our author within the con-
text of his tradition and taking into