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PREFACE.

In preparing for publication this' edition of a Syriac version of the
Apocalypse distinct from that which has hitherto been the only one
known, I have judged it best to reproduce the text paginatim et lineatim
as it stands in the manuscript from which I derive it. I have merely
restored a few letters and points which were illegible or doubtful in the
original, usually marking such restorations with square brackets, and in
every case indicating them in the Notes which I have added after the
text. The Ms. has happily reached us in such good preservation, that
the instances in which this has been needful are very few. The Syriac
text, and following Notes, form Part II of this volume. My aim has
been to place any Syriac scholar who may consult it, as nearly as may
be in the same position as if he had the Ms. itself before him. This I .
believe has been substantially effected, so far as is practicable in a
typographical reproduction; though here and there, in the placing of
points, slight variations have occurred,—probably immaterial, for in this
respect the usage of the scribe seems to have been arbitrary. The
prefixed autotype Plate gives a perfect representation of two columns of
the Ms.; and a comparison of these with the corresponding columns of
the printed text will show exactly the degree of faithfulness which has
been attained in the latter.

In Part I, I have given a reconstruction of the Greek text on which
the translator may be supposed to have worked. From it, a student of
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the New Testamenf who is unacquainted with Syriac, will be able to
ascertain the textual evidence of this version less indirectly, and more
surely, than through the medium of a rendering into Latin or English.
At the points where doubt exists as to the underlying Greek, I have
added such footnotes as may enable the reader of it to iudge for himself;
but, thanks to the fidelity and clearness of the translator’s work, such
points are not many, and none of them is material. I may safely affirm
that on every textual question of interest or importance, this version
bears its testimony without ambiguity, and my Greek text conveys
that testimony with precision. At p. cxlv will be found an exact
statement of the limits within which it may be relied on as a textual
authority.

To this text I have prefixed a Dissertation, in which I have fully
discussed the Syriac text, and its underlying Greek. I have endeavoured
to lead to the conclusion that this Apocalypse is a portion of the original
¢ Philoxenian” New Testament, as translated A.p. 508, for Philoxenus
of Mabug, by Polycarpus ¢ the Chorepiscopus.” I have endeavoured to
show, farther, that the other version of the Apocalypse, first printed
by De Dieu in 1627, is a revision of this, and belongs probably to the
Syriac New Testament of Thomas of Harkel, of A.p. 616.

Whether I am right or not in these views, I think it will be admitted
by competent critics that the version now printed is older than the other,
is superior to it in linguistic purity and in textual value, and is therefore
more worthy of being printed in future Syriac New Testaments as a
supplement to the Peshitto, in company with the text of the four non-
Peshitto Catholic Epistles, first edited in 1630 by Pococke. The affinity
between that text of the Epistles and this of the "Apocalypse is evident;
whereas the De Dieu Apocalypse, alike in diction and in method, is
Harkleian, harmonizing neither with the Pococke Epistles nor with thd
Peshitto.
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In the Chapters of the Dissertation which relate to the Greek text,
I have judged it most fitting to treat of the authorities—manuscripts
or versions—apart from all textual theories, and simply in view of the
facts presented by them when independently studied. I have therefore
refrained from using the terms ‘‘ Neutral,” ‘ Western,” ¢ Alexandrian,”
“Syrian,” and soforth, as designating types of text.

I gladly take this opportunity of acknowledging the great liberality of
the Earl of Crawford in giving me permission to borrow from his Library
and to retain for many months this unique Ms.

I have also to express my thanks to the Rev. G. H. Gwilliam, B.D.,
Fellow of Hertford College, Oxford, for the information which led me to
the discovery of this version, and for much valuable advice and assistance
in the course of the present work,—especially for his efficient help in
deciphering the defaced colophon: to Mr. J. P. Edmond, Librarian to
Lord Crawford, for many verifications of the readings of the Ms.: to
Dr. Karl Ho6rning, late of the Ms. Department of the British Museum,
. for collation with the original of my transcript of the extract from Ms.
Add. 17193, page 35, Part II: to the Rev. H. Jackson Lawlor, B.D.,
Senior Chaplain of St. Mary’s, Edinburgh, and to the Rev. A. Edward
Johnston; B.D., Assistant Lecturer in Divinity, Dublin, for careful reading
and correction of the proofs of the Syriac text and matter pertaining to
it, and for helpful suggestions, some of which are specially acknowledged
in the Notes: to Mr. John ]. Beare, M.A., Fellow of Trinity College,
Dublin, for similar services in the revision of the Greek text and appended
Notes: to the Rev. John H. Bernard, D.D., Archbishop King’s Lecturer in
Divinity and Fellow of Trinity College, Dublin, for useful criticisms and
advice on the investigations contained in Chapters III and IV of the
Dissertation: and to Mr. John B. Bury, M.A., Fellow of Trinity College,
Dublin, for valuable help in the topographical and historical inquiries,

of which the results are summed up in Chapter VIII.

r b
Lo
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I desire to record, farther, the advice and encouragement which, in the
progress of this work, I received from two eminent scholars whose loss,
within the last few years, all who are concerned in Semitic studies have
to deplore—Dr. William Wright, Professor of Arabic in the University
of Cambridge, whose judgment guided me in the paleographic questions
discussed in Chapter VII of the Dissertation; and the Very Rev. Dr.
R. Payne Smith, Dean of Canterbury, to whom I frequently had recourse
—and never without a satisfying response from his ready kindness and
great learning—in doubtful points of Syriac scholarship. At his request
I placed in his’ hands the sheets containing the Syriac text when first
printed (in 1892), and references to them will be found in the latter part
of his Thesaurus.

It only remains that I should express my obligations to Mr. Weldrick,
of the Dublin University Press, and to his staff, for the care they have
bestowed on the printing of the work, especially of the Syriac text.

JOHN GWYNN.

November, 1896.
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INTRODUCTORY DISSERTATION.

THE SYRIAC VERSIONS OF THE APOCALYPSE.

CHAPTER 1.

PREFATORY.

I.—Plan and Contents of the present Work.

THE Syriac version of the Apocalypse, which I now introduce to the

. knowledge of Biblical scholars, forms part of a Ms. of the New Testament

in Syriac belonging to the Library of the Earl of Crawford. This Ms.
was purchased in London by the late Earl in or about the year 1860, but
no record has been preserved of the seller’s name, nor is it known how
or at what time it was brought to Europe. In a Memoir published by
the Royal Irish Academy, in vol. xxx of their Transactions (pp. 347 s4q.),
I have already given a full account of it and of its contents, and an
investigation into its date and history; and have also discussed the
character, and endeavoured to determine the authorship, of the version
of the Apocalypse which it contains. In the present Dissertation my
principal object is to enter more fully than I have done in that Memoir
into the consideration of this version: at its close I propose to give a
summary of the results I hLave arrived at with regard to the Ms. itself.
For the present it suffices to say of it that, among Syriac Mss. of non-
European origin, it is unique, as being the only one that exhibits the
entire New Testament—the Peshitto text supplemented not only by the
four minor Catholic Epistles (2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Jude), but by
the Apocalypse,—that it was written in a Jacobite monastery of north-
eastern Mesopotamia, and that its age has been variously estimated at

from seven to eleven hundred years.
c



xiv INTRODUCTORY DISSERTATION.

Immediately after the present Dissertation, forming with it Part I of
the present volume, I have given (pp. 1-48) for the convenience of students
of the New Testament who do not read Syriac, in lieu of the usual Latin
translation, a reconstruction of the Greek text of the Apocalypse which
may be presumed to underlie the Syriac, with footnotes appended dealing.
with the relations of agreement and disagreement that subsist between that
text and the other chief authorities. In Part II (pp. 1-29), I have printed
the Syriac text complete, reproducing it page for page and line for line,
exactly as it stands in the Ms.; followed (pp. 37 s¢¢.) by a body of
Notes, in which I have indicated the chief points of interest in it, and
the emendations required by it here and there.

I1.—The Syriac Versions of the extra-Peshitto Books of the N. T.

It is generally known that the Apocalypse and the Four Epistles above
specified are not acknowledged as part of the Peshitto Canon; and that
the Apocalypse is wanting from all, and the Four Epistles from all the
earlier, and nearly all the later, Mss. hitherto described of the New
Testament in Syriac, as well as from all the earlier printed editions,
beginning with the Editio Princeps of Widmanstad (15655). These Books
were for the first time edited as part of the Syriac New Testament by
Sionita in the Paris Polyglot of 1633, in a form substantially identical
with the Syriac texts which had been separately issued—of the Apocalypse,
by De Dieu in 1627,* and of the Four Epistles, by Pococke in 1630.°
Thence they passed into the Syriac columns of Walton’s Polyglot (1657),
and into all subsequent Syriac New Testaments. This text of the Four
Epistles (‘ Pococke’s,” as it is commonly called) is the one exhibited in
our Ms.; but of it I do not propose to treat except incidentally, my
present business being with the Apocalypse. As regards the commonly
printed text of the Apocalypse (known as ¢ De Dieu’s”), there is no room
to question that it is the work of an age much later than that of the
Peshitto, and is formed on different principles. Its date and authorship
are undetermined, but its affinity to the New Testament version of Thomas
of Harkel is unmistakable. Of the few Mss. which contain it, however,

* From the Leyden University Ms., Cod. Scalig. 18 (Syr.).
* From the Bodleian Ms., Bod. Or. 119.
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not one exhibits it as part either of the Harkleian version or of the
Peshitto. Yet if not actually the work of Thomas of Harkel, it is
wrought so strictly on the lines of the rigid and peculiar method intro-
duced by him, that it cannot be placed earlier—or (probably) much if
at all later—than his time; and it may be provisionally assigned to the
first half of the seventh century.

It may naturally be—and in point of fact has been"—questioned
whether Sionita, and (after him) Walton and subsequent editors, have not
judged amiss in thus deviating from the practice of the Mss., and using as a
supplement to the Peshitto, a version so widely remote from it in method
and diction, as well as in probable age. In reply it may be fairly urged,
that the object of these editors being to present a Syriac New Testament
in all parts corresponding to the Greek and the Latin, they were justified
in adopting the only version of the Apocalypse that was forthcoming, so as
to give completeness to their publication even though homogeneity was
unattainable.® Nor was there any reason to apprehend that students of the
Syriac New Testament might be misled by this arrangement; for even a
superficial knowledge of the language would make it impossible for a
reader to mistake this supplement for an integral part of the version to
which it is appended. Nor again (it may be added with hardly less
confidence) could any competent scholar suppose it to come from the same
translation as the other portion of extraneous matter above referred to—
that which comprises the four non-Peshitto Epistles. These two supple-
ments, though together included in the printed editions, were derived, as
above stated, by two different editors, from two independent sources, and
are associated in no known Syriac Ms. of the New Testament® of Eastern

* As, o.9., by Scrivener, Introduction, Chap. 111, § 3, p. 815 (3rd edition).

* In like manner, but with some (though very recent) Ms. authority, Walton includes with
the Peshitto Old Testament, 3 Esdras and part of Tobit in a version evidently Hexaplar.

¢ The Paris Ms., Biblioth. Nat., Supplément 79 (No. 5 of Zotenberg’s Catalogus), though it
incorporates the supplementary Books with the Peshitto, is no exception to what has been stated
above. It was written in Paris, in 1695, sixty-two years after the printing of the Paris Polyglot.

These Books are found together in one Ms. of Oriental origin only—the Dublin Ms., B. 5. 16
(Trinity Coll.). But this Ms. (see Zransactions, Royal Irish Academy, vol. xxvii, pp. 271, 283),
is a transcript made in 1625 by a monk of the Lebanon for Archbishop Ussher; and it is not a
Syriac New Testament, but a supplement to the Syriac New Testament. The combination of its
contents (Apocalypse, Pericope de Adultera, Four Epistles) is but the reflex of Ussher’s desire to

c2



xvi INTRODUCTORY DISSERTATION.

origin. They have nothing in common save the negative fact that they
do not belong to the Peshitto. The Syriac of the Apocalypse of the
printed editions is unsparingly graecized, and its method is severely
(even servilely) literal. The Syriac of the Four Epistles is idiomatic,
and its method combines faithfulness with freedom. In both respects—
diction and method—the former portion (as has been above said) bears the
artificial character of the Harkleian; while the latter follows the lines of
the Peshitto and makes a near approach to the excellence of that admirable
version. Critics of experience and acuteness may perhaps detect short-
comings on the part of the translator of these Epistles, and may fix on
points in which he falls short of the Peshitto standard: but the ordinary
Syriac student is conscious of no marked change of style when he passes
in reading from 1 Peter to 2 Peter, from 1 John to 2 and 3 John. In
the Ms. from which Pococke’s Editio Princeps of the Four Epistles was
printed, they stand, not as in most earlier copies postponed to the Three
Epistles of the Peshitto, but in their usual Greek order. I suspect that if
the first editor of the Syriac New Testament in 1555 had had in his hands
this or a similar Ms., these Epistles would have been unhesitatingly included
by him, and accepted by Biblical scholars without question, as an integral
part of the Peshitto. Or if questioned, they would have been questioned
on grounds of external evidence—for, from the time of Cosmas Indico-
pleustes* (sixth century), it has been known that the Peshitto Canon lacks
* these Epistles—not of internal discrepancy of style and language, or of
inferiority of execution. - ‘ '

procure the Syriac text of the portions of the New Testament that were wanting from
‘Widmanstad’s edition; and it gives no sure ground for presuming that the scribe found them in
one and the same Ms.

* In his Zopographia Christiana, lib. vi1, p. 292 D.
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CHAPTER IL

THE PRESENT VERSION.

I.—TIts Character and Merits.

WHAT has been said, in the previous Chapter, of the resemblance to the
Peshitto borne by the ¢ Pococke ” Epistles, may be affirmed, with at least
equal confidence, of the Apocalypse in the version which I now publish.
Lord Crawford’s Ms., whence I derive it, was (see pp. cx, cxi, tnfr.)
in the possession of an Eastern— probably Jacobite—Patriarch in 1534.
The Ms. on which Widmanstad’s Editio Princeps of the Syriac New Testa-
ment was mainly based, was sent from Marde, in Mesopotamia, in or
before 1549, by the then Jacobite Patriarch, through the hands of Moses,
one of his priests, who became Widmanstad’s helper in preparing that
edition.* This Ms. is not now forthcoming, but is known to have con-
tained the whole Peshitto New Testament, and no more.® Had that
Patriarch, instead of this copy, possessed, like the Patriarch of fifteen
years earlier, and sent to Europe, the Crawford Ms., or one of equivalent
contents, it may safely be presumed that Widmanstad would have, on its
authority, given to the world, without doubt and in all good faith, a Syriac
New Testament complete in all parts and commensurate with the Greek
canon as commonly received. Thus the ZEditio Princeps would have
exhibited, with the Peshitto and distinguished from it by no external
indications, not only the Four Epistles, but the Apocalypse, in a version

* For the history of Widmanstad's edition, see the prefixed Dedicatio ad Div. Fordinandum
Imporat. Design. (a * * *, fo. 3 v*, ¢f 8g¢.); and for the date of the mission of Moses see the
Syriac Note appended to the Gospels (fo. 181 ¢°*), which states that he was sent to Pope Paul [I1I],
who died, November, 1549 ;—See also Wright’s Catalogus of Syriac Mss. in British Museum,
Pp. 215, 216, for evidence that he reached Rome before Pope Paul’s death.

® See the prefatory Note to the Catholic Epistles (Widmanstad’s edition), BB. fo. 1, ¢*) ; and
the appended Epistle to Gienger (KK. fo. 3, ¢v*). .
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8o closely akin in style and language to the Books of the Peshitto proper,
that even an accomplished Semitic scholar might readily fail to discover
in the supplementary matter the traces of a later hand. Widmanstad
seems to have been unaware that the Canon of the Peshitto fell short of
the completeness of the Greek, and to have supposed that the absence
of the Apocalypse and Four Epistles from the copy brought by Moses
was a mere defect of that Ms.* Better-informed critics would, no doubt,
have challenged the Four Epistles on the grounds of external evidence
above referred to; but as regards the Apocalypse no such evidence was
then forthcoming, and the supplementary character of the version of that
Book might readily have escaped detection. For, in point of internal
evidence, it might well pass muster. The merits which I have above
attributed to the version of the Four Epistles, distinguish—as it seems to
me, in a degree even higher—the version of the Apocalypse which the
Crawford Ms. associates with it. The Greek of the Apocalypse, above all
other New Testament writings, has a Semitic cast, and therefore is capable
of idiomatic, while exact, reproduction in a Semitic tongue, such as no
effort of a translator could attain in rendering the Epistles in question,
or any other part of the New Testament. Compared with the Peshitto
proper, it will be found to rival it in vernacular propriety, while giving a
closer rendering of the Greek: compared with the Apocalypse of the
printed texts, its superiority in purity of idiom, maintained without
sacrifice of fidelity to its original, will be apparent.

That the present version deserves the twofold praise I claim for it—
of faithfulness at once to the Greek original and to the Syriac idiom—will,
I believe, be agreed by all competent critics who examine its text as
printed at the close of the second Part of the present volume. It is so
exact, that in comparing it with the original, no difficulty will be found
in determining what reading of the Greek the translator had before him,
except in cases where the deficiencies of the Syriac language—its want of
case-endings, its poverty of verbal forms, or the like—make the discrimi-
nation between two or more rival readings impossible : while at the same
time it is so idiomatic, that no instance will be met with in which he has

* Seo the references cited in the notes to last page.
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sacrificed vernacular propriety for the sake of precise literalness of
rendering. His scrupulous fidelity to the substance of the Greek has
nowhere betrayed pim into the adoption or imitation of Greek construc-
tions, by which the Syriac of the other version of the Apocalypse (in
common with the Harkleian) is systematically debased. With him, every
word, as well as every phrase, is, with rare exceptions, represented by a
purely Syriac equivalent; and the expedient of naturalizing Greek words,
adapted or transliterated, is resorted to only in the two extreme cases—of
words which have absolutely no Syriac equivalent, such as ypvodmpacos
(xxi. 20)—and of words which, by the usage of good writers, have been
admitted into the Syriac vocabulary, such as Swabrjky, orddiov, orolj
(xi. 19, xiv. 20, vi. 11); to which are, perhaps, to be added some words of
doubtfully Greek origin, such as dyuwlos, xiBwrds (viii. 11, xi. 9) and some
names of precious stones in xxi. 19, 20, and elsewhere. But this practice
is with him less frequent than even in the Peshitto New Testament.* It
is to be added, that he steadfastly avoids the fault of most Syriac
translators—the only one justly chargeable as habitual against the
Peshitto, of a tendency to amplification and paraphrase. The result is,
that it would be difficult for a reader unacquainted with ‘the Greek of the
Apocalypse to discover that he had here before him a translation, and not
an original document. This is so partly, no doubt, in consequence of the
character, already noticed, of the Greek, which being of Semitic rather
than Hellenic cast, passes naturally, and without reluctance, into Syriac.
But any scholar who compares this with the other Syriac version of the
Apocalypse, marked as the latter is by a perpetual graecizing of diction
and construction, will soon satisfy himself that the purity and idiomatic
propriety which, in this version, are combined with close fidelity of
rendering, are largely due to the happy method and skill of the translator,
and not by any means altogether to the character of the Book with which
he had to deal.

I1.—Its general Affinity to the Peshstto.

Although, as I have said, even a practised Syriac scholar might well
have been misled into accepting this version as belonging to the Peshitto,

* See below, p. xxx.
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if the Syriac New Testament had first reached him in a Ms. like Lord
Crawford’s, in which this is incorporated with the acknowledged Peshitto
Books, I do not suggest it even as a possible hypothesis that it may be an
integral part of that great version. Its affinity to the Peshitto is far from
being so close as that of the other version to the Harkleian: it is such an
affinity as bespeaks a translator not identical, or even contemporaneous,
with the person (or any of the persons, if there were more than one) to
whom we owe the Peshitto; but rather one who had made that version his
study, and so imbued himself with its manner and spirit, that, in this his
work supplemental to it, he naturally and without effort reproduces in
the main its diction and idiom, and in great measure follows its method,
though aiming at stricter adherence to his original.

III.—TIts special Affinity to the O. T. Peshitto.

Careful scrutiny discloses a further characteristic of this version.
Among the Books of the New Testament, the Apocalypse is not only the
most Semitic in' form, phrase, and spirit, but it is the one in which,
though by indirect citation, the language of the Old Testament is most
freely appropriated. No reader can fail to observe how it reproduces the
imagery and the visions—often almost in the words—of the Hebrew
Prophets, especially of Daniel and of Ezekiel. For adequately rendering
such a Book into Syriac, therefore, an intimate knowledge of the Peshitto
Old Testament would be invaluable—almost indispensable. This qualifi-
cation our translator proves to have possessed in an eminent degree.
His work has some closer affinities, bespeaking a more habitual familiarity,
with the Peshitto of the Old Testament than of the New.

This is not the place to discuss.the question whether the Old Testament
Peshitto is, in whole or part, an earlier work than the New (earlier even,
as some Syriac writers claimed, than the Christian era),—or a later work,
as J. D. Michaelis and other critics of the last century held ;—or whether
they were contemporaneous and in fact parts of one great work of one
translator, or company or series of translators, which opinion Gregory
Barhebraeus, the great scholar of the Jacobite Church of the thirteenth
century, was disposed to adopt;—following (as it seems) the still higher
authority of Jacob of Edessa, six centuries earlier, and followed by




THE PRESENT VERSION. xxi

(I believe) the majority of Biblical scholars who have studied the matter.*
For my present purpose it suffices to note the fact, which is beyond
question, that, while the diction of the Peshitto Bible as a whole is fairly
homogeneous, it is more purely Aramaic in the Old Testament than in
the New. Some may see in this a mark of higher antiquity; others (as
it seems to me, with better judgment) may regard it rather as a necessary
result of the fact that in the Old Testament the basis on which the"
Peshitto rests is Hebrew, while in the New Testament it is Greek.
Hence the task of translation, in case of the Old, was simpler and easier
than in that of the New. The former passed readily and without effort into
a cognate Semitic tongue: in the latter, the translator (whether we are or
are not to suppose one translator to have dealt with both), however stead-
fast in his adherence to the Syriac idiom, could hardly avoid occasionally
introducing Greek words,—such as, in point of fact, are not infrequent in
his work.® Now in this respect, as I have said, the Crawford Apocalypse
follows a stricter usage than that of the Peshitto New Testament; it con-
forms more nearly to that of the Old, now and then even adopting from
the Old a Syriac equivalent for a word (as ebayyé\ov, Opdvos, xvBeprijrys,
xt\lapxos) which, in the New, is (at least sometimes) represented by a
transliteration. And, more generally, whenever its vocabulary passes
outside the range of the Peshitto New Testament, it proves in most cases
to have borrowed from the vocabulary of the Old. In the instances, not
of frequent occurrence, where it uses words that are not to be met with at
all in the Peshitto, Old or New Testament, it will be found usually to have
the authority of one or more good Syriac writers of the best period of
the language. The very few words employed in it which are unknown
to Syriac literature and lexicography, are correctly formed, and from
known roots.

* See the passages cited from Barhebraeus on Ps. x, and from the Praface to his Horreum
Mystorsorum, by Walton, Prolegomena, § 183, par. 16 ;—also by Wiseman, Horas Syriacas, 11, § ii,
pp- 87, 103. See also the citation from Soaded [Jesudad] in the Prasfatio ad Libr. Psalmorum
of Sionita (Ad Lectorem, p. 3).

For J. D. Michaelis, see his Introduction to the N.T., vol. II, pt. 1., ch. vii. § 2 [Marsh’s
Translation]. :

® 8ee below, p. xxx.
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IV.—Instunces illustrative of the foregoing Sections.

I proceed to offer examples in illustration of the above statements;
referring for fuller details to the Notes appended to the Syriac text.

i. The following words, so far as I know, are peculiar fo this

. verston (S).*

orda = morpds (xvi. 2; for the usual ~faoeda,—but see note in
loc.); oo = povoukd (xviii. 22; from a.s.y\,—probably a coined word,
ingeniously conformed to the sound of the Greek); ~d)jaas = Seol
(xxi. 8) ; durtasizm = Terpaydrvws (xxi. 16). Also «Zual in Zaal s
= xaikohSBavds (i. 15).

With these are to be reckoned, as uses or combinations elsewhere
unknown of familiar words:

~adar o = ovykowwrds (i. 9); o = ddwodpar (ii. 11); Sums = det
(iv. 1, and thenceforward) ; esdward = eioi (v. 6, xvi. 14).

ii. The following lie outside the Peshitto vocabulary, whether of Old or
of New Testament, but are otherwise sufficiently authenticated. Those
marked *, here and under head iii.,, occur (some in slightly different
forms) in 3.

Zaama® = iepds, iepatinds (i. 6; see note there); ~iaxa® = yMapds
(iii. 16); ~aax® = xolovpiov (iii. 18); Sursizaws = kukhdfer (iv. 8);
wad = ceopds (vi. 12, where see note; and elsewhere); lai = 687yd
(vii.17); erdumad, pdumane® = ayuwlos (viii. 11); ~ioodha = B8 apidiov
(x.2); WA\ * = pvkdpai (X.3); I\ = odpo (Xii. 4); omy=* = kexpvow-
pévos (xvii. 4); . ola=e® = pdpov (xviil. 13); ~rale = vavmys (xviii. 17);
ot = &ddpnois (xxi. 18); «daaamen = B\vypa (xxi. 27);
¢ = pumapds (xxii. 11). I forbear to enter here the equivalents for
Xpvodmpacos, vikwbos, duéfvaros (xxi. 20).

To these may be added the following words used in forms or combi-
nations, or with meanings, unknown to the Peshitto (O.T. and N.T. alike):

asy, as\@ = galrifw (viii. 6 and after); =0, iama=, = xaryyopd,
katijyopos (Xii. 10); dax for dux (xiii. 18); Addho* (pl. emphal. masc.)

* Henceforth, for brevity’s sake, I use (as in my Notes) 8 to designate this version, and
3 for the version commonly printed.
* Some of the words entered under ii. and iii. occur in the Syro-Hexaplar.



THE PRESENT VERSION. xxiii

= wapfévo (xiv. 2); 3as = dmobrijoko (xiv. 18); oy = Bdwre (xix. 13).
K\Al, (= onyz) in wra)o _03tw = oapdrvé (xxi. 20).

iii. The following words, forms, and combinations, of words, belong
to the vocabulary of the Peshitto Old Testament; but not of the New, though
some (but not all) of them might naturally have found a place in it.

i = wodijpns (i. 13); asmle® = HAE (vi. 14); aiah®
= devrepos (ii. 11); wedalaa® = veppol (ii. 23); Laal® = éfaleipw
(iil. 5); laoed® = % oicovpéiy (iil. 10); Jasa® = éyypiw (iii. 18); max.
= laoms (iv. 3); 033w = ocdpdior (18.); ~rlasy xo® (Zasaxs 5, X. 1)
= Tpis (1h.); ~aN\F=0v = opdpaydos (16.); ~dha\aNy* = Talos (iv. 6);
L\ = xpioraldos (i.); f(ulv = owvf (iv. 8); etaaa), loac® (in
Psh. only in titles of Pss.) = edxapioria (iv. 9); aa\* = odpayis (v.1);
aras® = loyvs (v. 12, vii. 12), oo w® = irros (Vi. 2); ~Lonaw®
= wippos (Vi. 4); r(&um(:’u' = {dyos (vi. 5); s = yowf (vi. 6);
aana® = G\wwbos (vi. 13) [1.!.& = ke (vi. 14),—see note in loc.];
al® Lr.i® = xihlapyol (vi. 15, xix. 18); Ll dhis® = péromov (vii. 3);
oax = kadpa (Vil. 16); eaas, i, = i, myyal (vil. 17, xxi. 6);
Zadr® = ouvyrj (viii. 1); &o%aa® = MBaverds (viil. 3); «¥)\a* = xamvds
(viii. 4); e<332® = xdhafa (Viii. 7); wada® = peuypévos (10.); 1 2*
= kalw (ix. 2); ~aoy, duaion,® = olpd, odpai (ix. 10, xii. 4); ~<azatno
= vdrwbos (ix. 17), = xakknddv [? kapyndiv] (xxi. 19); weahe* = edppai-
vopar (xi. 10 et bis) ; 3of¢ = fewpd (xi. 12); ~aash® = Spdxwr (xii. 3 ef
passim) ; N\ <h® = duddnpa (7., et bis) ; Loavaar = cwrpia (xii. 10);
to® = wdpdalis (Xiii. 2); ox* = dpkos (15.); ~aax® = alypalwoia
(xiii. 10); =aroi* = xdpaypa (xiii. 16); Nlw [= xpapa] (xiv. 10);
dar »* = Borpis (xiv. 18); V\&\ = mavopar (xvi. 11)]; eLsvion®
= Bdrpaxos (xvi. 18); Laia* = Bé\vypa (xvil. 4, 5); Jaaa =
= paxpdfer (xviii. 10, 15); ~aitr® = oipuedy (xviil. 12); Lezae®
= pdppapos (9%.); .ammasan® = rxwrdpopor (Xviil. 13); «3osaco®
= oeuldaks (1.); ~duaal = MBavos (ib.); o® = dwdpa (xviii. 14);
arn® = Spunpa (xviil. 21); aallm® = dMnlovia (xix. 1); L) a*
= pnpés (xix. 16); «a), = Spreov (xix.21); wal)\ mota® = kpiorallos
(xxi. 11); «daaw = gdrdepos (xxi. 19); Lomy arta® = xpvadhibos
(xxi. 20); ots® = Brjpvlos (ib.); .aazrraa* = romdfiov (ib.);
"lsé‘ = ddapd (xxii. 19).

* Found once or twice in Peshitto N. T., but only in O. T. citations.
® Found in the * Pococke” Epistles. ¢ Written somewhat differently in Psh.
d2

(74
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Also, for «al® uimy= = kvBeprijrac (xviii. 17), compare 2 Chron.
viii. 18.

This list is, if not exhaustive, at least sufficient to make good what
has been above said of our translator’s familiar knowledge and use of the
Peshitto Old Testament. Instances are to be found also in which he
employs words in senses for which Peshitto authority is not forthcoming
until from the New Testament we pass to the Old;—a)\a = émorpédw
(. 12); masnw® = {eords (ili. 15); awde = ud (iii. 16); maxd
= yeypappévos (v. 1, xx. 15); * = oppayilw, karacppayilo (tb., xx.3);
AL = mdve (vii. 14); wex=® = perpd (xi. 1); tashe* = péurnpac
(passive, xvi. 19); ), = riuos (xvil. 4); «ax [= é\épas] (xviil. 12);
1o5* = doaipd (xxii. 19). With these may be classed the use of <xais
= vids avbfpdmov (i. 13, xiv. 14), as in Peshitto Ezekiel passim ; instead
of the more adequate ~xaety mio> of Peshitto N.T., =, Harkleian,
and Hexaplar.

Moreover, it appears that certain idioms, apparently Hebraic, which
in the Peshitto distinguish the Syriac of the Old Testament from that of
the New, have passed into the version S (but not into =). Such are,
the gerundive use of the infinitive with ) prefixed, in rendering Aéywv
(introductory to a speech, i. 17 ¢t passim) by i=oet=nl (= 218Y); and the
representation of the adjective duoios (as if Spolwpa, or ds opoiwpa), by
the construct noun das=ey (iv. 3), or by 3 <ha=oy v (i. 13), or the
like, (N7, NMDT). In like manner, it is observable'that S adheres to
the usage of the Peshitto Old Testament as against that of the New (if
the existing text may be trusted) and of 3, in its frequent retention of the
absolute forms of nouns usually met with only in their emphatic state ; also,
of the characteristically Semitic mode of expressing the genitive-relation
between two nouns by changing the primary noun (as in Hebrew) into the
construct state, instead of prefixing s to the secondary noun.

Thus, in place of the emphatic forms used in the Peshitto N. T., and in
3, it borrows from the Peshitto O.T. the absolute forms—

oada (i.16); _aadl (iv. 6); eaaX (iv.8); -arclso (vil. 1);
Aeare (13.); Lo (vii.9); L awsso (ix. 18); wvin (xi.4); e (xi. 10);
et (xil 14); easieie (xv. 8); iady (xvil. 9); alsd (xvil. 12);
~an (xviil. 12); =0 (B.); amor (xxi. 17)

The same is to be said of the use of the construct form in the expres-
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sions—e¢iac aaaa (ii. 28, xxii. 16); ~Zassiaa d3w (iv. 4); cassanshc
rsax (Vii. 2, xvi. 12); _ocmazai 388 (ix. 20); wlax wlis (xi. 18);
i ol (xiv. 6); 2alsSi wise (xvii. 14).

Other phrases may be added, derived from the same source, such as
the frequent rZs.irds cmaiasas. (for oi katowkodvres émi Tis s, passim); a
few, even, which are actual citations of it:—as wale alwa _asi asi®
(v. 11; from Psh. Dan. vii. 10); _xs harzlaa v s (xil. 14; Psh.
Dan. vii. 25). Nay, in one or two places, the close following of the
Peshitto Old Testament has drawn our translator aside from his usual path
of literal exactness:—as vi. 11, where ér. (usually = =0o&) is expanded
into _ 3 % (= éws xaipod), after Psh. Dan. vii. 12; and xviii. 22, where
for adApral («i=o\) he substitutes eisov i (= yévn povowdv [or
adAyrikav]),—a rendering so wide of the mark that it would be un-
accountable, were it not an evident reminiscence of Psh. Dan. iii. 5; all
the more notable, therefore, as an indication of the model on which his
diction was shaped.

To show fully the extent to which the manner and language of the
" Peshitto Old Testament, as distinguished from the manner and-language
of the New, have influenced the version of the Apocalypse now before us,
it would be necessary to make a more detailed and systematic comparison
than present conditions of time and space allow. But any student of
the Peshitto, by a single careful reading of certain chapters of Ezekiel
(such as i. and x.), or of Daniel (such as vii.), side by side with the
parallel passages of the Apocalypse (in chapters i., iv., xiii.), as they
appear in this version, may sufficiently satisfy himself that those Books,
in their Peshitto form, were familiar to our translator, and are repro-
duced in the words, the grammatical forms, and the phrases, of his work.

But though the points, such as I have indicated above, are not few,
in which the version S follows the precedents of the Old rather than of
the New Testament Peshitto, there remains, after allowing for these, a
residuum of general and intimate affinity between it and the latter, in
degree and extent far exceeding the diversity. The instances of the
diversity do not strike one at a single reading, but are detected by

* Found once or twice in Peshitto N. T., but only in O. T. citations.
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painstaking examination ; it is a diversity limited,—I may say exceptional :
the affinity is habitual ; it exists throughout; it is so obvious that no reader
could fail to notice it from the first. Or rather, it is so close that (as I
have already said) none but a careful reader and experienced Syriac scholar
would be likely to discover from internal evidence that this Apocalypse

. was not part of the Peshitto, if it had chanced to be incorporated with the
Peshitto in the copies of the Syriac New Testament which first reached
Europe, as it has been in the Crawford Ms.

V.—Contrast between its Diction and that of the Harkleian Version of N.T.

We shall most readily satisfy ourselves how few and unessential
are the points wherein the Crawford Apocalypse deviates from the
Peshitto New Testament model, if for the Peshitto we substitute the
Harkleian (seventh-century) version as the standard of comparison, and
note how distinct are the marks which prove our version to belong
substantially to the earlier, as distinguished from the later, school of "
translation. In the Notes appended (in Part IT) to the Syriac text, I have
gone into considerable detail in noting the instances of variation, whether
in words, or in grammatical forms, or in idioms, between it and the other
version () of the Apocalypse, testing each by the two-fold standard above
indicated,—of the Peshitto (Old and New Testament) on the one hand,—
and of the Harkleian and its cognate Hexaplar on the other. The result
of this investigation proves to be, as a matter not of theory but of fact,
that on the whole, and with but a few unimportant exceptions, our
Apocalypse stands to the Harkleian in a relation of strong contrast, but to
the Peshitto at large (putting aside the distinction between Old and New
Testament) in a relation of no less strong resemblance: while the other
version no less definitely (probably more definitely) parts company with
the Peshitto, and sides with the Harkleian. And I venture to anticipate
that the reader of those Notes will follow me in the conclusion I have been
led to draw, that while the latter version is certainly Harkleianized, and
may well be actually Harkleian,—the work of Thomas of Harkel himself,
or at least of a disciple of his method,—the version I now present is the
work of an able and industrious translator, trained in a different and earlier
school ;—as a Greek scholar, competent to represent the original with
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faithful accuracy,—as a Syriac scholar, belonging indeed to an age later
than that which produced the Peshitto, but deeply imbued with the spirit
of the Peshitto, and with conscious and successful endeavour reproducmg
the idiomatic freedom of its diction.

VI.—General Contrast between this Version (S) and the rival Version (3).

The Notes, in which I have indicated the successive instances as they
occur of contrast between these rival versions, S and 3, will serve to bear
out the comparison which I have above drawn between them; and they will,
at the same time, supply the readiest illustrations of the character and
method of the version 8, its habitual conformity to Peshitto usage, and its
exceptional deviations from the same. I proceed to summarize the main
heads under which the points of contrast may be reduced. It will be seen
that their nature may be briefly expressed by the statement, that tds
version is idiomatic, following in the lines of the Peshitto, while #ka? is
graecized, identifying itself with the Harkleian. And this is so, alike
as regards their grammar and their vocabulary, and as regards their
general method.

a. As to grammar and grammatical forms® :—

(1). In 3, the simple sfatus absolutus of nouns is almost supplanted by
the status emphaticus which is used indiscriminately: in S, the absolute
forms are of frequent occurrence®, especially in representing anarthrous
nouns ;—see the examples above given, p. xxiv, to which (over and above
those which occur in Peshitto New Testament) many more may be added
such a8 maaor, wiasy, waal, wis, (i, oxas, wocs, i,
2oin, Leird, r.i, Al piasar, ot LA F, masid.
So t00 casr, w0, for rauw, eo. A few of these, eg. L 3o, seem
to be peculiar to S.

* Skat-Rordam, in the Dissertatio prefixed to his Lsbre Judioum et Ruth, sec. Vers. Syr.-Hez.,
has given a very complete and valuable account of the grammatical characteristics of the Syro-
Hexaplar version, which may be profitably compared with the above notes on those of =.

> A very few instances of the reverse may be found; see, o.g., iii. 1, xiv. 17, xix. 9, and notes.

¢ Even after a cardinal number, 3 employs sfat. emph. against rule; S usually sfat. abdsol.,
except where the Greek has the article.
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(2). The place of the lacking definite article is filled in X by the
personal or demonstrative pronoun (as e, ad, ,aim, wlm): in S by
the legitimate use of the status emphaticus.

(3). The use of the slatus constructus in 3, is limited for the most part to
a few fixed expressions, such as rzais, ids was, «dia)y dus, and
its renderings of compounds, such as eldw\dfuvrov, eldwloldTpns, Huidbpov,
X\apyxos: in S, it is much more extensively used ;—see the examples of
this given above, p. xxv; to which are to be added some which are common
to S with the Peshitto New Testament.*

(4). Greek adjectives denoting quality or material in 3 are often
rendered by adjectival forms, as eiag = mpwivds (ii. 28), esias = 7ijpwos
(ix. 17): in S, as if they were substantives in the genitive case.

(8). The ordinal numbers are in 3 normally represented by numeral
adjectives; in S by the cardinals with s prefixed,—with one exception,
four times recurring, for which see note on ii. 11 ; also p. xxiii, below.

(6). The possessive pronouns are in = normally rendered as separate
words, formed by attaching pronominal suffixes to the syllable Max: in
S, except where special emphasis is required, by the true Semitic mode of
attaching the suffixes to the nouns denoting the object possessed.

(7). The prefix 3, when it stands for the relative pronoun, or for the
article before a participle, is in 3 generally preceded by a demonstrative :
in S, it frequently stands alone.

(8). In such cases, = prefers to use ap, ad, .m, wlm: S for the
most part, &8, ~w, Wi, which 3 avoids.

(9). The reflexive pronouns (éavrdv and the rest) are in 3 imperfectly
represented by «\ acp, _aml _aim, and such like combinations: never,
as always in S, by xas with suitable suffix of person.

(10). The indefinite 7us, in € 7is, and sometimes in Goris, is in 3
rendered by =se¢: S treats both as equivalent to the simple s, and uses
o = 715, only in rendering éddv 7is.

(11). Oddeis in 3 appears as xe «): S renders it by 3 ) (this
contraction, dal, is avoided in 3, but frequent in S).

* Three instances occur in 8 of the anomalous construction in which the governing noun in
stat. constr. is followed by a preposition standing before the other noun (xiv. 3 [also 2], xvii. 8,
xviii. 17)
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(12). In =, due< usually appears with pronominal suffix : in S it is often
used impersonally without suffix; and sometimes (as xvii. 4) we find even
~am durd impersonal, with ~am uninflected.

(18). = prefers to express the substantive verb by due, or «acm, rather
than by the characteristically Syriac use of the personal pronouns (enclitic)
in this capacity : the latter use is frequent in S. '

(14). Where =, in expressing the present tense, cannot avoid the use
of participle with enclitic pronoun, the latter is written separately (as
e A, i. 11): in S, in case of the second person, the participle and
pronoun are contracted into one word (ptd, dupe=).

(18). The infinitive, éxpressing purpose or result, is in 3 usually ex-
pressed by infinitive with prefix J; as ausot=al x.ds = pdew Bd\ew
(ii. 10): in S often by future with prefix x; as ~Z=otax sadan (i8.).

(16). "0oo, Soa, in 3, are rendered by 3 _aim wmla, 3 wlm womla:
in 8, less exactly, by 3 Aa, or 3 Z=.

(17). For oi ouro, 7a Novwrd, 3 writes ~Zates oalm: S dispenses with
the demonstrative pronoun, and sometimes also with the prefix.

(18). For va (with subjunctive following) = has 3 ~aa.e¢: in S, the
simple s usually suffices.

(19). For 6re, in causal sense, 3 always has ¥ A\ : S sometimes s As..

(20). For éav pif, = gives the exact rendering w2\ _ ¢ : S often «\ee.

(21). S habitually prefixes  to the object of a transitive verb: S does
so sparingly ; and only in cases where it is needed to prevent ambiguity.

(22). In 3 the preposition o is used after the participle el=o
(= yépwv) : never in S.

b.—As to idiom and vocabulary :—

Instances occur where a Greek idiom is retained by = in the shape
of a literal translation ; while S represents it by an equivalent Syriac idiom.
Such are:

"Ev yaorpl éovoa (xii. 2) ;—in 3, cal dhaed wias 3a: in S, a )i
. Xpelav & (iil. 17; cp. xxi. 28, xxii. 5);—in 3, - e rnsam: in 8§,
¢ a1 (or wl s odhed). Makdpuos (of felicitation, xiv. 18, &c.);
in 3, om =adoal,: in S, @l wmasal, (see note on i. 3).

With these are to be associated the transliterations of Greek words
above noted (p. xxi) as a Harkleian habit of 3, avoided in S. The following
are 8o dealt with in 3, (those marked t, also in the Syro-Hexaplar) :—

e
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dxpatov (xiv. 105 S, &N\lw «&\): dmodAJpwr (ix. 11; S, ~ix):
yoviat (vii. 1; S, «¥wor): {dmt (i. 13; S, «300): kpvorallos (iv. 6;
S, <3\ ,—but see xxi. 11, where S expresses this word by trans-
literation): A{Bavos (xviii. 13; 8, ~uaal): vaidrys (xviii. 17; S, «talw):
wodrpnst (1. 13; S, «raarc): oapddvvé (xxi. 20; S, <tala _ortm):
rerpayovest (xxi. 16; S, hadast=): dudlnt (v. 8; 8§, wiasr): xowét
(vi.8; S, r&an): xpvodhibfos (xxi.20; S, amy aga). In many of these
cages it will be observed that = has Hexaplar precedent. For ywvia, {svy,
MBavos, vavrys, it has also that of the Harkleian; for xpdorallos and
¢udn, that of the Old Testament Peshitto. In a few more, it is counte-
nanced by the Peshitto New Testament; as yévos (xxii. 16; S, hotx):
edayyéhov (xiv. 6; S, «htam): Opdvos (iv. 4; S, <amiaa): ramjyopos,
karnyopd (xii.10; S, te=n, ~iamsh): kuBeprijrs (xviii.17; S, aled tni=):
Napmds (iv. 5, viii. 10; S, 3ecas, ~asmle): mpdowmor (iv.7; S, aw).
In these last instances, however, as well as in some of the former, 3
proceeds by assimilation rather than mere transliteration of the Greek. But
S, as well as =, borrows the Greek dywwfos, ayivfiov (viii. 11), the Syriac
«33X_being from its plural form unsuitable ; and likewise xfappdds (xiv.?2),
vdkwlos (xxi. 20), xpvoompacos (ib.); as well as dijp, dnvdpiov, Suabrjry,
kiBwrds, orddiov, oTolj, which may be set down as adoptions. Other
seeming examples, such as udpov (xviii. 13), oenidals (ib.), are rather Semitic
words reclaimed from the Greek ; and possibly some of those instanced above
may have been borrowed from an Oriental, rather than a Greek source.

Passing from these cases of graecism to the more general vocabulary of
3, the materials for farther working out the contrast between it and its
rival version will be found to abound. An examination of the examples
(above collected) of words, forms of words, and phrases, borrowed by S
from Old Testament Peshitto usage, will show that for a considerable
number of them, = substitutes words, forms, and phrases belonging to
Hexaplar, or other later and less classical Syriac usage. It would be
easy, but it seems superfluous, to compile further lists of instances
illustrative of the general proposition, which I have above laid down, and
now repeat—referring the reader for the detailed proof of it to my Notes
on the Syriac text in Part II—that, on the whole, S closely follows the
usage of the Peshitto Old and New Testament, and 3, more closely, that
of the Hexaplar and Harkleian. A few instances will suffice for the
present. Such are:—
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ooh = peravod (ii. 15 ef passim; 3, wodd): \ax = FdBSos
(il 27; 3, i )\ow): L= = ipdra (ili. 4 ef passim; 3, Lrasl):
= eiprjry (vi. 4; =, ~<aak,—see note oni. 4 and compare Esai.

xlv. 7, in Hexaplar; and in Philoxenian,—see p. xcvii): saxe = ddvapar
(vi. 17 et passim ; 3, Ko=, we=ded): s = dmoxpivopar (Vil. 13;
3 =1d): etnlad = diudBolos (xii. 9 ef passim); 3, Lriasoi=m):
weal = 58e (xi.12; =, aim)): Mas = dwjp [husband] (xxi. 2; 3, tar).

c.—As to general method :—

The contrast between S and 3, as regards use of words, shows itself in
another point—important as illustrating their difference of aim and
method. The translator = is controlled in his work by a rigid rule of
equivalents in translation, and aims therefore habitually, though not with
perfect consistency, at rendering each Greek word, with mechanical
uniformity, by a fixed and invariable Syriac representative: the translator
S, on the contrary, guides himself by his own perception of fitness and
adequacy, and freely varies his rendering of a word, as the varying sense
of the original seems to him to require. I subjoin a list of such varied
renderings in S, adding [3] to the renderings of the rival version.

*Omicw (i. 10, = behind, oo [3]: xii. 15, xiii. 3, = affer, W) —
péNo (i. 19 et passim, = to be about to, sedun [2]: x. 4, = to be preparing
to, aa)=0).—d¢viaxsj (ii. 10, xx. 7, = prison, uxanws [das]: xviil 2,
= den, edia)\p [3]).—8i8ayrf (ii. 14, = teacking, raral=s [3]: ii. 15, 24,
= doctrine, eaala.).—yeypappévos (i. 8, xiv. 1, ef passim, = written [of the
contents of a book], 2uda[3]; v. 1,=written on [of a roll]; and xx. 15 [of a
name] = inscribed, maxi).—0Opdvos (iv. 2 et passim, = throne, reasoioa [3; or
200 ] xX.4 = seat [of judgment’], &adha=).—npdowyov (iv. 7 et passim,
= face, <a®: x.1, = aspect, orw, [3, Laacia])—opdlw (v.6, vi.9 e
passim, = to slay, saas [3], Ao xiii. 3, = to wound, s.a).—rémos (vi. 14
et passim, = position, abode, «daax [3]: xvi. 16, space, region, <&ide<).—
kadpa (vii. 16, = kot wind [= rkavowv], ooz : xvi. 9, = heal, 00w [3]).—
Tl (X. 7, xx. 7, = to complete, wle: xi. 7 ef passim, = to fulfil, J\snv (=
varies]).—oknvi (xiil. 8, xxi. 3, = abode, ~atxsn, [connected with ~<tx
= oxpwd]: xv. 5, = the Tabernacle, ~yax=s [3]).—paxdpos (xiv. 13 ef
passim, of felicitation, \ wmasay: xx. 6, predication of felicity, ~asal
[3, ada))).—haumpds (xv. 6 et passim, = shining, twcas: xviii. 14,
= sumptuous, a2 ; [2, s es]).—épnpodpar (xvii. 16, xviii. 19, to be

62
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Jorsaken, ot [3]: xviii. 16, to be emptied, oidwoe¢). Elsewhere too, S
shows finer discrimination of meanings than = ; as in restricting the com-
bination —xae¢ (¢ to the rendering of édv 75, while 3 uses it also for
el is,—which latter S, with better judgment, represents by % o, 3 ~2rre.
So again, S consistently takes advantage of the doubtful gender of asax.,
to distinguish between the visible sky (x. 6, xxi. 1 bs3, feminine), and Heaven
the divine Abode (passim, masculine): = makes it masculine, except x. 6,
where it is feminine,—(inconsistently, see note in loc.).

It is not to be denied, however, that our translator not seldom varies
capriciously, and without apparent purpose (perhaps with a feeling like
that which was expressed by the English translators of 1611, that every
available word in the language was alike entitled, without ¢ unequal
dealing,” to ‘“have a place in the Bible”)—sometimes even to the
detriment of the sense. In a few cases he seems to have intended a
distinction, but to have failed to keep it in mind. Thus BiB\os, BiB\iov,
usually represented by eZo¥a, are rendered e3a.w, only (but not
uniformly) where the Book of Life, or of Judgment, is spoken of. So
again (see note on v. 1) there is an apparent endeavour to express
odpayilo, ocppayls, by sal, «sal, where the seal closes; by dvw,
=¥, where it confirms: but it is not consistently carried out. But
it is hard to imagine any reason why in one verse (i. 12) émorpépw
should first be rendered @, and then .a)\a.; or why Aéyw, at the
close of each of the Epistles' to the Seven Churches, should be M=o (the
usual equivalent of AaA@), and everywhere else ¥=0e¢; or why o¢d{w should
be sometimes saas and sometimes A\o; or why &8e (= Aither) should be
«aim)\ in iv. 1, and ~al where it recurs, xi. 12; or why AapBdve should
be a3 in v.7 and 9, but lax in the intervening verse 8; or why the
rendering of @é\w should be first ~&so and then the more usual <oa in
xi. 5; or why dmijveyke should be aaw in xvii. 3, but A sae in the
closely similar verse, xxi. 10. Nor can it be said that there is any ad-
vantage in rendering ¢ulhj (v. 5, xxi. 12) by &)ax (elsewhere used
for pdBdos), instead of ~Z>tw, as elsewhere; or in the almost alternate
use of 1o and Zsov to represent oewopds. And further, something
is lost when the rendering of BdM\w changes in xviii. 21 from v snie,
for the casting of the stone, to ~xx, for the casting down of Babylon ;
and again when the title % dpxij, twice assumed as His own by the
Lord (xxi. 6, xxii. 13), is in the first instance translated ~dvaxai; in the
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second, ~Ziax. In rendering all the Greek words above cited, except
odpayis, appayilw, 3 consistently employs a single equivalent.

On the other hand, though 3 in these cases has avoided the needless
variations of S in using two different Syriac equivalents for one Greek
word, it is sometimes unhappy, when the Syriac has but one equivalent to
rgpresent two distinct Greek words, in its attempts to supply the defect;—
as in the instance of the clumsy e&rx. dauw (lit., beast-of-fang), beast of
prey, by which (masculine), after Hexaplar and Harkleian precedent, it
renders Onpiov, reserving the simple w®aas (feminine) to render {adov.
S, like the Peshitto, forbears to put violence upon the language, and is
content to represent both words indifferently by e«¢haw. And instances
are not wanting where it is S that shows consistency, and = caprice.
Thus, in both the places (viii. 7, xv. 2), where fire is spoken of as
mingled (pepvypévov), S renders the participle by v‘-M: 3 agrees in
the former place, but in the latter changes to MNalw. ' So too wdpvos is
in S e« in both instances of its occurrence (xxi. 8, xxii. 15): in 3, it
is «aav in the latter only, ~Zisvsn in the former.

d.—As to accuracy :—

A few faulty or even mistaken renderings of the translator S may be
be noticed here. For Sgelov (iii. 15), he has «am \a, which rather
represents éde (as in Peshitto): ¥, with Old Testament Peshitto and
Hexaplar authority, gives a better rendering, wal. For doynpooiwry
(xvi. 15), S has <®&oas, which would better stand for aioyivy,* pudor,
than (as here required) for pudendum : 3, again from the Old Testament
versions, finds a truer equivalent, giving the required shade of meaning,
in awiaa. A grave and misleading fault in 8 is, that (following the
Old Testament Peshitto, as above noted, p. xxiv) he fails to distinguish
between vids dvfpsmov (i. 13, xiv. 14) and the ordinary dvfpwmos, but
renders both indiscriminately by ~<xat=.® Again, the rendering of mjpe
(iii. 8) by jmane¢ (intransitive), ¢ take heed,” instead of ¥\, (transitive),
‘““keep,” as =, almost amounts to a mistranslation. Misunderstanding
of the Greek appears also in the renderings (above noted, pp. xxiii, xxv)
of kpiorallos (iv. 6, xxii. 1), and adA\yrav (xviii. 22). Where he gives
2.1 for dpyaios (xii. 9; but not xx. 2), he obviously supposes it to

* But see note on Greek text, #n loc. * See note on. Syr. text, in loc.
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mean ‘‘chief,” and not ¢ ancient.” And in three of the places where the
preposition 3ud is followed by an accusative, he renders it by zas (iv.11,
xii. 11, xiii. 14), as if it were followed by a genitive, instead of (as
elsewhere) by A\, =0. None of these errors is shared by 3. Again, of
the two words in the Apocalypse which claim to be Hebrew, dSa38dv
(ix. 11), and [dpuayeddv (xvi. 16), while he represents the latter correctly
by oxze», he goes wrong when he writes for the former, azas
(= bondage), instead of _ axoe¢ (= destruction), or (as Barsalibi i loc. in his
Commentary,—see below, p. 1xxxiii, note *) xoa=0 (= destroying),—confusing
the roots AR and TAV; a mistake into which 3 likewise falls. But
the more serious error which 3 commits in translating xardfepa (xxii. 3)
by «idua, ¢ deciduous,” is avoided by S, which gives correctly w=ois,
‘““curse.” S is free also from the still grosser blunder, often noted as the
chief blot in =, by which the last five syllables of pecovparijpare (viii. 13)
are torn from the word and perverted (as if odpav [év] alpare [éxovros))
into m\ et o3y Laaany, ¢ which had a tail of blood.” Of this I
shall have more to say farther on (p. Ixxxii).

With these may be noted a few instances where the renderings of S,
though not wrong, fall short of his habitual level of exactness. Such are—

For B\émew (i. 12), ax=) (= ywdokew): wa peravorjop (ii. 21),
o .d) (= els perdvoar): dpilbpficar adrdy (vii. 9), masasal (= €s
dpfudv adrov). Of these, the second and third may perhaps be due to
error of transcription; but they are akin one to another, so as rather
to suggest a tendency in the translator to use a verbal noun in place of
the infinitive (or equivalent future with x) of the verb. £ contra, for
els Blacdnuiav (xiii. 6), he writes aasN ) (= Bhacdnuer). (See
further, p. Ixxvi). Such instances are seldom to be found in ¥, a version
which tends to overstrictness rather than laxity of rendering.

On the whole, and notwithstanding these blemishes, which are neither
numerous nor (for the most part) serious, I am confident that any com-
petent scholar who carefully examines our version will satisfy himself that
it is one that does credit to the skill of its author, and to his knowledge
and command wufriusque lingue. 'The evidences above adduced will be
found amply sufficient for my purpose in collecting them,—namely, to
illustrate its character, method, and merits by a detailed comparison
between it and its rival version. As regards 3, our examination shows
it to be a work industriously faithful and laboriously exact; but with an
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exactness that is pedantic rather than scholarly, and a fidelity that is to
the letter rather than to the spirit. In strong contrast with it, our version
is seen to aim at accuracy in substance rather than in form ; its diction, as
regards grammar as well as vocabulary, to be vernacular Syriac of the
best period ; its manner, to combine idiomatic freedom with truthful
reproduction of its original.

VII.—Afinity as well as Diversity between the Versions.

But this contrast is only one aspect of the relation between the two
versions, as disclosed by a comparative analysis of both. Side by side
with it will be found a close affinity," of which I now proceed to treat.

a.—In variations of rendering :—

Among the groups above collected of notable words in S, derived
from the Old Testament Peshitto or elsewhere, it will have been observed
that, after setting aside those which belong to S alone, there remains a
large proportion of instances found in 3 as well as S. And this fact,
of the existence to an appreciable though limited extent of peculiarities
of diction common to S and 3, proves to extend beyond the groups in
question, and to pervade the two versions throughout. My Notes in
Part II, though directed primarily to the points where S and 3 differ,
record incidentally many points where they coincide: and anyone who
reads the two texts together will note very many more which the Notes
pass over without remark. In illustration of the affinity between the
versions thus indicated, I proceed to adduce some instances in which 3,
deviating from what has been shown to be its habit, varies in its rendering
of a word, and in so varying coincides with a like variation (even where it
is to all appearance an arbitrary one) in S.

Of this class of cases, the most noticeable is that of Sejrepos, usually
rendered by S, ida; by 3, ~.idh: but where it is an epithet of
fdvatos, in ii. 11 and three other places, ~£aisd by both. Again, both
render BdM\w usually by w=eie¢; = once only, vi. 13, by «3x, with S.
Both render oknvé usually by «3x: once only, vii. 15, by Ac(. Both
render xamvds usually by ead: once only, viii. 4, by «3).. Both

* Coincidences within i. 1-8 are not to be relied on in this argument, that passage (see note
in loc., Part II, p. 37) being apparently borrowed from = by the scribe of 8.
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render kaiw usually by sa.: once only, ix. 2, by zx. Both render
fepamevw, xiii. 3, by o< but in the one place where it recurs, xiii. 12,
by smlwe. Both render 8ikaios usually by a.m: twice only, xv. 3,
xix. 2, by «Za. Both render xéxkwos usually by eiaos: once only,
xvii. 3, by ~Zassam. Both render iva p1j usually by ~\x: once only,
xviii. 4, by e~¢=als. Both render kpard usually by swe: once only,
xx. 2, by vﬁl Both render odpayilw usually by mdis: once only,
xx. 3, by aa\,. Both render d8ik& usually by tmee: twice only, xxii.
11 &is, by das.

b.—In grammatical variations :—

To this list may be subjoined the following collection of coincidences
between S and 3 in variation of grammatical form or construction. Thus,
in one place, i. 16, both make r&Zr=ax feminine: elsewhere (wherever
the gender is shown) masculine. In four places only, ii. 13, ix. 6, x. 7,
xi. 6, S uses the form 0o for the plural emphatic of wa.: 3 agrees
in these places, though elsewhere it usually writes 0a., a form
unknown to S, and rare in Peshitto. In iii. 18, four verbs occur in the
subjunctive mood dependent on iva: of these the second only is, in both
versions, rendered by an infinitive with prefix ; the rest by futures.
Once only in S do we find a cardinal number with pronominal suffix,
s si, iv. 8: the same form occurs in % in the same place (else
only vi. 6, where S omits). Once only, x. 6, is ~sax feminine in =:
as it is likewise there in S (see above, p. xxxii). Once onmly, xi. 13,
both denote a fractional part by writing <= sz before the cardinal
number that expresses the integer («ims =0 30 = ‘“one out of len”):
instead of by a substantive formed from the cardinal, as elsewhere
(e.9. @ dad, “a thzrd”) Once only, xv1 19, both exhibit the very rare
use of taade< in passive sense.

Of some of these examples I shall have more to say, under another
head : for my present purpose they suffice, as evidence of an affinity
subsisting between the two versions. For some of the variations above
noted reasons may be assigned; others seem merely arbitrary. As
regards the former class, it is unlikely that two translators, working
(as we have seen) on very different and even opposed principles, should
be independently guided by the same reasons for varying: as regards the
latter, it is inconceivable that they should independently light on the
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same casual changes of rendering. It remains, therefore, that the above
coincidences prove some relation of dependence to have existed between
them; either, that the author of S had = in his hand, or that his work
was in the hands of the author of 3. Which of these two hypotheses
agrees best with the whole facts of the case, we shall see presently.

VIII.—Afinity between S and the * Pococke” Epistles.

To what has been said of the relation borne by the diction of S to that
of the Peshitto on one hand, and on the other to that of the Harkleian
and Harkleianizing 3, it is important to add a short notice of the affinities
traceable between it and that other version of which I have above spoken
as being in vocabulary and general manner intermediate between the
Peshitto and Harkleian—the ¢ Pococke” text of the Four Minor Catholic
Epistles.

One obvious feature of resemblance is the use of the particle lux with
personal suffixes (p. xxviii (6) ). Both employ it where emphasis requires
it; both avoid the indiscriminate use of it as an equivalent for the possessive
pronoun, or the possessive genitive of the personal pronoun, which is a
Harkleian characteristic. Another is the preference for wadae¢ rather than
e\, &c., preceding %, as = of, ai, d& (. (8)). Again, in the Pococke
rala. is preferred to wharalss (2 Joh. 9, 10), and <idw< to haon
(2 Pet. i. 19) on the same principles as we have found (p. xxxi) to guide
the author of 8. They agree also (and with them the Philoxenian FEsaias,
see above, p. xxxi) in rendering elpijvyn by «=alx (passim in Poc.),
instead of its Harkleian and Hexaplar substitute <. Another like
~ example is the unusual <o, xi. 5, for 0é\w, instead of <oe (3 Jobh. 13);
and a more notable one is 3. for ripios, instead of the usual toa=o
(2 Pet. i. 4). So, too, «&otw, which is a favourite word in S, standing in
place of the usual ~a.cd, for gopdaia and pdyaipa alike, appears, though
in the abstract sense of dlwous, in the Pococke text of 2 Pet. ii. 12.
Also the remarkable use in S of sas., xiv. 13, = dwofvjokw (one of the
few tokens it shows of an age later than that of the Peshitto), is
paralleled by the Pococke rendering of dméfeois (= fdvaros) in 2 Pet. 1. 14

by eszaas.. A still more striking point of coincidence is the abuse of
t
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the adverb dartadrs, xix. 10,* which S interpolates without authority,
as does the Pococke, 3 Joh. 5.

In all these instances, the Pococke rendering differs from that of the
Harkleian version of the same Epistles, and thus emphasizes the fact of
the coincidences with S. Further, they serve to make it probable that
other instances, in which the Harkleian as well as the Pococke shows
like agreement with the diction of S (mostly against the ordinary
Harkleian usage), are really cases in which the Harkleian has simply
retained the language of the other, which (as I have elsewhere shown and
shall presently have occasion to repeat) is certainly its parent version
as regards these Epistles. Such instances are:—the employment of
the unusual 3w (for Syus, Apoc. i. 16; for BAéupa, 2 Pet. ii. 8); of
s\ (for 6 mhavav, Apoc. xx.10; for whdvos, mhawijrys, 2 Joh. 7,
Jude 13); of <iax (for dpyr, Apoc. xxii. 13, 2 Pet. iii. 4, 2 Joh. 5, 6,
Jude 4). Compare also Zoe¢ (instead of «aoe), for dmdpa (Apoc. xviii.
14, Jude 12 [implicitly]); and note that .ax\_ (Bhacdnud) is followed in

both by «=, instead of the usual A (Apoc. xiii. 6 ; 2 Pet. ii. 12, Jude 10).

It is to be added that, of the words above noted as common to the
Pococke Epistles with S, none is met with in 3, except «®», by which
2 (but not S) renders dpaos, iv. 3 (bis).

* This interpolation in xix. 10, and the attempts to get rid of the Spa i in that verse, and
again in xxii. 9, may indicate theological bias; and a like cause may possibly account for the
twice-repeated omission (perhaps more probably due to homaoteleuton) of the xidia & of
xx. 8, 5. The rendering of dwofmjoxw (xiv. 13) above noted, and that of % xvpiaxy Huépa,
i. 10, may be instances of the language of later ecclesiastical usage.
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CHAPTER IIL
PRELIMINARY STUDY OF THE GREEK TEXT OF THE APOCALYPSE.

I Now proceed to consider our version in its relation to the original—
in other words, to investigate the character of the Greek text on which
it is based, which is, no doubt, the most important aspect in which it
can be regarded.

I.—The Authorities for the Text.

The materials for the ecritical determination of the text of the
Apocalypse are, indeed, far from deficient in amount or in variety.
Early versions are forthcoming—Latin, Ethiopic, Coptic, and (of perhaps
questionable antiquity) Armenian; besides early citations, considerable in
number and extent, in writers Greek and Latin, Eastern and Western,
ranging from Irenzus to Augustine. Five uncial manuscripts are extant
(known as R, A, C, P, Q*), and about one hundred and eighty cursive—
numbers far short (no doubt) of those by which the copies of other parts
of the New Testament are reckoned, yet seemingly enough for adequate
attestation. But of the cursives, though not a few (perhaps a larger
proportion than in case of any other New Testament Book) give impor-
tant textual evidence, the majority contribute little or nothing towards
establishing the best text: and of the uncials, the total available is weaker,
in evidential value as well as in number, than elsewhere in the New
Testament. Of the five, Q (Cod. Basileensis) is of the eighth century;
but its text, as we shall see presently, is hardly to be distinguished from
that of the average cursives of late date—inferior to not a few of them.
P (Cod. Porphyrianus), though not earlier, but probably later, presents a

* Designated B by Tischendorf; B, by Westcott and Hort. I prefer, with Tregelles and
Weiss (see p. 1i), to avoid the confusion to which this designation tends, and to call it Q, as above.
f2
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better text; yet in value falls somewhat short of the earlier three. Of
these, however, C (Cod. Ephrem Syri) is very defective, nearly two-fifths
of the text of the Apocalypse being lost; while 8 (Cod. Sinaiticus), though
entire, exhibits a text of this Book of quality distinctly below the normal
standard of the MS.* A (Cod. Alexandrinus), on the contrary, in this
Book rises above its usual level so as largely to make amends for the
deficiencies of the other two, and is thus to be accepted as the main
authority for the text; taking in some measure the place which, in the
greater part of the New Testament, is by consent of most critics accorded
to B (Cod. Vaticanus), and going far to compensate for the absence here
of that great authority.

Of the versions, I pass over the Ethiopic, Coptic, and Armenian, not
in disparagement of their value, but merely because I am unacquainted
with the languages in which they are written, and I distrust the second-
hand knowledge of them which can be acquired through the medium of a
Latin or other translation. Of the three, the Ethiopic Apocalypse is the
one of best attested antiquity ; on the age of the Coptic a doubt seems to
rest. If the Armenian New Testament (ascribed to the fifth century)
is rightly believed to be based, in the main, on the Peshitto, it follows

* Some facts which have been noted concerning {} may, perhaps, serve to account for the
inferior character of its text of the Apocalypse.

Tischendorf assures us (Prolegomena to N.T. Sinast., pp. xxii, xxiii ; 4to edition of 1863) that
no contemporary corrections, made by the diorthote whose hand appears in the emendations of the
text of the rest of the New Testament, are to be found in the Apocalypse. In it, therefore, we
have, as it seems, the text copied by the scribe from a single exemplar; not revised, as in the
preceding Books, by a second person using a second exemplar. Moreover, there is reason to
surmise that the single exemplar so used was not part of the same MS. as that from which the
scribe derived his text of the previous Books of the New Testament. In the very opening of it,
we are met by the singular fact that the heading and some part of the first column (thirty-two
lines) are written (¢b., p. xx, and note 1) by the person who in the rest of the New Testament
acted as diorthote, but who wrote some Books of the Old Testament part of the MS. This may
be accounted for by supposing that the New Testament scribe came to a standstill when he had
completed the Epistles (on recto of fo. 126), his archetype (or archetypes—for he may have had
three; (1°) Gospels, (2°) Panl, (8°) Praxapost.) containing no more; that his colleague, the
diorthote of the other New Testament Books, having a copy of the Apocalypse, began (on
fo. 126 verso) to write it as a supplement to the work of the former which he was engaged in
revising ;—but that, after writing these thirty-two lines, he transferred his exemplar and the
tusk of transcribing it to the other.
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that the Apocalypse is not to be accepted as an integral part of it, but
must have been added as a supplement. It will be interesting, therefore,
to investigate whether any relation of dependence, or at least of textual
affinity, can be traced between the Armenian and either of the Syriac
versions of this Book.* Textual affinity may also be looked for between
the Coptic and Syriac versions, inasmuch as the Coptic Church, being
Monophysite, was in close communion with the Monophysite Syrian
Church, from which, as I hope to show, both the Syriac versions proceed.

Under the head of Versions, therefore (apart from the Syriac =, of
which I have already treated, and to which I shall revert further on), I
confine myself to dealing with the Latin.

It is a happy circumstance, and a partial compensation for the
comparative paucity of Greek manuscript authority, that the Latin
attestation is, for the text of the Apocalypse, stronger and more varied
than for any other part of the New Testament, except of course the
Gospels. Besides the Vulgate, which gives valuable evidence, there is an
almost complete text preserved in the Commentary of Primasius on the
Apocalypse (pr), which, by comparison with the extensive citations of the
Apocalypse in the writings of Cyprian, is proved to be (in the main) an
“ African” Old Latin text not later than the third century. Moreover,
a large part of a text closely akin to, though not identical with, that of
Primasius, has been recovered from a Paris Ms., the Codez Floriacensis, or
Fleury palimpsest (k). Another version, quite distinct from these, and
complete, has been found in the great Ms. (Vulgate, except as to
Apocalypse and Acts) known as ¢ Gigas,” of Stockholm (g), which is
presumably of the ¢ European” type.

These then are the authorities—the Greek manuscripts, the Latin
versions, and the Syriac version =, by comparison with which I seek to
determine the affinities and estimate the value of the Greek text which
underlies the version S.

Even a superficial inspection of the notes attached to the Greek text
in Part I, infr., will suffice to prove that the text represented by S

* If any such relation exists, it cannot be more than partial in extent; as is proved by the
many instances in which the Armenian implies a Greek text different from that of 8 or of 3.
E.g. the word Ipis (iv. 3), which they render correctly, was read and rendered by the Armenian
(and also by the Ethiopic) in the false form {epets (as by N A and two mss.).
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contains a large element common to it with that which distinctively
belongs to the better uncials, combined with an admixture, large, but
not so large, of readings attested by less ancient authority. The greater
part of the textual criticism of the Apocalypse takes the form (as every
student of it knows) of the question, whether to accept, or to reject, the
evidence of § A C P, or three, or two or even one, of them, against that
of Q and the bulk of the cursives. In this conflict of evidence it will
be found that our translator—or the editor of the Greek text he used—
though too often led aside to follow the many, adhered in the main to the
tradition represented by the earlier and presumably more authentic few.

II.—Method adopted, and Objects pursued, in this Chapter.

As a preparation for an inquiry into the character and composition of
the text on which our translator worked, it is important that we should
enter into a detailed examination of the uncials severally; in order to
enable ourselves to measure (1) the value of each of them as a standard,
and (2) the affinity subsisting between the text of each and that of S.
This examination, though a digression from our immediate subject, is
really essential as preliminary to an investigation into the relations of
the S-text; and it will moreover be found to possess some independent
value as a study of the texts of the extant MSS. of the Apocalypse.

I have, accordingly, judged it necessary (and I believe it will be
sufficient), for a satisfactory comparison—(1°) of each MS. severally with
the rest, (2°) of S with each of them, and with each combination of them
(binary, ternary, or quaternary)—to form a full list of all the places
having more or less divided MS. attestation, where the evidence of S is
available. This list contains over 850 words or sentences, in all of which
one MS. (at least) varies from the rest: it excludes instances where all
MSS. agree, as well as instances where S is indecisive (as in case of gram-
matical or orthographical variation, ambiguity, conflation, or the like).

But of the variants affecting these places, a large proportion are not
only trivial in themselves, but are weakly attested—by a single MS. with
little or no support. Such variants are plainly worthless as materials for
the criticism of the text—the mistakes of a scribe writing carelessly, or
following a damaged archetype which he was incompetent to decipher;
they are of use only in so far as they serve to mark the character of the
. MS. in which they occur. For the purpose, therefore, of a comparison
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of S* with the MSS,, it is clearly needless to encumber our inquiry with
a multitude of what are not in any proper sense to be counted as variants,
but merely as blunders—instances not of divergency in the normal text,
but of aberrancy from it. For that purpose, accordingly, I have reduced
the list by striking out all such instances—where a MS. stands alone, or
supported only by two or three mss. of no special authority, in a reading
of no intrinsic interest or value; retaining, however, all readings that
have the authority of one MS.—either if (1°) commehded by internal
probability, or if (2°) confirmed by the approval of weighty ecritical
authority, or by any appreciable support from mss., or by any of the
Latin or either of the Syriac texts. In this reduced form I print the list
in the Appendix to this‘Dissertation, below, pp. cxxi, sgq.

1I1.—Character of the MSS. severally, as regards clerical Accuracy.

Before laying aside, however, the list in its longer or unreduced form,
it is worth while to ascertain what is to be learned from it that may be of
service in a preliminary study of the individual character, and comparative
accuracy, of each of the MSS. It will show us (1°)in how many readings
each of them stands alone, thus giving a measure of the independence of
each; and (2°) what proportion of such readings, for each MS., is negligible
or valueless, thereby testing the amount of error affecting each.

The total number of readings recorded in the long list must, of course,
be more than double the number of passages entered on that list—there
being always two, and often three (or more) readings for each passage ;
they, in fact, amount to nearly eighteen hundred. Of these, about 790
are readings of single attestation. On examination, these prove to be
very unequally distributed, as follows. Much the largest proportion
belongs to 8, over 300. Q comes next, though far behind, with more
than 200. A follows, but not closely, with 150 or 160. P shows the
comparatively small number of 60 or 70. C stands last with between
40 and 50; but if the MS. were complete (see p. xl), its number would
presumably be higher than that of P.

Of the five MSS., therefore, R is the one that diverges most inde-
pendently. The divergency of Q is not much more than two-thirds, that

* In this Chapter, I shall use 8 henceforth to denote the Greek text that underlics the Crawford
Syriac.
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of A not much more than half, and that of P not much more than one-fifth,
of the divergency of ®; while that of C is presumably about one-fourth of
the same. Again:—

Of the singular readings of N:

Over 190 prove to be negligible ; leaving 115 to be retained.
Of those of A :

Nearly 80 prove to be negligible ; leaving 81 to be retained.
Of those of P :

Nearly 20 prove to be negligible ; leaving 46 to be retained.
Of those of Q:

About 35 prove to be negligible; leaving 178 to be retained.
Of those of C [probably over 70, if the MS. were complete]:

About 30 [50] prove to be negligible; leaving 17 [26] to be

retained. '

The total of these noteworthy singular readings is therefore 437.
Thus the order of the MSS. in point of actual number of worthless
singular readings to be neglected as blunders, is different from their order
in point of divergency—except that N still heads the list. A now stands
second to it, but very far off; C (probably) third; then Q; and P last.
But when the number of these blunders for each MS. is compared with its
total number of singular readings (which is the true test of the clerical
accuracy of each), the result proves to be as follows :—

Of the singular readings found in R, nearly two-thirds (-62) are
negligible; of those in C, (probably) a slightly smaller proportion; and of
those in A, rather less than one-half (*49): while for P the proportion is
but ‘28; and for Q (lowest of all) but -17.

It follows, therefore, that, as regards clerical accuracy, the two more
recent MSS. stand higher—are more carefully executed and freer from
errors of transcription—than the three older. More particularly :—

R is, of all the five MSS., far the least worthy of regard as repre-
senting a defensible form of the text; it is aberrant rather than divergent
from the rest, to the point of eccentricity. Not only does the number
of its singular readings far exceed that of any of its brethren, but of
these the proportion of quite worthless readings, set aside by consent of
all critics (including even Tischendorf, notwithstanding his natural bias
towards the MS. of his discovery,—see below, p. li), is much greater than
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in any other MS. So many of its variants in fact are unquestionably mere
scribe’s blunders, as to cast a doubt on some of the 115 which I retain; and
I should hardly feel justified in retaining so many, even of those that
seem possible readings, were it not that in each one of this latter class
R has support, though scanty yet appreciable, from some one or two
cursives of credit, or from a Latin version, or (as we shall find to happen
in not a few notable cases) from S. I conclude, therefore, (1) that the
text of the Apocalypse presented by R is one executed by a scribe who,
through haste or incompetence, was careless in his work ; and moreover,
(2) that the exemplar which he followed contained a textual element
foreign to the normal uncial text, which element now finds only a rare and
partial support in secondary authorities, mss. and versions.

A also has a- text seriously affected by inaccuracy. Yet the number
of its singularities, though large, is little more than half of that which
R shows; and of these the greater part (81) are worthy of consideration—
many of them (see below, p. lii) being accepted as certainly right by the
best critics. Even of the rejected ones, few are absurd or impossible; in
fact, some of those which I exclude from consideration have been more
or less confidently approved by Lachmann (though by him alone)* I
conclude (1) that the scribe of A was superior in carefulness, and still
more in intelligence, to the scribe of R; and (2) that he had before him
an exemplar embodying a purer text.

C shows a much smaller amount of divergency than either of the
former. Even allowing for the lost portion of it, we cannot suppose it
probable that the number of singular readings exhibited by its text, when
entire, was half as large as for A. But though C, thus regarded, appears
in strong contrast with R (which has, probably, not less than four times as
many), in another aspect it comes very close to R—as regards the large
proportion of singular readings of the worthless sort, which for C as for N
is, as we have seen, little short of two-thirds. This MS., therefore,
presents a text deviating less than that of 8, or A, from the presumable
uncial standard ; yet, where it deviates, deviating in such wise, and in so

* It is to be borne in mind that when Lachmann constructed his text (first published in
1831), A was the only MS, fully accessible to him; X and P were as yet undiscovered; Q was
unknown to him, and C but imperfectly known. 1t was inevitable therefore that, resting as he
did solely on uncial authority, he should follow A too implicitly.

g
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large a proportion of cases, as to bespeak the hand of a scribe who was
less intelligent than industrious, though careful and painstaking, and
provided with a good exemplar.

P stands well ; both as to the fewness of its singular readings (less
than the probable corrected number for C, not nearly half of the number
of that for A, and little over one-fifth of that for X), and as to the small
proportion -of them (much less than one-third) that consists of mere
blunders or oversights. But here a new fact (to be considered more fully
further on) is noticeable, that of the retained singular readings (46 in all),
a large number prove to be singular only relatively to the uncial standard,
nearly half being attested by ample cursive evidence; a thing which
seldom occurs in case of R, and more seldom in case of A, or C,—the
singular readings of those MSS. having, for the most part, little support
from mss. It thus appears (1°) that P is a carefully written MS.; and
(2°) that, though later by three or four centuries than R, A, or C, it keeps
close in the main (but not altogether), to the text represented by their
consent. It represents, apparently, an archetype akin to them, but
admits (though sparingly) an element akin to the common cursive text.

Q on the contrary stands widely remote in text from all the other
MSS. Its singular readings are more in gross number than those of
P, or C, or A, though not so many as those of R. But the proportion of
negligible ones among them is much less than even for P. And it is so
much less than for R (for which the proportion has been shown to be
exceptionally large), that the residue retained for consideration is much
larger for Q than for R (178 against 115), very much larger (therefore)
than for any other MS. For Q, as for P, I reserve these singular readings
for subsequent examination, stating merely for the present that of the
total 178, very few are truly singular, nearly all being supported by
many, often a majority, of the mss. Q is thus shown (1°) to be a MS.
more carefully executed even than P; but (2°) to tend much more strongly
into deviation from the normal uncial towards the normal cursive text.
To this tendency, which is the characteristic predominant in Q, and not
to any want of skill or care on the scribe’s part, the wide divergency of
this MS. from its brethren is in the main due.

Thus our results are, that—
(i) Of the three greater MSS., C is the most carefully, though not the
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most intelligently, written; and comes nearest to giving a true presentation
of the normal uncial text. The other two are more extensively affected
by inaccuracy,®to a degree which, in case of ¥, seriously impairs the
authority of the MS. (as regards the Apocalypse), by reason of the nature
as well as the number of the errors which disfigure its text. In case of
A, the errors are not only fewer but far less grave; and though it is not
so free from blemishes as C, yet (and as we shall s¢ée further on) it
exhibits other characteristics which more than redeem its credit, and add
to its readings a value beyond that which attaches to those of the rest.

(ii) To the two later MSS., P and Q, two characteristics belong in
common :—(1°) that compared with the elder group, they are little
blemished by mere copyists’ blunders; (2°) that each, where it stands
apart from its fellow-MSS.—but Q much more than P—tends towards the
common cursive text. They belong to a later age, when mere errors of
transcription had (probably by a tacit and gradual process) been weeded
out, and when, moreover, a second form of text, amounting to a distinct
recension, originated we know not how, or how early, had asserted its
place beside the presumably older text, which in process of time it in
great measure superseded. To that older text P, in the main, adheres:
the extent to which it was affected by the later text is measured by the
number of readings (some 30) where in separating from the MSS. it is
supported by many mss., together with more (some 15) where the com-
bination P Q is so supported. Q, on the other hand, in its singular or
quasi-singular readings, is (not, like P, exceptionally, but) habitually on
the side of the cursives, showing in all only some 35 (barely one-sixth of
its total) that can be reckoned even as subsingular.

IV.—Character of the MSS. severally, as regards textual Value.

Dismissing now the long list, with its encumbering detail of readings
which attest hardly anything except the shortcomings of the several scribes,
I proceed to consider our reduced list, as printed helow, pp. exxv, sgg.

This list, though it still includes many readings of no avail towards
the determination of the true text, exhibits (I believe) none that will not
serve in this inquiry, as indicating the affinities of the attesting MSS.,
inler se, or with the mss., or the versions, whose readings I have compared.
The passages entered in it, as reduced, are 538 in number, and the
MS. variants recorded exceed 1100. _

g2
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1. Divergence of each MS. from the rest.

Our first inquiry must be, What does this list show to be the amount,
numerically stated, of bona fide textual divergence (as distinguished from
mere clerical inaccuracy) of each MS. from the consent of the rest?

For Q it is large—markedly larger than for any of*the others;
the number of variants in which it stands apart from them being (as
above) 178.

Its contemporary (or perhaps junior) P, shows in strong contrast to it
in this respect, standing apart in but 46 variants.

For C the amount is less than for any other—but 17. If, however,
the MS. were entire, the total would probably amount to 25 or even 30;
but, even then, it would be the least divergent of the MSS.

For A the amount is 81; largely in excess of that recorded for its
contemporary C, and considerably above the record for P.

Yet higher than A, but still below Q, ranks R in this comparison; the
amount recorded for it being 115.

To bring out yet more definitely the character of Q through the
contrast between it and P, we may assume that the consent of X A C, the
three oldest MSS., represents the consent of the uncials, and use it as our
standard by which to compare P with Q. This combination, R A C, occurs
122 times in our list. The result proves to be that P is with RAC
87 times; Q but 26 times; while P is opposed to X A C but 34 times*;
Q, 96 times.

Or, again, to avoid the uncertainty attaching to the combination 8 A C
by reason of the imperfect state of C, we may take as our standard of
reference the consent of 8 and A, which will be a fairly true standard,
inasmuch as these two MSS., though each of them deviates largely from
the normal text, deviate usually in different directions; so that the
readings in which they agree form a text nearly free from the divergent
element of each. This combination occurs 239 times; and on comparison

* Not, as might have been expected, 35 (= 122 — 87); for in one place where { A C concur,
P deficst. 8o again, P deficit in eleven places where ! A concur, and therefore opposes them
not 79 (= 239 - 160) times, but 68 (as next page).
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we find that P agrees with it 160 times; Q but 58: while P opposes it
but 68 times;* Q, 181 times.

Thus the isolation of Q among the MSS., already indicated in the
earlier stage of our inquiry, becomes more pronounced as we study it
farther. For we find (1) the Jona fide variants in which it stands alone
are half as many again as those recorded for R, eccentric though the text
of that MS. is; they are much more than double the number for A;
not far from four times the number for P; and probably six times that
for C.. And () it turns out that when we compare Q with P, taking the
combination R A C as standard of reference, the deviation of Q is over
78 per cent., while that of P is under 28. Or, if we prefer R A as standard,
the deviation of Q is still over 75 per cent.; that of P barely excceds 28.

2. Tendency of each MS. towards, or away from, the cursive text.

Yet these numerical results, striking as they are, give but an inadequate
representation of the character that belongs to Q relatively to its brethren.

In order to appreciate that character, we must recall the fact, above
touched on, that, far from being truly singular in the 178 places where it
stands apart from the other MSS., it has in most of these places the support
of some cursives,—usually of many, sometimes of nearly all, of them.
Even if we turn back to our original unreduced list, which shows over
200 places where Q so stands (including the rejected readings), the total
number of variants of Q in which it has little or no cursive support is
but 40,—less than one-fifth; whereas for P it is 35 out of some 65, more
than half—a proportion largely exceeded in case of each of the older
uncials. The characteristic fact disclosed by a study of the singular
readings of Q is, then, that the position of standing as sole uncial at the
head of a train of cursive authorities for a variant—a position not
frequently held by P, very rarely by C, A, or 8,—is usual, indeed habitual,
in case of Q.® The quality, as well as the quantity, of these instances,
compels us to regard them as a transition on the part of Q (appearing

* See note *, last page.

* The readings where one MS. deviates from its brethren with large cursive confirmation are
—for Q, 173 out of a gross total exceeding 200 (see p. xliii); for P, 30 out of between 60 and 70:
while for the older MSS. such instances are so rare as to be hardly worth notice or reckoning—
for C, 2 out of 40 or 50 ; for A, 14 out of about 150 ; for R, but 22 out of over 300.
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in P only as a tendency) towards a type of text distinct from that of
its elder brethren—the text of the ordinary cursives. It is hardly an
exaggeration to say of the isolation attributable to Q, that it is not merely
a distance removing it from the other MSS. in degree, but a difference
separating it from them in kind, such that Q (if counsidered irrespectively
of age)is to be classed in text with cursives, in script alone with uncials.
Whatever value attaches to it lies mainly in the fact that it is, by some
two hundred years, the earliest manuscript witness to the normal cursive
text of the Apocalypse as a whole. ,

Of P it may be affirmed, in view of the contrast between it and Q, that
it presents, in the main, a substantially ancient text, far though the MS.
itself fall short of XA C in age. Its late date, no doubt, makes itself felt in
the tendency (above noted) of its singular readings towards the cursive type,
to which nearly half of them approach. But the total number of such
readings is not great, and the tendency so manifested does not appreciably
affect the general character of the text; which, considering the late date
of the MS,, is surprisingly true to the uncial consent.

Of the singular readings of C, there is little to be said. They are
fewer than for any other MS.; they show no appreciable leaning towards
the cursive text; they present no character of special interest.

Neither of the two remaining MSS. is so free as C, though both are .
more free than P, from traces which may be due to the influence of the
rival text. A, and in a less degree R, deviates now and then in directions
whither many cursives go with it. But of the singular readings of 8 on
our reduced list, some few are worthy of notice; while those of A are
very seldom such as may safely be let pass without consideration. Indeed,
the question not seldom arises, whether, in some at least of the cases
where R, and (still more) where A, has for its singular readings extensive
cursive support, it may not be concluded—not that the sole uncial errs
in company with many cursives; but rather, that some (now and then,
most) cursives have retained a right reading in common with the sole
uncial.® It is also noteworthy that now and then R, and A perhaps more
frequently, is corroborated in a singular reading by two or three only—
sometimes but one—of the exceptional cursives whose text is found else-

* See ¢.g. v. 11, where X with most mss. reads ds before ¢pwjv: and again, xx. 6, where A
with most mes. omits rd before xiAca—in each case, without farther uncial authority.
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where to tend against the rest, from the cursive to the uncial type, such
as the remarkable mss., 36, 38, 79, 87.* Moreover, Latin attestation in
many instances confirms the singular readings of R, A, C, and P, even
where cursive confirmation is scanty : in case of R or A more frequently
than of C or P.*

3. Value attached to each MS. by critical Editors.

In order to test farther the comparative value of the five MSS., as inferred
from the character of the singular readings of each, it is worth while to
inquire, Of which of them have the singular readings most frequently
commended themselves to the judgment of the best textual critics? To
answer this question, I refer® to the Greek Testaments of Tischendorf (8th
edition), and of Westcott and Hort; and with them to the more recent and
very carefully considered text appended to Bernhard Weiss’s elaborate
textual study of the Apocalypse.® The results are as follows :—

From R sole, Tischendorf adopts its reading of i.11 (Zudprav; also ii. 8);
1. 15 (memvpopéve); ii. 19 (om. gov); v.11 (ins. és) ; v. 13 (om. [d] éomi);
vi. 18 (Bd\ovoa); ix. 11 (ins. ¢); xiii. 2 (Aedvrov); xvi 6 (aipara);
xviil. 12 (papyapirdv); xxi. 27 (6 wodv); xxii. 8 (BAémwy kal dkovwr);
xxii. 15 (wowdv kai ¢pddv) ; xxii. 18 (én’ adrdv 6 Beds). Of these, one only
(napyapirav) is accepted by Westcott and Hort (not without doubt), and
by Weiss (undoubtingly).® Apart from these places, Weiss admits into
his text mowjoe (for movjoy, xiii. 15) from R alone, with confidence (as in
the former case)’; Westcott and Hort, to their margin only ; and with the
same or similar uncertainty they give the above readings of v. 11, v. 13,

xiii. 2, xxi. 27 ; and also read with R, xi. 4 (évdmor without art.); xiii. 10
L]

* Such instances are :—for X, with 36, xix. 17; with 38, xvi. 15 :—for A, with 36, xvi. 4;
with 88, xvi. 12 ; xxi. 6 :—for P, with 79, xix. 10. See farther, p. lxiv, #nfr.; and Appendix,
List IT, 1 and 2.

® See ¢.g.,for R; i. 15; ii. 21 ; iii. 3:—for A, ii. 22; iv. 7; vii. 9 :—for C, xiii. 17; xviii.
23; for P, xviii. 11. So also in some of the places in last note. See farther, p. Ixiv.

¢ For the reasons stated, note to p. xlv, 1 do not refer to Lachmann’s edition. Those of
Griesbach (1774—1806) and Scholz (1830-36) were likewise formed too early for our purpose.

" 4 Dis Johannes-Apokalypse (in Gebhardt and Harnack’s Texte u. Untersuchungen, VII. Band,
Heft i.), Leipzig, 1891. '
* See Weiss, pp. 129, 131.
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(dmoxreive) ; xiv. 8 (om. dyyelos). But they adopt unreservedly, xxii. 21
(r@v ayiwv without wdvrwv).

From A sole, Tischendorf adopts ds dvfpdmov, iv. 7; omission of Huds,
v. 9; dfios, V. 12; €fwhev (for éfw), xi. 2; repetition of els aiypalwoiav,
xiii. 10; dvfpwmos éyévero, xvi. 18; adrys, xvii. 4; peblovoav éx, xvii. 6 ;
émeoev (bis), xviil. 2; omission of dwd oD @eod, xx. 9; yéyovar, xxi. 6;
wdvrov without 76v dyiwv, xxii. 21; omission of duijr, xxii. 21. In all
these places Weiss concurs, except xi. 2 (where he prefers the reading
of Q); and he adopts moreover from A the omission of adrod, ii. 18;
éori without &, v. 13; omission of the second 8ud, vi. 9; dvaroldv, vii. 2
and xvi. 12; kai for the first wijre, vii. 8; eldov Gxhov moldy, vii. 9; xal
for ov, 1. ; dorpamai before ¢wvai, viii. 5; omission of adrois, xi. 12;
loxvoey, xii. 8; Bacanobhijoovrar, xiv. 10; vmdye, xvii. 8; oi d\pbwor,
xix. 9; omission of 7d before xilia, xx. 6; insertion of adradv ®eds, xxi. 3;
éyd elps, xxi. 6; Svopdv hefore vérov, xxi. 13; insertion of xail after Soov,
xxi. 16; év for émi, xxii. 16. Westcott and Hort agree with Tischendorf
as to xi. 2, and with both Tischendorf and Weiss as to iv. 7, v. 9, xiii. 10,
xvil. 4, xvii. 6, xviii. 2, xxi. 6 (yéyovar), xxii. 21 (om. duijv); also (doubt-
fully) v. 12, xvi. 18, xx. 9. They admit moreover, but with doubt, the
readings accepted by Weiss (as above) of ii. 18, vii. 2, vii. 3, viii. 5, xii. 8,
xvi. 12, xvii. 8, xix. 9, xx. 6, xxi. 3, xxii. 16. Of the A-readings which
the other two editors reject, they adopt 7¢ for s, ii. 8, ii. 18 ; omission
of recadpwy, ix. 13: and they mark in their text as doubtful, or place on
their margin, about a dozen more.

From C sole, but two readings appear to have been received, and that
into but one edition (Westcott and Hort’s), and with doubt :—omission of
ﬁna.l' dpijv (vii. 12), and od (for ovre) perevénoar (ix. 20). In the margin
of the same edition two C-readings also are noticed :—éxere (ii. 10);
omission of o7 (ii. 14).

From P sole, no variant has been received into any of these three
editions, except (doubtfully) by Westcott and Hort, the omission of éx’
(xxii. 5): but all three adopt the interpunction after dn’ dpre (xiv. 13),*
and after odkér (xviii. 11), for which it is the only uncial authority.

From Q sole, Tischendorf adopts alpara, xviii. 24 ; adrg, xxi. 6: Weiss,
éfw, xi. 2; é&ov, xvVil. 8; papyapirass, xviii. 16; 6 Beds én’ adrdy, xxii. 18:

* Tn this place, R A C stand neutral, and Q alone opposes P.
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Westcott and Hort, the last only ; but (doubtfully) pov, ii. 7; éyd, v. 4;
6 (before per’ adrov), xix. 20; Xpuwrrov, xxii. 21; and a few other
+ Q-readings. In nearly all these, Q has large cursive support.

It is clear then that A is, from this point of view, pre-eminent among
the MSS. Of its 81 singular readings, Westcott and Hort adopt 13, and
admit with reserve more than twice as many more. Weiss adopts 31.
Even Tischendorf accepts 13,—a larger proportion than of those of his
own MS., X (15 of 115). The other two editors, as we have seen, admit
hardly any reading on the sole testimony of R, or of C, P, or Q. In eight
places, A stands as the sole MS. witness for readings, including some of
the highest importance, which all the critical editions above cited concur
in accepting ; whereas not one place can be found in which any other MS.
holds such a position of authority. In three other places there is a like
unanimity in its favour, qualified only by notes of doubt in the edition of
Westcott and Hort. But one such instance appears where R is the sole
witness, and not one for any of the other three. Thus it is from A alone
of the five that the text has received independent contributions towards its
rectification, appreciable in number and in value.* Of it alone we can
affirm that, where it stands as sole witness, it is signally right so often
as to indicate the presence in it of an element of peculiar value and of
probably primitive authority.

4. Summary of resulls as to the MSS. severally.

To sum up :—

Of the three older MSS., C, and of the two later ones, P, exhibit on the
whole a more fairly normal uncial text than the others do; the deviations
of C being due mainly to deficiencies on the part of the scribe ; those
of P mostly to the influence of a distinct type of text. The remaining
three deviate much more largely. Q is a late MS. with a text studiously
conformed throughout by a careful hand to that cursive type which in P
appears only to a limited extent, and from which A and R, and still
more, C, are in the main free. N, over and above its abounding errors
of negligence, presents a text, ancient undoubtedly, but far from being

* It is to be borne in mind that I restrict our examination to the variants which are
perceptible in 8. If I were to include variations in orthography and grammar, the case for
A would be still stronger. It exhibits many archaic forms, evidently retained from the primitive

text, which the other MSS. have lost.
h
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purely representative of the uncial consent,—debased, rather, by admixture
of an alien element of unknown but early origin. A excels the rest in
this, that it alone is characterized by singular readings which are to be
accepted, not as divergencies from a standard text, but as survivals of the
primitive and authentic text whence its brethren have diverged.

NOTE PREFATORY TO CHAPTER IV.

If the missing part of C were fecovered, it is presumable that most, if not all, of the numerical
details of the following Chapter would be modified.

(1) The readings attested by C alone would be probably increased from 7 to 11 or 12.—
(2) Of the 72 attested by X alone, 32 occur where C fails; some of these, therefore, would
probably be transferred to the group X C. Similarly; of the 27 of A, of the 18 of P, and of the
40 of Q, many would pass to A C, CP, C Q, respectively.—(3) Of the groups X A (13 instances),
NP (11), RQ(21), AP (13), AQ (14), PQ (15), for like reasons as above, many would be
transferred to NAC, RCP, RCQ, ACP, ACQ, CPQ.—(4) The groups NAP, RAQ,
N PQ, APQ, number respectively 45, 10, 20, 12. Many transfers would be made from these
to RACP, RACQ, RCPQ, ACPQ.—(5) An instance of the group RAPQ, in a place
where C fails, might be changed into an instance of all MSS. concurring, and would thus pass
out of our total list. But in point of fact, no such instance occurs.

Hence it follows :

(1) That the total number of 538 instances would probably be increased by a few singular
readings of C; possibly to 542 or 543.—(2) That, as regards head &, against this small increasc
in it, due to C, would be set a decrease under each of the other heads; the result being that the
instances under head § would be on the whole diminished in number.—(3) That, as regards
head v, the four binary groups containing C would each receive an increase (corresponding to
the decrease affecting R, A, P, Q, severally, under head 8); while the remaining six groups

" would be diminished. Under this head, then, as under §, there would probably be a decrease
on the whole.—(4) That, as regards head B, the decrease under the six binary groups which
exclude C would appear in the form of an increase in the six ternary groups containing C; while
each of the remaining four (RAP, RAQ, NPQ, APQ) would be diminished. But the range of
probable diminution is very large in APQ, and much larger in { AP; and it is therefore doubtful
whether, on the whole, the number of ternary groups would be increased or decreased.—(5) That,
as regards head a, there would be an increase in the four groups which include C; and against
this increase there would be no counter-decrease under R AP Q (see above).

Thus (finally), the total number of cases would be increased, to a possible maximum of
nearly 545; the distribution under each head would be altered, with the general result that
the number under each of the heads 8, y, (8 doubtful) would be decreased, but under head a
largely increased ; and the position of C, as the most frequent constituent of the groups, especially
the quaternary, and as the most constant representative of the normal uncial text, would be
rather strengthened.
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CHAPTER IV.

THE GREEK TEXT UNDERLYING THE VERSION 8.

I Nxow apply myself to test the text that underlies S by comparing it
with the text of the MSS., collectively in groups, and severally, by means
of the appended collection of readings (list I, Appendix, pp. cxxv, sg7.) on
which this investigation is based.

This list enables us to exhibit the facts of the case in a numerical
form. It sets forth (as above stated, pp. xlii, xliii) in 538 places where
the evidence of S is available, all the noteworthy variants which have more
or less divided uncial evidence, none being omitted which even one uncial
attests, if corroborated by any appreciable evidence of cursives, or by a
Latin or Syriac version, or if approved by sufficient critical authority.

I.—Numerical Expression of Amount of Agreement between S and each MS.

I find that in these 538 places—

S agrees with Q 218 times: so that in nearly three-fifths (320) of
the cases before us it is, opposed to Q.

S agrees with P 285 times; so that the cases where it is opposed to
P are but 253—considerably less than half (*47) of the whole number.*

S agrees with A 290 times; the cases of agreement being very
slightly more, and those of disagreement (248, being ‘46 of the whole) as
slightly less, than are shown by P.

S agrees with R 330 times. Here, therefore, S finds most support,
and the cases of disagreement are 208, less than two-fifths of the whole.

S agrees with C (which I take last in order because of the rectifi-
cation needed by its figures) 198 times. But inasmuch as in 196 of the
places in our list C is wanting, and is forthcoming therefore for but 342

* These figures require slight correction, inasmuch as P is wanting in rather more than

twenty of the 538 places. ba
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of them, it appears that we are to compare these 198 cases with a total of
342 only; in other words, that if the MS. were entire, the 198 would be
increased to something over 310. The proportion of agreement with S,
therefore (so far as can be judged from the extant part of C), is consider-
ably higher (about 58 per cent.), and that of disagreement correspondingly
lower (about 42 per cent.), for C than for any of the others, except X, which
it closely approaches. , _

This result is not, however, to be absolutely relied on, for we cannot
be sure that the amount of agreement with S was as great in the lost
parts of C as in the extant parts (see above, p. liv).

The result, then, of the comparison of S with the uncials (setting C
aside for the moment because of the uncertainty that attaches to its
statistics) is, that S has the mazimum of uncial support from X, and the
mintmum from Q: the instances of agreement being over 61 per cent. for
8, and under 41 for Q, out of the total list of 538 readings; while the
percentage for P is nearly 53 and that for A a shade higher—nearly 54.
[That for C is probably intermediate between that for R and that for A.]
Thus Q is the only MS. for which it is under 50 per cent.

I1.— Variation of this Amount according to Group-distribution of the MSS.

This comparison may be pressed farther, and fuller results may be
obtained, by examining our list, and classifying the readings it records
according as they are severally attested by one, two, three, or four MSS.

The 538 places on the list, when thus classified, fall into four divisions,
as follows® : —

CLass (a).— Where four MSS. agree with S, i.e., where it is supported by
gquaternary groups ; of which places there are, in all, 141.

Of these, the largest proportion, 66 (nearly one-half of the whole
number) belong to the group X ACP, t.e., the one group which excludes

Q; leaving 75 to the groups into which Q enters, of which 18 belong

to RACQ, 9to RAPQ, 26 to RCPQ, 22 to ACPQ.

Crass (B).— Where three MSS. agree with 8, i.e., where the groups are
ternary ; of which cases there are, in all, 127.

Under this head the figures yield a result similar to (but more marked

* The reader who is not disposed to go into numerical details may omit this section (IL.), and
pass on to section III., in which he will find the results summed up.
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than) that found under (a), so far as this, that much more than half—
almost three-fifths—belong to groups which exclude Q, as follows.—To
group RAC, 7 belong; to RAP, 45; to RCP, 5;to ACP, 18; in all, 75:
as against 52 belonging to groups containing Q, »iz.,, 10 to RA Q; 2 to
RCQ; 0toRXPQ; 4t0c ACQ; 12t0 APQ; 4to CPQ.

Crass (y).— Where two MSS. agree with 8, i.e., where they give it their
support in pasrs; of which there are, in all, 106.

Here we are met by a different result. Of these pairs, those into which
Q enters are not far from equal in number with those which exclude it, 51
against 55. Of the latter class, the pair X A numbers 13; RC, 5; RP, 11;
AC, 12; AP, 13; CP, 1. Of the former, RQ, 21; AQ, 14; CQ, 1;
PQ, 15.

Crass (8).— Where but one MS. agrees with S, of which the instances are
164 in all. . :

Here, as under (y), Q stands high, the readings which it alone of the
MSS. supports being 40, largely exceeding those supported by A, which
are but 27, or by P and C, which are but 18 and 7 respectively. But a
new fact comes now to light as regards R, which under this head proves to
stand highest, supporting S in no less than 72 instances.

Reverting now to the totals (as given above, p. lv) of agreements
between S and X A CP Q severally, we find that the figures, when
rearranged in view of the group-distribution, yield for each MS. the
following results:—

Of the 218 readings in which S agrees with Q: 75 belong to the
quaternary groups (RACQ, 18; RAPQ,9; RCPQ, 26; ACPQ, 22):
52 to the ternary (RAQ, 10; RCQ, 2; RPQ,20; ACQ, 4; APQ, 12;
CPQ, 4): 51 to the binary (RQ, 21; AQ, 14; CQ, 1; PQ, 15). Ip
40, Q stands apart from the rest.

Of the 285 agreements of S with P: 123 are in the quaternary groups
(RACP, 66; RAPQ, 9; RCPQ, 26; ACPQ, 22); 104 in the ternary
(RAP,45; RCP,5; RPQ,20; ACP,18; APQ, 12; CPQ, 4); 40in
the binary (RP, 11; AP, 13; CP,1; PQ, 15). In 18, P stands alone.

Of the 290 agreements of S with A: 115 are in the quaternary groups
(RACP,66; RACQ,18; RAPQ,9; ACPQ, 22); 96 in the ternary
(RAC,7; RAP,45; RAQ,10; ACP,18; ACQ,4; APQ,12); 52 in
the binary (R A, 13; AC, 12; AP, 13; AQ, 14). In 27, A stands alone.
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Of the 330 agreements offS with R: 119 are in the quaternary groups
(RACP,66; RACQ,18; RAPQ,9; RCPQ, 26); 89 in the ternary
(RAC,7; RAP, 45; RAQ, 10; RCP, 5; RCQ, 2; RPQ, 20); 50
in the binary (R A, 13; RC, 5; RP, 11; RQ, 21). In 72, X stands alone.

Of the 198 agreements of S with C: 132 are in the quaternary
groups (RACP, 66; RACQ, 18; RCPQ,26; ACPQ, 22); 40 in the
ternary (RAC, 7; RCP,5; RCQ, 2; ACP,18; ACQ,4; CPQ, 4);
19 in the binary (RC, 5; AC, 12; CP,1; CQ, 1). In 7, C stands alone.

[The probable corrected totals will be (see above, p. liv}—Agreements,
311: quaternary, 207 ; ternary, 63; binary, 30; sole, 11.]

If, again, we examine our four classes, a, B, y, 8, to ascertain how the
five MSS. severally stand in each class, we find the following results :—

For the above 141 cases where the groups are quaternary (class a): Q
agrees with S in but 75 cases; P in 123; A in 115; R in 119; C in 132.
Thus in this class, 8 and A are nearly on a par as supporters of S; P but
8 trifle above them ; Q is considerably the lowest of all, and C the highest,
even in its incomplete state [if it were complete, the figure would pre-
sumably exceed 200, as above].

For the above 127 cases where the groups are ternary (class B):—

Q agrees with S in but 52 cases; P in 104; A in 96; R in 89; C in 40
[corrected, 63]. Thus R and A change places, but keep pretty close
together, and P not much above; Q being still distinctly the lowest : but
C now falls below R, A, P, the highest place belonging in this class to P.

For the above 106 cases where the groups are binary (class y):—

Q in this class stands among the first, agreeing with S in 51 cases;
Pin 40; Ain 52; Rin 50; Cin 19 [corrected, 30]. Thus R and A are
even closer together than before; but P is’ now distinctly below them,
and C still lower than in class 8; while Q has passed from the lowest
to almost the highest place,—by a shade higher than X and lower than A.
In this class the figures for the several MSS. are less unequal than in
a or B, except for C, which even as corrected is far behind the rest; but
A is slightly first.

For the above 164 cases where the MISS. stand single (class 8) :—
Q appears in this class as agreeing with S in 40 cases; P in 18;
A in 27; N in 72, far exceeding the rest; C in but 7 [corrected, 117,
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far the lowest number. Thus R has in this class parted company with A,
and now heads the list; Q following, though at a long interval ; then A;
then P; and finally C. )

ITL. — Analysis of the Figures arrived at in II1.

We are now in a position to analyze the figures above arrived at, and
thus to prepare for interpreting their import as regards the relation borne
by the MSS. severally to S.

In the case of Q, the total of its agreement with S, which as we
have seen is much less than for any one of the other MSS. (218 instances),
would be small indeed, if it were not more strongly represented (relatively
to the others) in classes y and 8 than it is in classes a and 8. In other
words, S tends towards Q with greater relative frequency where Q stands
alone or as one of a pair of MSS than where it stands in a ternary or
quaternary group.

In the case of P, the results stand in sharp contrast to those arrived
at for Q. Not only does the total of its agreement with S (285 instances)
largely exceed that of Q, but it shows its highest figures where Q islowest,
in the ternary and quaternary classes, and its lowest where Q is highest,
in the class of pairs and in that of single instances,—dropping very
abruptly as one passes from the two former classes to the two latter.
Thus the support of P to S is relatively much more frequent where P is
one of a ternary or quaternary group, than where it stands apart, or
paired with one other MS.

The case of A yields results numerically akin to those found for P.
The figures are nearly the same as regards the total (290), and are
similarly distributed, though not so unevenly, among the four classes, with
a drop in passing from a« and B to y and §, in the same direction as in
case of P, but less in amount,

The case of R stands by itself, differing in more than one respect
from the rest. For it the total of agreement with S (330)is higher, as
we have seen, than for R, A, P, or Q,—higher probably than even for C;
but the distribution of its instances of agreement among the four classes is
less unequal than for any other MS. It alone cannot be said to stand low
in any one of the four classes ; though not first in a, B, or v, it keeps close
to A in all three classes, and rises far above A and all the rest in the
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fourth ; its preponderance in that class being so great as to overbalance
the higher figures attained by other MSS. in the other classes.

In the case of C, taking the MS. in its imperfect condition as it
stands, the actual amount of agreement with S is, as might be expected,
less than for any other (198): but if we assume that in the lost parts of it
the proportion of agreement was the same as in the extant parts, the
corrected total (as above, pp. liv,lv, lvi) will be about 311, little short of the
total shown by R, and greater than for any of the rest. As the MS. stands,
the distribution of the 198 instances, though similar to that in A and P,
shows & more rapid diminution in passing from the quaternary class (a)
downwards, than in A or even P. And when we rectify the figures for C,
this unevenness of distribution will be enhanced ; for the probable increase
of the total number of instances, from 198 to 311, will, as has been shown,
fall presumably in class a mainly. Thus for C, if entire, it would pro-
bably be found that its agreements with S, which in class 3 are fewer
even than for P, would in class a be almost as muny as for N.

IV.— Interpretation of numerical Results.

These numerical results, thus analyzed, give us an insight into the
relation borne by S to the text of the five MSS. severally.

1. S with Q.—The text of this MS. is, as has been shown above, of
a type distinct from that in which the other four uncials tend to consent,
and coincides largely with what may be styled the cursive text. The facts
now established, of the relation between Q and S, are:—That S agrees less
frequently with Q than with any of the other four; that with Q alone its
agreements are less numerous than its disagreements; that this comparative
infrequency of agreement lies chiefly in the classes where Q occurs in
combination with two or three of its brethren; but that, where Q stands
alone among the MSS., or with but one other of them, S shows a relatively
larger tendency to side with Q, and that the number of cases where S
thus sides with Q (usually supported by many mss.) against the rest is
considerable. It follows, therefore, that, on the whole, the text of S is
mainly of the uncial type; that its adhesion to this type is most manifest
where the MSS. are most agreed infer se; but that into it there enters an
admixture, of secondary but appreciable amount, of a text of the Q-type.

2. S with P.—The text in this case we -have found to be of normal
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uncial type, with but few individualisms. To it, therefore, as such, S in
the main keeps pretty close; closest where the uncial consent approaches
most nearly to unanimity. Where P stands alone, S is but seldom with it.

3. S with C,—The text of C is, as we have seen, more purely repre-
sentative of the average uncial than even P, or any other; and it is, of
the five, marked by the least proportion of individualisms. In the class
of instances where four MSS, concur, C is the one which supports S more
fully than any other MS.; less fully than any other (very rarely indeed)
in the class where the MSS. stand singly. Thus the case of C is similar
to that of P, but more strongly marked. As a MS. representative of the
average uncial text, it supports S more strongly, as an individual MS. less
strongly, than any other of the five.

4. S with A.—Numerically, the results in this case are closely akin to
those we have found for the two preceding, except that the coincidences
of 8 with the singular readings of A, are less infrequent than with those
of C or P. And when we recall the fact (see above, pp. lii, liii), that
many of these singular readings of A are of special value, tending, not as
in case of Q, downward in the direction of a more recent form of the text,
but upward towards a form more archaic than that of the average uncial,
and presumably primitive, we are led to inquire whether S has retained
any of these important readings. On examination, it proves to exhibit
the following:—r¢ for is, ii. 8 and ii. 18; omission of adrod, ii. 18; ds
avlpamov, iv. T; déwos, v. 12; dvarohdv (plural), vii. 2 and xvi. 12; €l8ov
oxN\ov molvw, vii. 9; é&wlev, xi. 2; els alypalwoiav repeated, xiii. 10;
abris (for s yis), xvii. 4; peblovoar ék, xvil. 68; dmdye, xvii. 8; émecer
repeated, xviii. 2; insertion of oi before d\ypfwoi, xix. 9; omission of 7d
before xilia, xx. 6; yéyovav, xxi. 6 ;—also (nearly) insertion of adrdv @eds,
xxi. 8. 8 thus goes with A in an appreciable number of its most notable
and approved singular readings (see especially note on xxi. 6, p. 49 infr.).

5. S with R.—This is, as we have seen, an exceptional MS.; and we
have seen that its relations with S are exceptional likewise. It exhibits a
text fundamentally at one with the consent of A C P, yet with a large alloy
of foreign and inferior metal. And S, as has been shown, agrees with it,
on the whole, more extensively than with any other, the excess of agree-
ment lying chiefly in the class of cases where ® diverges in a direction
away from the rest. That is to say, S agrees with R, not only in so far as

R represents the average uncial, but (largely) in the individualisms, often
i

¢
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eccentric, which characterize X. In fact, there are a few instances where
the singular readings of R would hardly be worth recording, were it not
that, though otherwise unsupported, or nearly so, they reappear in S: such
as—insertion of elva, ii. 20; insertion of Ajoar, v. 5 [also Latin Vulgate];
Yuxijv (for plural), viii. 9; pvpiddas (for nominative), ix. 16 [also 3] ; év
$6Be for éudoBor, xi. 13 (also lat. of Primasius) ;eomission of kai 6 dpifpds
avrov, xiii. 18; dwakociwy for éfarooiwy, xiv. 20 [also ms. 26] ; insertion of
avrdv, xxi. 12. I omit many examples where the variation is more minute,
or where it is supported by one or two mss., or by =, or by a Latin version,
or by some combination of such. None of the above has been adopted
from R by any editor: but of the few other singular readings of R so
adopted, with or without doubt (see p. li), S8 agrees in Zuvdpvar (for Zpu.),
i. 11, ii. 18; wemvpwpéve, i. 15; insertion of &s, v. 11; BdA\ovoa, vi. 13;
insertion of ¢, ix. 11; Aedvrow, xiil. 2; dmoxreive, xiil. 10; movjoe:, xiii.
15 ; papyapirdv, xviii. 12 ; 6 moudv, xxi. 27 ; BA\émrwy Kkal dxodwy, Xxii. 8 ; én’
avrov 6 @eds, xxii. 18. In some of these, R has considerable support also
from mss., Latin versions, or 3.

To sum up :—

S is in the main a witness to the normal uncial text; but not altogether
such. It is a mixed text, into which two main components enter, in
unequal proportion: the larger component being a text adhering to the
consent of RA C P (or the majority of them), and the smaller component
a text agreeing with Q and the cursives. But in the larger component
there is not uniformity in its adhesion to the uncials severally. In so far
ag it is simply normal, it keeps closest to C and P, especially the former;
but it is now and then abnormal in a direction where A, or more frequently
R, leads it. Thus, where it leaves R, A, C, and P for Q, it passes from
the uncial to the cursive type; where it leaves A, C, P for R, it tends to
an aberrant form of text, and is so far discredited as sharing in the
eccentricity of R; where it leaves R, C, P for A, it often appears to revert
to a more authentic and probably primitive tradition, and shares, so far,
in the credit that attaches to A as the MS. that on the whole preserves
most faithfully the archetypal text.
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V.—Further Examination of the comparative Relations of S with Greek Texts.

The comparison in value between the attestation of S by X and by A
may be carried further by examining the X Q and A Q groups.

Of the 21 R Q readings of S, Weiss accepts but five. Of these, Westcott
and Hort admit but two, certainly; the other three (with four more),
doubtfully—nine in all. Tischendorf, biassed (as before noted) in favour
of R, accepts eight of these nine with three more—eleven in all. There
remain nine, unanimously rejected from all three editions.

But of its A Q readings, but 14 in all (all having ample cursive or Latin
support), one only (the second insertion of ra évdpara in xxi. 12), though
supported by good mss. and by the Vulgate, is unanimously and without
question rejected by our editors. Weiss rejects two more, adopting eleven
in all. These two, with a third, Westcott and Hort mark as doubtful,
adopting nine with certainty. Tischendorf adopts six in all.

So far, then, as these instances go, the contrast established between the
RQ and the A Q groups points the same way as the contrast previously
shown to exist between the class of cases where R, and the class where A,
is the sole uncial support of S. On the one hand, the 21 R Q readings
of S indicate that it goes with R in deviating towards the text of Q and
the cursives; on the other hand, its rarer A Q readings (14) represent,
for the most part, the exceptional retention by S, together with Q and its
satellites, of the authentic text, for which A is the main authority.

Again, comparing infer s¢ the binary groups in which S has P for
one of its supporters (X P, AP, P Q), we find further confirmation of
the above results.

The P Q readings of S are 15. Tischendorf adopts five of these, of
which two only are received into Westcott and Hort’s text; but they admit
besides (with doubt) three of those which Tischendorf passes by. Weiss
adopts four, agreeing with Tischendorf as to two only; with Westcott
and Hort only as to one of those two, and one which they place on their
margin. Thus the three editions concur in rejecting six; in absolutely
accepting only one. It follows, therefore, that P, even more decidedly
than R, so far as it sides with Q, is somewhat disparaged as a supporter of
the text of S. *

The readings of R that are confirmed by combination with P meet

with more approval from our critics. There are 11 such readings. Of
: i2
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these, three are adopted by Weiss (the omission of éyd, v. 4; Bao\edoovor,
v. 10; per’ adrov 6, xix. 10), the first and third of which Westcott and
Hort also admit, but doubtfully. Four more they admit also doubtfully,
absolutely rejecting the remaining five. Tischendorf rejects three of these
five, with one other, and adopts seven in all, including Weiss’s three.
Thus, there are three of these readings which all agree in rejecting ; and
there is not one accepted without reserve by all. Some of them have Latin
support.

But as regards the readings of S that belong to group AP (13 in all),
the critics approach much more nearly towards agreement. Two of them
they all reject (Yuxpds before (eords in iii. 16; the insertion of «ai
peponpévov after mvedparos drabdprov in xviii. 2). All the remaining
eleven, Weiss accepts; as do Westcott and Hort (with doubt as to three of
them): Tischendorf rejects five of them. Thus there remain six unani-
mously accepted. '

The conclusion yielded by the above comparison is, then, that P, as a
supporter of S, i strongly accredited so far as it is confirmed by A ; but
less strongly where it is confirmed by ®; and that it is, on the whole,
discredited by the more frequent instances where it agrees with Q.

The relation borne by the S-text to that of the uncials, collectively, in
groups, or severally, might be discussed farther ; but enough has been now
said to establish the general conclusions above stated as to the text which
our translator had before him, or formed for himself.

It is to be added that, of the cursives 36, 38, 79, 87 above referred
to (p. li), with which may be joined 1, 7,28, 35, 49, 91, 95, 96, 152, some
support S in conjunction not only with X or A, but with some other one
of the MSS., or with one or more Latin texts, against the remaining MSS.,
and all or nearly all mss. Sometimes S stands with one or more of these
against all other Greek copies, or even against all other authorities, Gre ek
and Latin.* Of this perhaps the most notable instance is its agreement
with 152 in the interpolation in ii. 13, for which see note in loc.

* The relations of 8 with these mss., especially 36, 38, 95, deserve to be examined more fully.
And if the text to which the Commentary of Andreas is attached, were available in a trustworthy
£8rm, a comparison with it too would be important (see note on Greek text of viii. 12).

1 have noticed nine cases where 38 is the sole Greek supporter of 8, seven where 95, three
where 36; also twenty where 38 and 8 have with them but a few mss. and no MS. ; twenty -three
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VI.—Relations of S with the Latin Versions severally.

In pursuing this investigation, it is important to examine the support
which the S-text finds in the Latin versions—Old, and Vulgate.

1. S with Latin and MS. support.—On this part of the subject I have
touched more than once in the preceding discussion; and in list I (Ap-
pendix, pp. cxxv, sgq.), the Vulgate (both Amiatine and Clementine), and
both forms of the Old Latin, appear throughout among the textual witnesses
cited. Without going into detail, or classifying the Latin texts into groups,
as I have done in examining the evidence of the Greek MSS., it will suffice
in the first instance to state summarily that, out of the 538 instances entered
in this list, S has the support of the Vulgate in more than 300 (in 317 if
we take as standard the Amiatine text, as I shall do throughout; if the
Clementine, in 332); of the European Old Latin (g) in nearly as many
(304) ; of the African (pr) less frequently (in 267).* In nearly 100 of them
none of these Latin texts is with S.

2. S with Latin support against all MSS.—Again, in the 215 instances of
list IT (pp. cxli—ecxliii) in which S is against all MSS., there are 124 (II, 1
and 3) in which it is supported by one or more of the Latin texts. The
Vulgate is with it in about 50 of these (am, 44; ¢/, 55). But for the Old
Latin the facts are noteworthy. In list II, pr, which we found to be lowest
in list I, stands far ahead of the others, sapporting S in 82 instances (two-

thirds of the entire number); while g stands much on the same level as the

Vulgate, supporting S in but 47. Farther; of these instances, the number
in which pr is the only Latin text that agrees with S, amounts to 36: while
for g it is but 9, for the Vulgate, but 10 or 12. Moreover, of these 36, there
are but 10 in which pr has any Greek support (that of a few mss., some-
times of but one); but 6 in which = is with it; and there remain 20 in
which the combination pr S stands alone, opposed to the consent of all

where 36 and 8. Of the uncials, § is found with 38 and 8, against all else, four times; with 36
and S three times: A with 38 and S once. Both {} and A now and then have some other sole
ms. with them and 8. .

* It is to be borne in mind that no comparison can properly be made between these figures and
those which show the amount of agreement between S and the MSS. severally (above, p. 1v).
In the 538 cases here used as basis of calculation, no account is taken of the cases where 8 differs
from the Latin texts, with or against the consent of the uncials, Within the range of these 538,
we may safely compare MS. with MS,, or Latin text with Latin text, but not MS. with Latin,
as regards extent of agreement with 8. .
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other authorities—Greek, Latin, and Syriac: whereas the like combination
g S occurs unsupported but 4 times, and »g S but 3 times. In other
words, the Vulgate and g, though they agree very largely with S in
company with one or more of the uncials, very seldom do so when it has
little or no Greek support: while pr, though it stands markedly below the
other forms of the Latin in amount of agreement with S in the former
class of cases, is far above them in the latter class—the class, namely, of
subsingular readings. It thus appears that pr, standing thus lowest in the
one class, and highest in the other, tends farther than do ¢ and the
Vulgate to deviate from the uncial text, or any uncial-attested form of
text, into a line of its own; and moreover, that in this line it has, to an
appreciable extent, S as the companion of its deviations.

The interpretation of the facts thus ascertained seems to be: on the
one hand, that (1) the coincidences between S and the Vulgate, or the
European (g) type of Old Latin, form (for the most part)* no reliable
addition to the results already obtained from our examination of S in its
affinities with the MSS.; but may be illusory, resulting merely from the
common relation borne by the Syriac and the Latin to known forms of
Greek text, represented in one or more of the extant uncials. And, on
the other hand, that () the coincidences between S and the African (pr)
type of Old Latin, are real tokens of affinity traceable to a common source
apart from all known MSS., a very ancient type of text, attested often by
. no extant Greek copy, or at most by one, two, or three cursives, of which
type, in not a few cases, S and pr are thus the sole surviving represen-
tatives.

3. S with each several combination of MS. with Latin version.—It is worth
while, however, to revert to list I, in order to ascertain how far each Latin
text shares with S its inclination towards, or against, this or that form
of text as presented by the uncials severally.

The figures prove to be as follows, for each MS. so far as it agrees
with S:— '

For ®; the combination »g R occurs 202 times, g R, 200; pr 8, 175.
For A the figures are: vg A, 222; g A, 197; pr A, 176. For P, vg P, 208;
g P, 201; pr P, 169. For Q: v9 Q, 131; ¢ Q, 133; pr Q, 115.

* I have said, * for the most part,” because in a few instances the unsupported coincidences
of g at least with 8, seem to betoken a common source distinct from all extant Greek. See
especially xii. 10, and notes on Greek text there ; and xviii. 12 (réuov).
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I proceed to consider the questions which are suggested, and may be
answered, by these figures.

We have seen above that Q represents to a great extent a type of
text distinct from that of the other MSS., and that S tends to the latter
rather than to the former. The question then arises, Do the Latin texts
tend towards the Q-type, or (like S) away from it ?

Let us compare the cases of Q and A. We have seen (p. 1v) that,
out of the 538 instances of list I, S is with Q tgree-fourths as often as
with A. If then the tendency of the Latin texts was uniform as between
A and Q, in supporting S, the combinations vg Q, g Q, pr Q would be
three-fourths of the corresponding combinations vg A, g A, pr A. But the
proportion actually found to subsist is much less than three-fourths,
about two-thirds; and for vy Q especially, it is under three-fifths the
amount for vg A.

A comparison of the cases of X and P with that of Q leads to similar
results somewhat less marked in degree.

We infer then that the Latin texts, especially the Amiatine Vulgate,
within the range of the agreement of S with the uncials, tend to follow
the Q-type to a less extent than the type of the other uncials, especially
the type represented by A.

We have seen (p. Ixi) that R contains an aberrant element, shared to an
appreciable extent by S. Does this R-element appear in the Latin texts ?

S, as has been shown, is much more frequently with X than with any
other MS. Then, as before, if the tendency of the Latin, in supporting S,
were uniform as between R and the other MSS., we should find g R, g R,
pr R, far outnumbering the like combinations for A and P severally, as well
as for Q. But the above figures show that vy A largely and »g P slightly
outnumber vg R, while g R, pr R, are about on a par withg A, prA, ¢ P,
pr P. It is probable, therefore, that the Latin texts, while sharing with
S its general affinity to the normal uncial text, tend, not like S, towards
the R-type of that text, but rather towards that of P; or, still more,
towards that of A—the tendency towards the A-type being most marked
in the -Vulgate.

The relation of the Latin texts to R, A, and Q, severally (putting aside
P as less important and showing fewer characteristic features), will be more
distinctly discerned if we confine our observation to the cases where one of
these MSS. is the sole uncial supporter of S. These cases number 72 for
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R; 40 for Q; 27 for A:—that is, the concurrence of S with the subsingular
readings of A is little more in amount than one-third of its concurrence
with the subsingular readings of R, and barely over two-thirds of its
concurrence with those of Q. But when we examine how far the Latin,
Old or Vulgate, goes with S in this respect, we find—

In the 72 subsingular R-readings: vg 8, 9 timeés; g R, 13 times; pr R,
12 times.

In the 27 subsingular A-readings; vg A, 14 times; g A, 7 times; pr A,
12 times.

In the 40 subsingular Q-readings; vg Q, 12 times; ¢ Q, 15 times; pr Q,
13 times.

It thus appears from this comparison that none of the Latin texts
concurs, as they might all have been expected to do, nearly three times
more frequently with R than with A. On the contrary, the Vulgate tends
largely towards A rather than R; the African Old Latin (pr) equally
towards both ; while the European Old Latin (g), which alone inclines to
R, does s0 in a ratio of less than two-fold. As to Q, all the Latin texts
agree with it rather more frequently than with R.

As between ® and A, then, our conclusion is, that, within the range of
the readings attested by S, when those which are peculiar to A among
MSS. are compared with these peculiar to 8, a much larger proportion of
the former than of the latter prove to have Latin support, that of the
Amiatine Vulgate most frequently—of the European Old Latin least
frequently. The Latin texts therefore, and especially the Vulgate, share
more or less in the credit which (as above shown, pp. Ixi, Ixii) pertains
to S by reason of its concurrence in some of the most distinctive readings
of A. And, on the other hand, the Vulgate and the African Old Latin
partake very little—and the European Old Latin in no great degree—in
the aberrant element akin to R which discredits S, and which (we conclude)
was derived from some text unrelated to any known form of the Latin.*

A remark of some importance here arises as regards the relation borne
by S to the R-text on one side, and on the other, to that represented by
pr. We have seen that, as regards concurrence with S in subsingular

* A fow interesting and notable examples will be found in list I, and in II, (1 and 3), where
the Latin texts (or at least one of them—usually pr) stand with 8 in company with one MS.
(see p. li, note ®), or with one or two important mss., or with no Greek support. See, a.¢., iii. 1;
v. 4; xiii. 10; xvii. 8 ; xviii. 12, 14, 20.
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readings, X stands first among the MSS., and pr among the Latin texts.
Now, of the 72 readings in which R is the sole MS. supporter of S, pr
concurs in but 12; and of the readings in which pr is the sole Latin
supporter of S, 51 in all (15 of list I, 36 of II), 8 concurs in but 9 (all
of course belonging to the 15, the 36 being non-uncial readings). And
it proves on examination that, of these 12 N-readings, but one is found
among the 9 pr readings. Thus, there is but one reading, among all the
753 (538 + 215) places of lists I and II (1,2, 3), in which pr alone of Latin
texts, and R alone of MSS., concur in supporting S. This reading is a
very trivial one—pBN\énwr kai dkovwy for dxovwy kai BNémwy, xxii. 8; but
is confirmed by a few cursives.* From these facts it follows that the
two elements of aberrancy by which we have found the text of S to
be affected, one shared by it with R and the other with pr, prove to be
distinct, each from the other.

With regard to Q, when we inquire how far the Latin texts support it in
the 40 readings where it stands with S sole among MSS,, it is to be borne in
mind that none of these readings is even subsingular in the full sense, but
all are largely confirmed by cursive evidence. Comparing these 40 readings,
however, as regards their Latin attestation, with the like 27 readings of A,
we find that the former are not in any considerable degree more largely
supported than the latter, except as regards the g-text—and that A, in
fact, exceeds Q in point of concurrence with the Vulgate text. We may

-with some probability infer hence that the Vulgate (in its Amiatine form)
admits less, and that the European Old Latin admits more, of the Q-type
into its text than is to be found in S.®

It is hardly necessary to explain that, in thus tracing out the extent of

* Also by the Coptic, and by some texts of Andreas, and by Dionysius Alex. (ap. Euseb.
IT E., vii. 25).

* It may be presumed that the Vulgate, in the Apocalypse as elsewhere, is the result of
Jerome’s revision of a'form (perhaps ¢ European”) of the Old Latin. With the African (or
Primasian) text it has no special affinity; and a comparison of it with g shows an extent of
deviation such as to prove, either, that the Old Latin known to Jerome differed materially from
the type (presumably European) presented by g, or, that he must have remodelled it largely into
conformity with his Greck MS. or M8S. The result has certainly been that the Vulgate comes
closer than either form of Old Latin to the uncial text. The facts and figures given above, as
resulting from the comparison between A and X, A and Q, lead us to suppose Jerome to have
used a text of the Apocalypse akin to A in revising his Old Latin: while g, on the other hand,
seems to have been somewhat conformed to the Q-type.

k
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the textual affinity that subsists between our Syriac and the Latin texts,
I am not to be understood as suggesting it as, even in the lowest degree,
probable that our translator was acquainted with any Latin version.
There are, no doubt, 75 readings, out of the whole 753 which lists I and
IT (1, 2, 3) exhibit, for which there is no Greek evidence, but Latin—
chiefly that of pr—in many cases unconfirmed by other versions than S.
But these instances can be satisfactorily accounted for by supposing that
the Greek texts which the translator chiefly followed (if he had in his
hands more than one), or the chief factor in his Greek text (if he had but
one), contained certain elements in common with the Greek text, or texts,
underlying the Latin versions.

VII.—Hypotheses to account for the Facts of the S-text.

If then we desire to frame a theory of the formation of the S-text, we
shall find that (so far as concerns its relations with the Greek and Latin
texts—without taking account of a large amount of aberration, not yet
treated of, which is peculiar to S) the facts as above stated will be
sufficiently accounted for by either of two hypotheses:

i. We may suppose our translator to have formed the text for himself,
taking as basis one main exemplar, the text of which he modified at his
discretion, to the extent of about one-third, by the introduction of readings
from a second subsidiary exemplar. Or:—

ii. He may have followed the text of a single exemplar, which text was
a composite one—of two factors, a primary and a secondary, the former
predominating in the ratio of nearly two to one.

In either case, the secondary text was of the common cursive type
with Q as its uncial representative: the primary, a text of the normal
uncial type, in character intermediate between R and A, partaking to some
extent in the peculiar aberrancies of the former, and to a less but appreci-
able extent in the special excellence of .the latter ; and, like both R and A,
exhibiting extensive affinity with the texts represented by Latin evidence,
but inclining towards the African Latin in its deviations from all uncial, -
and even from all Greek, authority.

To go further back—to inquire how the supposed primary source of
the S-text came into close relations with texts of Latin attestation, or
how it came to share in the divergencies of R, or in the peculiarities of the
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African Latin where it departs from the Greek and from the other Latin
texts—would, I apprehend, be fruitless, or at least premature, in the
absence of fuller material for investigation.

Of the alternative hypotheses above suggested, I incline to the former.
The admixture of the secondary element in S is not only, as I have said,
unequal in amount to the other, but is uneven in distribution; readings of
the Q-type tending to occur in patches, and then not to recur till after a
not inconsiderable interval. This fact looks like the work of a translator
with two copies in his hands: one used habitually; the other for occa-
sional reference only, and unsystematically,—perhaps capriciously, perhaps
to clear up places where the sense presented difficulty. It is even an
admissible conjecture that he may have noticed passages quoted from a
text of the Q-type in some authoritative Greek divine of the fourth or
fifth century (in which period that text had become prevalent), and may
have endeavoured to conform his text accordingly® in such passages. The
admixture of the secondary element, if due to a scribe, would probably
have been more uniform, as being more mechanical.

VIII.—Relation between the S-text and the S-text.

I now pass on to consider the text of S in its relation to that which
underlies 3.

1. Their extensive agreement.—Directing our examination, in the first
instance, to the first list (of the 538 pluces where the uncial evidence is
divided), we find that S is supported by = in about 350 of these—not far
from two-thirds.® Now, although this list has been made primarily with a
view to S, yet in making it I have throughout compared the S-text as well
as that of S with the uncials, as regards both differences and agreements ;
and moreover, it is as regards the uncial evidence a complete list. We
may, therefore, safely accept it as an adequate basis for a comparison

* Thus, as we learn from Moses of Aghel (Assemani, Biblioth. Orient., tom. 11, p. 83), it
was the observation of discrepancies between the Peshitto text and that of the citations of Cyril
of Alexandria from LXX and N.T., that led to the revision which bears the name of Philoxenus.
See p. xcvi, mfr.

* I take no account here of agreements occurring in i. 1-8, for the reason given above,

p- xxxv, note: nor in places where the rendering of X is indecisive, or its text uncertain.
k2
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between S and =, (1) dnfer s, and also (2) as regards the relation which
each bears to the uncials, severally or collectively.

We learn then from list I that S has an extensive textual affinity
with 3, and is nearer to it than to any one of the Greek MSS.; the
number of the agreements of S with R (the one which comes closest
to it) being but 330, with A 290, and with P 285, against the above 350.
This extensive, though by no means universal, textual agreement between
the two versions, is of itself sufficient to suggest the idea that they are
textually akin—that, as has already been shown to be on other grounds
probable, one of them is in part founded on the other. This inference
is confirmed when we turn to list II, 1, 2, 3, (of the 215 readings which
have only cursive or Latin attestation), and observe that even in this
region where no uncial confirms S, 3 is with it 52 times. And not only
80, but of the readings (nearly 150 ; see below, p. Ixxvi) where S hasneither
Greek nor Latin support, there are 27 (see list II, 4) where 3 alone stands
by it. Of these 27, few are of textual value ; the most notable being, the
substitution of U8ar. for alpar. (viii. 7), of the passive 8ofp for ddow
[8éap] (xiii. 16), and of the accusative feminine rdas wemelexiouévas [sc.,
Yuyds] for the genitive masculine (xx. 4). Of the instances in list II, 1,
2, 3, a few are remarkable, such as rg év for rp év (iii. 1), Tovre inserted
(xiil. 4), dmdye for ovvdye (xiii. 10), Tiuwov for mipiov (xviil. 12), ds omitted
(xix. 1). The rest, though in themselves sometimes uncertain and not
seldom trivial—such as the substitution of plural for singular noun, present
for past or future verb (or vice versa)—are collectively of appreciable
weight as evidence of affinity between the texts represented by the two
versions.*

2. Their differences.—The relation, then, between S and 3 is on the
whole one of unmistakable textual affinity. But it is by no means one of
simple affinity. Out of the total range of the passages included in lists
I and 1I (780 in all), they read alike in nearly 430, and differ in more than
350 (about 45 per cent.): or, if we confine ourselves to the main list (I), the
coincidences are, as we have seen, under two-thirds; the differences exceed
one-third. Judged by either method of testing, the figures compel us to

* The evidence of a Syriac version is apt to be precarious as to the numbsr of a noun, or the
tense of a verb, inasmuch as the distinction in the Mss. as written is often made merely by a
point or points.
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conclude that the texts, though not independent, are far from being identical.
A natural explanation of this mixed relation is to be found in the hypothesis
that one of the two translators, having in his hands the work of the other,
and using it as his main basis, yet revised its text at his discretion into
partial accordance with some other text or texts—presumably of one or
more Greek copies;—in other words, that the later of the two translators
of the Apocalypse dealt with the version of his predecessor, as Thomas
of Harkel is known to have dealt with the Philoxenian version.

If this be so, we may restate the above numerical results as follows.
Within the range of the 780 instances collected in our two lists,
probably fairly representative of the total text of the Apocalypse as
affected by variation, the later translator has retained without change,
to a large extent amounting to more than one-half, the text followed by
the earlier, but has introduced changes also large, though less large, from
another source. ,

3. Comparative extent of agreement of S and 3 severally with each MS.—
The questions then naturally follow: What is the character of the text of
each ? Which of the two is the more archaic? And the answers are to
be found by instituting the comparison above proposed, between S and 3
in respect of the affinity borne by each to the uncials severally.

The result then proves to be, that out of the total 538 places of list I.,
% agrees with Q in nearly 300; with P in a number slightly less; with A
in a number slightly greater; with R in but 270 or under. With C the
agreements exceed 200 [probably to be corrected, as before, to a number
exceeding 300].

Comparing then these figures with those already ascertained (p. lv,
89q.) for S, we learn that, in their relations to A, C, and P, the two
versions do not materially differ infer se. But with regard to X and Q
the case is very different. Q, which stands markedly below the rest in
the scale of agreement with S, is nearly on a par with A [and C], and
above P, in the scale of agreement with 3. On the other hand, R, to
which S approaches nearest in text, is the one from which 3 is most
remote. The exact facts are as follows, as regards Q, R, and A.

As regards Q :—
% is with Q (singly, or in groups including Q) in 298 instances;
against Q (with the other MSS., singly, or in groups excluding Q) in 223 ;
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in the remaining 17 it is ambiguous, or deviates from all the MSS. Thus
its agreement with Q is over 55 per cent.; while that of S is but 40.

In nearly every one of the groups which include Q, with few and
slight exceptions, the agreements with 3 are more numerous than with S;
whereas in those which exclude Q the reverse holds good. In the two
most important groups, X A CP, R A P, especially, this fact is conspicuous,
the numbers being for =: RACP, 54—against 66 for S; RAP, 35—
against 45 for S. Thus the affinity between the Z-text and Q is pretty
uniformly distributed among the groups.

In the class of cases which yields the surest test, that of agreement
with one MS. against the rest, the result is even more plainly conclusive :
%, is with Q alone 63 times; S with Q alone 40 times.

From these figures then we draw the inference, that, while 3, resembles
S in having a mixed text, partly agreeing with the normal uncial, partly
with that represented by Q against the rest, the admixture of the
Q-element is considerably larger throughout in £ than in S.

As regards N:—

3 is with R (singly or in groups) in 267 instances; against R (with
the others as before) in 254 (the remaining 17 being set aside as above).
Its agreement with R is therefore under 50 per cent. ; as against 61 for S.

This deficiency for 3 occurs for the most part in the groups into
which R enters without Q, and appears in hardly any group which
contains Q.

2 is with R alone but 21 times ; whereas the figure for S is 72.

The inference here is, accordingly, that in most of the places where =
se ems to agree with R, its agreement is really with Q, and that the aberrant
R-element which marks the text of S is absent, or present in very much
diminished amount, in 3.

As regards A :—.

The total number of agreements with A is (as has been above
stated) somewhat greater for 3 than for S (301 for 290). But—

This excess is due entirely to the groups in which Q enters with A,
notably A CP Q (where X agrees 44 times; S, 22); APQ (3, 26; S, 12);
AQ (3,235 8, 14).

" 3 is with A alone 18 times; S, 27 times.
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The inference then is, that though A is with 3 to an extent somewhat
greater numerically than with S, the advantage of = is but apparent: in
the class of readings specially characteristic of A, S comes closer to it
than 3.

As regards P and C:—

For P, and (so far as can be judged) for C, the facts are similar to those
for A, but exist in a markedly less degree. They are not sufficient to
supply grounds for distinguishing between S and = as regards their textual
relation to these two MSS.

4. Probable Method by which one Tezt was formed from the other.—In the
case of = then, we are led by the above facts to conclude that the under-
lying text is one which, if we are to regard = as the derivate version and
S as the primary, has been altered from that of S so as to bring it nearer
to the Q-type of text, and to set it therefore farther from the text attested
by the consent of the better group, R A C P,—altered, that is, in the
direction of deterioration. The author of =, therefore, on this hypothesis,
had S before him, and modified it extensively into conformity with a
Greek copy not much differing from Q.—If on the other hand we accept
the converse hypothesis, and regard S as a revised and corrected recension
of %, we must suppose a basis-text akin to Q, revised and corrected in the
authority of a copy such as R, A, C, or P—probably approaching nearest
to R, the MS. which shows the closest affinity of text with S, but retaining
some important traces of A. The process under this theory must be
admitted to have been, on the whole, one of textual improvement.

Yet the transformation, under the latter hypothesis, of 3 into S, was
not altogether for the better ; nor, if the former hypothesis be preferred,
was the transformation of S into 3 altogether for the worse. For, as we
have seen, 3, does not follow as S does the aberrancies of X8 ; nor do I find
that it has, like S, a considerable number of hardly defensible readings
peculiar, or nearly so, to itself. If then S is a revision of =, we must
own that along with a large amount of better readings it has admitted a
considerable, though smaller, amount of worthless ones; if = is a revision
of S, it is undeniable that, in parting with much that ought to have been
retained, it has rejected not a little that deserved rejection. The total
of aberrant element that can be held (on this latter supposition) to have
passed from S into =, is represented by 73 instances where 2 concurs
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with S in readings which are weakly attested (¢.e., without MS. evidence,
or by ® only;—of which readings S contains 287* in all)—together with
the 27 readings in which = alone is with 8 (out of nearly 150 where S
has no Greek or Latin support).

I1X.—The Divergencies of S from all other Texts.

It remains that I should treat of the singular readings of S.

These form a large—but, I apprehend, by no means important—
element in its text. Their total number is not accurately determinable.
But it appears that there are over 120 instances of variations probably
belonging to the underlying Greek ; setting aside many more which seem
due to carelessness, conjecture, or caprice on the part of the translator;
and some which may be set down as errors of the Syriac scribe—especially
such as affect a prefix consisting of a single letter, as for example (what
seems to have frequently occurred), the omission or insertion of the
copulative vau. All that seem worth noticing are recorded (¢ loco) in the
notes on the subjoined Greek text.

1. The following may be deserving of mention here as examples.

Some are substitutions, of which a few evidently represent etacistic or
other orthographic mis-readings in the Greek : as gvvrpiBere [or -yere], for
owrpiBerac (ii. 27); wéop én' dvpwmov for maiopy . .. (ix. 5); éml rd
wpéowma for orv Ta wpbra (xxi. 4); and perhaps 8. airijs for Siavyris
(xxi. 21). Others again may, perhaps, be due to laxity of rendering; as
els perdvoav for va peravorioyp (ii. 21); and so again the passive sroiyn 3
o payis for jvofe v oppayida (vi. 5); and (conversely) the active od 3
evprioews for o py edpeldy (xviil. 21); émhdvmaas for émharifnoar (xviii. 23);
8l adrov Moo for et adrdv Avbijrvas (xx. 3). Again, we have &1 émupdy-
Onoav 7o vdara for ék rav vddrwv ot émukpdvfnoav (viii. 11); and as a

* These are—(1) Attested only by N, 72 ; (2) by a few mss. with or without Latin support,
140; (8) by Latin only, 75. 8 and = concur in 21 of (1); in 33 of (2); in 19 of (3). In this
reckoning I do not include the Q-readings. They cannot be supposed to have been derived by 3
from 8 ; and most of them have strong cursive attestation.

It is noteworthy that as regards R (the MS8. with which 8 has the maximum and 3 the
minimum of agreement), = rarely agrees with its singular readings except in company with 8.
A similar observation holds good, though not so extemsively, with respect to the 36 (p lv)
singular readings of pr. In 6 of these 36, 3 concurs.
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parallel instance, orpépew ra vdara for émi Tév V8drwv oTpépew adrd
(xi. 6). But the brief oi od yeypappévor for v od yéypamwrar ¢ dvdpara
(xiii. 8) is balanced by the expansion oi ¢oBovpevor 70 Svopa airod, of oi
doBovtpevor adrdév (xix. 5). Other notable instances are:—ras Yuyas ras
éodaypévas for ras Yuxas Tav éodaypévov (vi. 9);* émi {wiy kai émi wyyds
for émi Lwijs [{baas]myyds (Vi. 17); Oaddoans for éBvooov (xi. 17; xvii. 8);
pera Ty peydhwv for kal Tois peydhows (xi. 18, and so xix. 5); ™ orpy
. « . TGV oKknrovTwy for Ty orkny adTob [kal] Tods . . . oxkyrotvras (xiii. 6);
Seamdras for e\evbépovs (xiii. 16); xal ai éxardv (with altered punctuation)
for € p1y ai éxardy (xiv. 3); Oikaia kal dAnOwd ra épya for dikaiar kai
alnbfwoi ai 68oi (xv. 8); BuBNiov . . . Tijs kpicews for B. Tis {wis (xx. 12);
pérpov kdhapov for pérpov kakdpov [kdhapov] (xxi. 15); ra yeypapuéva for
ol yeypappévor (xxi. 27); Baocikeds avrav for Baoc\evoovow (xxii. 5).
More deserving of consideration are the substitution of xexpvowuéva for
kai kexpvowpuévn, so as to relate to the ¢ purple and scarlet,” not to their
wearer (twice, Xvii. 4, xviii.16) ; and of éni 7a ipdria adrob émi rovs unpovs
avrov for émi 76 ipdriov kal émi v unpdv avrov, so that the Name .of Him
who sat on the white horse is written ‘‘ on the garments [that were] on his
thighs”, not ‘“on His garment and on His thigh.” One reading stands
by itself—the unmeaning compromise (between éuelkes dmoBdAew and
éueM\ev[-ov] dmofaveiv), &ueNes dmofavew (iii. 2). A few others may be
more or less plausibly accounted for as due to errors of the Syriac scribe
(see notes n loc. on the Syriac text); as i8od ai odai ai 8Yo dmjAfov for 7
ovai 1) Sevrépa amnhle (xi. 14); éyévero bdhaooa os vekpds for éyévero alua
os vexpod (xvi. 3); viod for dpriov (xxi. 14); BAémwy for ¢u\ov (xxii. 15).
Of the omissions a few are considerable in point of extent. Thus (to
pass by some instances which may be accounted for by homceoteleuton in
the Syriac) the following sentences, or parts of sentences, are wanting:
700 kdOnpévov émi Tov Opdvov, kal dmd T7s dpyis (before rov dpviov, vi. 16);

‘kai wpooekvwrnaar ¢ Oeg (bofore Méyovres, vii. 11); kai ovrws €ldov Tovs

tnmovs & T opdoe (beginning of ix. 17); ai yap odpal avrév opoiar
dpeaw, éxovoar kepdlas, kai év avrals ddwodoe (end of ix. 19); «al 9
¢fovoia Tod XpuoTob abrod (xii. 10); ra ydp épya avrdv dkolovbet per’
adrév (xiv. 13); ore éénpdvln 6 Oepiopds tis yis (xiv. 15).> In one

* Cp. xx. 4 for a similar reading, in which = alone concurs.
® Many minor omissions will be found pointed out in my notes on the Greek text.
1
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instance, where but one word is left out, dpa (before u1j, which is made to
belong to what follows, xix. 10), it seems impossible to doubt that doctrinal
bias has been at work; and perhaps the same cause may have excluded
dxp. Tehealp 7a xila éry from xx. 3.* This latter instance, however, may
be accounted for by homeeoteleuton in the Greek ; as may also those noted
above in vi. 16, xiv. 13.

Of insertions, the most remarkable are: rob éB8Juov [or 7y éB8Suny,
scil., pwijv], after 1o ovpavod (X.4); xai 6 Spdkwv before kai 76 Onpiov .
(xviii. 11) ; BAépes’ Kai adrd between ovkér. and ov pij (xvii. 4); xal 6 Aads
avrod after Aavid (xxii. 16). Also on the margin, heside ii. 23, is added,
kal Tadedow Vpds kard ta épya Vpuov. A few others, which might be
added under this head, belong rather to the category of double renderings
or conflations :—

v. 10, Bacikelav kal iepeis [ kai Baoiheis).
: 2 ’ \ ~ \ 9 /’
vi. 2, vuajrys [kal vikdv] kai ive vuajoy,
~ \ 3 7 \ o ’
(or, vikdv kai éviknoe [kal va vikijop)).
xi. 11, mvedpa {@v . . . elon\dev év avrois . . . kai [mveipa {wis éreoer
én’ avrovs .
xviil. 17, éni 76v mhoiwy [émi Tdmov] whéwv.
xix. 19, kai 7 oTparefpara avrod i 7a j yTéov ]
. 19, patedpara avrod . . . [kal Td oTparevpuara avrav).

But it is not certain that any one of these represents a conflate reading
in the Greek original of S. All of them may have been introduced into
the Syriac by the translator, whether hesitating between two texts, or
between two renderings of one and the same text; or possibly by a scribe
interpolating S with readings from 3 or from some other quarter. In each
case these possibilities have to be considered ; and they will be found fully
discussed in the notes appended to the Syriac text, and (more briefly) in
those at the foot of the Greek text. Here, it will suffice to say that vi. 2
and xi. 11 seem to he examples of double rendering, but that each of them
is capable also of being accounted for as produced by a scribe’s inter-
polation from X: and that in case of xviii. 17 the conflation may be
apparent only (arising from the lack of a proper equivalent in Syriac for
7M\éw). In the remaining two instances (the first and the last of the above

* But sec note on Greek text #n loc., and cp. xx. 5, where a like omission is countenanced by
many Greek authorities. |
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five) conflation properly so called indisputably exists; but whether derived
by the Syriac translator from his Greek copy, or due to interpolation by
him of a variant from a second copy, or by the scribe from = or some other
version, is open in each case to question.*

2. It will be convenient here to deal with certain apparent singular
readings of 8, which are really corruptions of the Syriac text due to
clerical errors of the scribe; though that subject more properly belongs to
Chapter VIII. The following is a sufficiently complete list of the errors
of this nature (certain or highly probable), which I find in it:—

oot for wotw (1. 16); Matwdee for datwdee (ii. 13); duaw for
dhee (i. 17); <axanw for ~aaxaw (ib., context correspondingly
modified, and words omitted); due¢ for e (iii. 17); ~imaa for i
(vi. 12); oy for o (ib.); xade for xiadee (vi.14); ardl= for
als (ix. 11); «imay for «ramai (x.2); &) for e (x.7);
<0aasas for _asma (xi. 6); «iaa for «rad (xi. 19); <Saa for
«aaal (xii. 1); <iad for ~aaadv (xii. 7, context correspondingly
modified); < for r e (xii. 10); haai for whaaie (xiii. 2);
Sioadee for Sispaded (xiil. 3); wtasd for wxasd (xiii. 12); o
for A& (xiii. 14); ~Asine for ~duine (xv. 1, xxi. 9); aad for
asd (xv.11); ez for oz (xvii. 12); oy for aps (xvil. 14);
~3smy for arms (xvii..16); Ao for hasn (xviii. 8); oak
for ooda (xix. 9); mhxr=zdh for mhodx= (i.); axridea for
axiidhe ad (xix. 17); oms for ums (xx.3); B for = (xx. 6).
See also notes on the Syriac text, xviii. 8, 7, 9; xxi. 11.

Of the above, a few (as i. 16, xii. 1, xvii. 14) may possibly represent
Greek variants. Two or three (as vi. 14, xiii. 8) are plausible readings;
and might well be judged worthy of adoption if there were any ground
for supposing the Apocalypse to have been originally written, or to be
based on a document written, in an Aramaic idiom. Especially may this
be affirmed of the ¥xade (= érdrm) of vi. 14, which not only suits the
context, but agrees with the rarxjoorrar (LXX) of Isaiah xxxiv. 4, which
this passage follows closely (compare the unusual éA¥rvfovs of vi. 18,—in S
«saia, the word by which the Peshitto renders the hf?\;ﬁ (= falling [fig]
of the passage of Isaiah, where LXX merely has as ¢pi\\a winre.).

* Instances of conflation arc to be found also ii. 13, ix. 2; but for each of these there is
Greek authority, us shown in the notes on the Greek text. See also xvii. 17, xx. 9, xxii. 6.
12
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CHAPTER V.

REASONS FOR ACCEPTING S AS THE PRIOR VERSION.

I rETURN now to the question, What is the relation subsisting between
our version and the version usually printed ?

Above, pp. xxxv-xxxvii, I have shown that, i diction, there is a close
and unquestionable affinity between S and = in point of vocabulary,
widely though they differ in method and in idiom. And we have now
ascertained farther (pp. Ixxi, 8g9.) that, in fez?, there is affinity likewise.
Thus by two distinct and independent lines of inquiry, we have been
led to the conclusion that the two versions are not unrelated ¢nfer se,—
that one is based on the other. Which, then, is the original, and which
the derivate ? Is 3 a remodelled form of S, with its idiom graecized, its
freedom reduced into literal and uniform servility, and its text modified
on the authority of a text of the Q-type? Or is S a revision of X,
rewritten into idiomatic Syriac, and textually emended by the help of a
Greek exemplar not distantly akin to R ?

The latter seems at first sight an admissible hypothesis. It supposes a
reviser working on the basis of = in much the same way as Symmachus
appears to have worked on the basis of the Old Testament version of
Aquila, or Jerome on the basis of the Old Latin New Testament.

But I do not believe it possible for any competent scholar who
examines the two versions side by side, to hesitate in deciding in favour
of the former hypothesis. The literalness of = is not like that of the
Old Latin—the barbarous simplicity of an early and unlearned translator,
—it is the studious and pedantic literalness of conscious effort. It is thus,
no doubt, like the literalness of Aquila, but of Aquila as the reviser of the
work of the LXX, not as the precursor of Symmachus; still more, it is
like—rather, it is essentially the same as—the literalness of Thomas of
Harkel contrasted with the freedom of the Peshitto.



REASONS FOR ACCEPTING 8 AS THE PRIOR VERSION. Ixxxi

In confirmation of this judgment, I offer the following :—

I. Analogy of the *“ Pococke” and Harkleian Versions of the Four Epistles.
- —One part, especially, of the Harkleian version enables us to bring the
matter to a definite test. Let anyone first compare a chapter or two of S
with the corresponding portion of =, and then proceed to compare, in like
manner, one of the ‘Pococke” Epistles with the same in its Harkleian
rendering ; and he cannot fail to convince himself that the mutual
relations, and probably therefore the history, of these two versions of the
Epistles are precisely analogous to the mutual relations and history of
these two versions of the Apocalypse;—so that if we can solve the
questions of relative priority and dependence between the Pococke and
the Harkleian, we shall have at the same time obtained a probable solution
of the same questions as between S and =.

But, as regards the Pococke and the Harkleian, it may fairly be
claimed that the solution is clear beyond reasonable doubt.* The
Harkleian is known to be—in fact, professes to be—a derivate version
formed from a prior one by a twofold process, of forcing the diction of
the basis-version closer to the Greek idiom, and of revising its text by
the help of one or more Greek exemplars. A mere comparison of the
two will satisfy any student, that in the Pococke Epistles we have the
prior version on which the Harkleian was formed. Analogy, therefore,
points to the conclusion that, similarly, we have in S the basis-version of =.

This argument rests on the general relation borne by S to 3, and the
parallelism between it and the relation borne by the Pococke to the
Harkleian version of the Minor Epistles. I proceed to show, farther, that
it is amply confirmed by many particular facts and classes of facts.

¥ II. Traces of S betrayed by %.—Some such facts = itself yields, as follows:

a. It has been shown (p. xxxi) that uniformity of rendering is prominent
among the characteristics which distinguish = from S. It has been shown,
too (pp. xxxv, xxxvi), that to this uniformity there are some exceptions;
and instances have been given where 2, in varying its rendering of certain
words, follows an identical variation in S. Of such instances no explana-
tion seems possible, except that the version which is habitually uniform is
here retaining the language of the version which habitually varies.

* See ZTransactions of Royal Irish Academy, vol. xxvii, pp. 297, 298; also the article
Povrxcarrus (5), in Dictionary of Christian Biography, vol. iv, p. 432.
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b. Again: we have seen (p. xxviii (3)) that, for the most part, = avoids the
status constructus, which S not infrequently employs. In the few instances
where 3, deviates into the use of this form, it coincides (or nearly so) with S.
Thus we have in both ~<iadia Sy (ii. 14, 20); Al _asi asi
ol (v. 11); and sl [or wxa¥] waesd (vi 15, xix. 18) in 3, where
8 has «al® wx.i, for x\apyo.. Each of the two latter instances
contains a further point of deviation on the part of = from its own usage
into that of S. In the first of them we have the two plurals absolute (see
p. xxvii (1)); in the second, the avoidance of the Grzco-Syriac <Zatalia
which even the Peshitto New Testament sanctions. In v. 11 the
coincidence may, no doubt, be due to the Peshitto of Daniel, vii. 10,
whence = might have derived it directly ; but then again it is to be noted
that the adoption of the language of the Old Testament Peshitto is
habitual in S,-not in 3. On the whole, the inevitable inference from these
and like examples seems to be, that the influence, and therefore the
priority, of S is manifested in exceptional departures such as these, and
those noted in paragraph ¢, from the usual method and diction of 3.

¢. In rendering the name ’ABad88dy (ix. 11) by exas., the versions
show their interdependence by falling alike into the mistake of referring it
to the root 7Y instead of TAN. But to render such words is the habit of
S: to fransliterate them of 3. Thus for ’AwoA[A]Ywr (in same verse) S
writes «ftx ; 3, _adalaare; compare also xvi. 16, where for ["ApJuayeddv,
S writes axn; ¥, _ox\reni. It follows, therefore, that 3 is to be
presumed to have derived its misrendering from S. '

II1. Forecast fulfilled by S.—Again: in S we have the fulfilment of a
memorable critical forecast, suggested more than a century ago to the acute
mind of J. D. Michaelis by a singular blunder in 3. He notes* that irr it
the words derod meropévov év pecovparijpare (viii. 13) are ludicrously mis-
rendered, cal dur¢ ox asaar s oo wiay s = “an eagle
flying in the midst wkick had a tail of blood” (neoovpamipare being read and
rendered against sense and grammar alike, as péog odpiv afpart); and he
points out that in the like passage, xiv. 6, this gross error is corrected.®
Hence he infers ¢ that there were two or more translations, and that one

s Introd. to N. T., vol. 1, pt. i, ch. vii, s. 10 [Marsh’s Translation].
® Only in part, however; pegovparjuare being here rendered as if olpavg, aluari.” Where the
words again recur, xix. 17, they are rightly rendered.
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was interpolated from the other; and, if I am not mistaken, the proper
translation of pecovpdrnua may be referred to the more ancient version,
and the false one to that of Philoxenus” [ie. to 3, which Michaelis
supposed to belong to the Philoxeniau version]. Now in 8 the words are
correctly rendered in all three places. Seeing then that the discovery of
S proves Michaelis to have been right in divining the existence of an
earlier Syriac version of the Apocalypse, free from this blunder, it is
presumable that he is likewise right in his judgment that the version*which
translates the words in question correctly throughout is the earlier version.

IV. Traces of S in the Appgratus attached fo 3.—In the few available
Mss. of % (but three in all),* the remains appear of an apparafus attached to
the text, of asterisks and marginal notes, similar to what is found in many
Mss. of the Harkleian. In the Harkleian this is admittedly an integral part
of the translator’s work, and includes (¢nfer alia) references mado by him to
the readings of the version on which his was based. If, therefore, it can be
shown that some of the marks or notes in the Mss. of = refer to the text of
S, it follows as a probable inference that S was the basis of 3. Now we
find («) in the Leyden Ms. (2/) some forty asterisks; (4) some Harkleian-
like marginal notes in the Dublin Ms. (2d), and one in the Nitrian (3n).*
These asterisks and notes are, in each Ms., by the same hand as its text.
Of the asterisks, as being most important in view of their known Hexaplar
use, I treat first.”

a. In much the greater part of the places where the asterisk occurs in
3/, it can be understood as referring to something inserted in, or omitted
from, the text of 3 as compared with that of S. In one or two of these
places it cannot be accounted for by comparison with any other known
textual authority. One such place is viii. 9, where S and = render
without Greek authority as if wdvrev (S, Aax; 3, wmlax) stood before
kTwopdTwv, an asterisk being set in 2 before the inserted word. Of this
no explanation is to be found, except that the translator of 5, finding in S this

* See Part II, p. 36, for these Mss. There is also in the Bodleian an incorrect copy of part
of 3 (Thurston, 13, fo. 75). Part of its text is embodied in the Commentary of Barsalibi (on
Apocalypse, followed by the Harkleian Acts and Epistles) in the Brit. Mus. Ms., Rich. 7185 ; for
which see Hermathena, vol. vix, pp. 409, 410 ; vol. v, pp. 145, 146, and Plate.

® The Florentine Ms. (S3f), which is missing, is known to have been marked with asterisks.
One instance (i. 2) is recorded by Adler, N. T. Versiones Syr., p. 718; but I do not make use of it
in this argument, for the reason stated above, pP- XXXv, note.



Ixxxiv INTRODUCTORY DISSERTATION.

insertion, adopted it (with a slight change) and marked it as such with *.
Thus again, xix. 16, an asterisk stands before As.a (= xal éni), for which no
reason can be imagined except that it points to the small but highly signifi-
cant variation of S (and S alone) in omitting o (= kaf), so as materially to
change the description contained in this passage, as noted above (p. Ixxvii).*
Since then in these two cases the asterisk can only refer to S, it becomes
highly probable that it refers likewise to S in many of the other places in
which some slight and obscure Greek authority may be found for the
variant noted by it—as for example, v. 5, where for the dvoifa: [or 6
dvoiywv] of the Greek copies, S, with one ms. (13) only, reads dvoife
(= w&as), as does also 3, but with the pronoun aep (= adrds) prefixed
and marked *. It seems likely that the translator of = retained the w&vaa
from S, inserted the pronoun to make the meaning clear, and noted by
the * the deviation from the Greek. We conclude, therefore, that the
asterisks,” which in two cases certainly, and very probably in many
more, refer to the S-text, prove the version to which they pertain to be
posterior to S. »

b. None of the side-notes in Sd (which are but five or six in all, and
occur within the first nine chapters) is available for our present inquiry.
They throw light on it only in so far as they help to show that probably =
was originally equipped with a full Harkleian apparafus. But the one
note on the margin of 3z is quite to the purpose. It stands over against
i. 10, and consists of the letters x> zwx (i.e. &axs 3wy), which is the
rendering in S of ) kvpuaxy, as if s mas caBBdrov, a gloss recorded
from no other authority. ’

V. Like traces in Barsalib’s Commentary on 3.—Further evidence,
tending to show that many more such notes relating to S were formerly
to be found attached to =, is yielded by the (inedited) Commentary
of Barsalibi (see p. Ixxxiii, note *) on the Apocalypse, which he cites ac-
cording to 3. Following it he writes wal\mata for kpvorale (iv. 6),
or\Zaa for dudlas (v. 8), L quzleta [ azada] for xyahapdiv (xxi. 19),
and o wota [walhawia] (xxi. 20). But he explains the first by
el the second by wia=n, the third by ~ixain, and the last by
ooy aca,—in each case by the rendering of S. Now of these three,

&
n o

* The obelus 1 would more properly be used here than the *; but the two signs appear to have
been confused, and used indiscriminately by scribes in noting variations of text.
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the second (at least) is a rare word, and (what is specially notable as
evidence) the first is a mistranslation, unlikely to have been happened
on by two translators independently. Again, though (as above noted)
he writes ’AmoMdwy, as 3, in the transliterated form _alaae (ix. 11),
he gives as one interpretation of it, e%x (‘‘Looser,” ‘ Releaser”), which
is the rendering of S (after the reading ’AmolYwr). These instances
go far to prove that Barsalibi had some knowledge of S; but their
infrequency looks as if he knew it but partially and indirectly, and

suggests the probability that his copy of = may have been furnished
with a series of marginalia which survive in these glosses of his, and in
the single gloss attached to =n.

V1. Conflations in 3 embodying Renderings of S.—Then, further, in view
of these facts, all tending to prove that = was originally furnished by its
author with marginal variants and other signs indicating its relation to
a prior version, which presumably was S, it becomes highly probable
that certain examples of conflation exhibited by 3, in which one member
of the conflate reading agrees with the reading of S, are due to the
transference of such marginalia into the text, and thus serve to reinforce
the evidence showing the dependence of 3 on S. It is true that, on the
other side (as shown above, p. Ixxviii), S also has its conflate readings,
of which two or three may possibly be due to interpolation from 3.
But in case of S there is no ground for surmising that it was issued by
its author (as = apparently was) with the appendages of side-notes and
asterisks of the Harkleian fashion; and (as we have seen) every one of
the S-conflations may have been (as some of them certainly were) in the
underlying Greek; or (if belonging to the Syriac text) may have been
introduced by the translator from some source other than =, or from 3
by a subsequent transcriber. :

Three or four such examples of conflations in 2, due presumably to
the influence of S, may be pointed out.

Aw 70 O0éMppd gov foav (iv. 11). S (see p. xxxiv) misrenders this,
=0 WNAuse 3o (= did Tob felrjuards . .. ). X (which nowhere falls
into this mistranslation of 8.d) has here A\ =0 . _ omadard vl 1.0
00 _omadr wiuse (= 8iwd god eloi* kai Sia 70 fehqud oo foav);
of which sentence the first member has no authority except the mis-
rendering of S, out of which it has no doubt been formed.
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"Iva okotwolp 70 Tpirov adrdv, Kai N Yuépa py ¢dvp (viii. 12). =
renders .imi1 &\ =0. .aarwe _oml.y Oladh 3 raaed;
where the a.axs muakes the passage unintelligible as well ‘as ungramma-
tical. But aax.w has its proper place in S, which follows a variant
kai éokorlonoav . ... ovk épawe,—in which it is to be noted that «ai
éokoricOnoav is a reading peculiar to S, supported only in part by a very
few authorities which read «ai éoxoriocfy. The above 3-rendering is
that of 3/n, where aaxw appears as a crude interpolation; but Zdp
attempt to shape the sentence into sense and grammar by reading
joau ey man a. Here we detect the actual process of conflation,
carried out by the' omission of a final o and the insertion of the prefix
a; and we can hardly avoid the conclusion that its first stage was a
marginal aaxwa (= kai éororiocfnyoar), as alternative for wrdsax (= a
akoriodp), inserted by the translator to signify that he found the former
in S, but substituted the latter in his text on the authority of his Greek
exemplar. (See note on Greek text in loc. for éoxoriotn).

Kal 70 opolwpa Tdv drpidwv Smowov [-a, or o] immows (ix. 7). Here
S renders ~Zraiy ha0Y K . . . . haovo as usual: while ¥ has
2ATT CHADY war? Lo . .. . haene (= kal 70 Spoiwpa . . . . GpoLoL GS
opoiwpa ). Thus' 2 (adopting the reading Spoior) renders the adjective
twice over,—first (more suo) by ea=ox, then by ¥ «¢hamy we?, which is
the rendering of Juoios characteristic of S (see p. xxiv). Here again
we detect conflation in 3, and trace it to S, whence it may easily have
been derived by a process like that which 3 betrays in viii. 12.

For amfj\fov (xxi. 4) 3 gives i (rather = mapfifor). S, treating
the verb as first person singular, gives &Iiw. In 3d we find a conflate
reading _¥as v [sic], of which the former word indicates that a
former copy of % bore on its margin the reading of S.

Thus the asterisks of 3/, the side-note extant in 3 #, and the
side-notes which probably are represented by the glosses of Barsalibi,
and in the above-cited conflate readings of =,—all presumably due to the
author of 3,—alike evince his knowledge of S.

VII. Renderings borrowed from S, and imperfectly assimilated, by %.— -
Finally, to complete the evidence for the priority of S, I have to point
out that, in some places, the dependence of = on it is betrayed by the
inadvertence of the translator in so imperfectly assimilating what he has
retained of S, as to leave traces of its origin. Thus—
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In rendering ds 6 hos paiver év ) Swvdper adrov (i. 16), S has for
daive,, the feminine ~ima=, thus treating ~xsax. (= fAios), which is of
common gender, as feminine; and (consistently) for adrod, the feminine
dal.x. 3 likewise has the feminine verb; but the following pronoun
appears as calay (masculine) in all the copies. Elsewhere in both versions,
«x=x is masculine. Apparently the author of 3 has altered the pronoun
into the more usual masculine, but overlooked the verh.

For éx mis dpas 71od mewpaopod vis peMovons (iii. 10), S has o
B hay 1auma, = éik Tob wepaopov ot pé\horros,—omitting s dpas and
changing the participle from feminine to masculine, so as to agree with
wewpaopuot (the former noun being feminine and the latter masculine in
Syriac, as in Greek)—a reading unattested otherwise, but consistent and
intelligible. 3, after the Greek, replaces s dpas (~ax), but leaves
the participle in the masculine, thus representing a reading éx ™js @pas
70V wewpaopod Tob ué\lovros,—also unattested otherwise. The probability
is, that this arose from an oversight on the part of the author of =, who,
when he corrected the S-text by inserting 3 <&usx before ~aaisas,
forgot to conform the gender of s.¥s. to that of «dvax.

For kpatoivras tovs téoaapas dvépovs Tis yis, o un wvéy dvepos
(vii. 1), 3 writes rZuot ap &y raa . aicdy ool aoird Lraue.
Now that «sot (= dvepos), though usually feminine, should thus be
masculine at the end of this sentence, as it is also in S, is not without
precedent: but that it should be, as here, feminine in the first part and
masculine in the second, is so strange as to lead us to ask how it is to be
explained. The explanation is found when we turn to S, in which, instead
of «wol asi we find =nai hasied, a form of expression which leaves
the gender indeterminate, so that the following ~2wei axs involves no
incompatibility. Apparently, the author of 3 replaced the <uo¥ hasin
(properly = mjv rerpdda 1év dvéuwr) of S by the more literal ~Zwoi asie”
(feminine), but neglected to change the gender of the following masculine
verb axa.

3 renders va pif 7is.dwqrar dyopdoar § weljoar (xiil. 17), by
e=h o oty eodur xa? A3, without the usual and (almost)*
indispensable prefix x before (=v3. This is at once accounted for by
comparison with S, which writes =t o (213 o Ay after an

* Bee Skat-Rordan, Dissertatio, § 34, Annot. 1 (in his edition of the Hexaplar Judges and Rutkh).

m 2
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unattested reading wa w1 7is dyopdoac % wwhjoar (verbs in optative,
without diwnra). The author of 3 inserts «=odu, after his Greek; but
omits to supply the x to connect its dependent verbs.

In xviii. 4, Wa p) ovykowdomre . . . .. kal va uy AdBnre, both
versions (as noted above, p. xxxvi), vary the rendering of the recurring
a pif (sdy . ... «x). In S, there is a valid reason for this: kai is
omitted (against all other authorities) from before the second iva, so as to
make the second clause subordinate to, instead of co-ordinate with, the first.
In =, the copulative conjunction is restored ; and yet the varied rendering
‘of the second iva uij, which has significance only in the absence of that
conjunction, is retained,—and retained contrary to the uniformity which
is with 3 the normal practice.

Thus, in our comparative survey of S and 3, considered simply as
versions representing substantially the same original,—we are led, (1) by
the analogy of the relation borne by the ‘ Pococke” to the Harkleian
version of the Four Epistles, and (2) by the tendency of 3 to betray its
dependence on S, by occasional lapses from its own artificial, exact, and
rigid manner into the variations, the idioms, the errors, and (in general)
the peculiarities, of S—to conclude that S is the prior version, and 3 a
revision of it.

VIIL. Texztual Affinities of each Version.—When we revert to our com-
parative study of the Greek texts underlying each version, we find no
lack of independent evidence to confirm this conclusion. For—

It has been shown (pp. Ixxiii, sgg.) that, comparing the texts of the
two versions, S proves to tend, in general, more decidedly than 3, does, to
_ the more archaic type of text,—to that which I have called the ‘ normal
uncial” type (of 8 A CP), as opposed to the type represented by Q and the
bulk of the cursives. And this archaic character of S appears farther,
in a special way, in the fact that its special affinities are (pp. Ixi, Ixii;
pp- Ixv, Ixvi),—(1) among the uncials, with R the oldest Greek MS.; and
() among the Latin versions, with the Primasian, the earliest known form
of the old Latin,—prohably the oldest version extant of the Apocalypse.

It has been shown, farther (pp. Ixxv, Ixxvi, notes), that 3 is to a great
extent free from such singular and subsingular readings as are largely
present in S—(of three main classes, (1) 72 readings attested by R alone
of MSS.; (2) 36 readings attested by pr alone of Latin texts; (3) nearly
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150 readings which have neither Greek nor Latin attestation),—yet that
it shares to a limited but appreciable extent in the aberrancies of S. It
concurs in 21 out of the 72 R-readings, in 6 out of the 36 pr-readings,
and in 27 of the readings in which S is unsupported by Greek or Latin.
Thus it appears that three distinct elements, characteristic of S, occur
likewise, in a less degree but in a form identical so far as they occur, in 2.

These elements then—the readings of these three aberrant types
in which 3 concurs with S,—are in S normal and characteristic, in
3 exceptional.

Hence the inference is (as before, pp. l1xxxi, Ixxxii, in the matter of
peculiarities of diction), that the version in which such readings excep-
tionally occur, has borrowed or retained them from the version in which
they are habitually present:—in other words, that the text of X, as well as
its diction, shows signs of dependence on that of S.
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CHAPTER VI
DATE AND AUTHORSHIP OF 8.

I ~Now enter on the questions of the probable date, and authorship, of
the version S.

I.—Irs Date.

1. Direct Evidence of Brit. Mus. Ms., Add. 17193.

As to its date, we have one certain fact to limit our inquiry: it is
earlier than the year 874 A.n. For though the Crawford Ms., whence
I derive the text I now publish, was probably (see below, pp. exiii, s¢g.)
- written late in the twelfth century, a considerable extract from the
A pocalypse (vii. 1-8), which when examined proves to belong to S, is
included in a volume of Miscellanies (Brit. Mus., Add. 17193, fo. 145),
bearing date A. Gr. 1185 (= A.n. 874).* So far, but no farther, the
external and direct evidence carries us.

2. Indirect Evidence of Crawford Ms., Syr. 2.

But the Crawford Ms., when we turn back to it, will be found to
contain internal and indirect, but cogent, evidence of the antiquity of the
text of the Apocalypse exhibited in it. The very blunders which disfigure
the text (see p. Ixxix), serious as they are and far from infrequent, cannot
be reasonably set down to carelessness or stupidity on the part of the
scribe, who seems to have done his work accurately and with intelligence,
as is shown by its comparative freedom from such blunders in the rest of

* For this extract sce Appendix to Part II, p. 35, where it is printed in full as it stards in
Add. 17198. This Ms. is fully described by Wright, Catal., pp. 989, s¢g.; who notes that the
extract is ‘not according to the ordinary version” (r.e. X).
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the New Testament. They are probably to be accounted for by supposing
either that the text had passed through many stages of transcription before
it reached him, or that the exemplar whence it was derived by him, was
one much damaged by time or mischance.* The latter supposition agrees
well with the fact, elsewhere pointed out, that it appears to have lost its
first leaf, so that he has been obliged to supply the first eight verses of
chapter i. from a copy of =.* In farther confirmation of this explanation
it is to be noted that these blemishes in the text do not appear with any
uniformity of distribution, nor yet are they scattered at random : they
tend to occur in groups,—three or four in a page, preceded and followed
by many pages free from flaw, in such wise as to suggest that the archetype
had suffered from injury or decay in places corresponding to these groups.
The other supposition—of repeated transcription, is also confirmed by the
state of the text of our Ms. in the passages where the blunders occur; for
in some of them (see, e.g., notes on the Syriac text, ii. 17, xii. 7), particles
or points have been inserted with the effect of forcing some meaning on
the misreadings, so as to betray the care of a scribe not content to copy
merely, but bent on editing his text into intelligibility. It is clear that
the text, needing to be so edited, cannot have been recent when it came
into his hands. Either supposition, if admitted, would go far to account
for the state of our text; and either of them implies the lapse of
generations, perhaps centuries, between the translator and the twelfth-
century scribe. Neither of them excludes the other, and it may well be
that both are true. On the whole it seems probable that two or three (if
not more) transcripts stand between our Ms. and the original; and that
some one of them was separated from its successor by a long interval.

3. Inference from Comparison of Texts of vii. 1-8, given in above Mss.

A comparison of vii. 1-8 in our Ms. with the Nitrian copy of the same,
enables us to carry the matter farther back. The two texts vary slightly
tnler se. One point of difference is, that, while our Ms. misplaces the
““sealing” of Levi in verse 7, postponing it to that of Issachar, the other
Ms. omits it from the text but has it on the margin, supplied in a different

* Frequent use cannot be supposed as a probable cause of the damage, for the Apocalypse was
not included in any Syriac Lectionary system.
® See the notes on Syr. text, i. 1-8 ; also ZTransactions, R.I.4., vol. xxx, p. 414.
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script, and apparently by a second hand. The inevitable inference is, that
both represent an older copy which passed it over altogether. Of the other
differences, some are in matters of grammatical form, as follows. For
arcdsh (verse 1), woi dasied (i), (e Aa (ib.), iz da (verse 4),
of the Crawford text, the Nitrian has—ardln, «woi asied, il la,
<&hoix t"'“‘h ;—so that in each case it substitutes a less archaic form for
a more archaic. So too, as to orthography, it writes (verses 2, 3) _otma,
< oimd, for _ otmnti, _ aimeeh, of our Ms. We are thus led to the
important conclusion, that our Ms., though probably three centuries later
in date than the Nitrian book of Extracts, represents an earlier form of
the text;—in other words, is derived, immediately or mediately (and if
mediately, then through a line of accurate transmission), from an ultimate
exemplar older than the Nitrian,—so much older as to belong to an earlier
stage of the language than that which prevailed in the age to which the
Nitrian Ms. belongs,—the latter half (namely) of the ninth century.

4. Internal Evidence of the Version.

We should, therefore, be obliged to ascribe a considerable antiquity to
this version, even if we had no grounds to rely on save those that are
yielded by the Crawford Ms. whence we derive it, and by the older
Nitrian Ms. which preserves a fragment of it. And in this ascription we
are confirmed by the internal evidence of the version itself. For, as
has been shown in detail in Chapters II and III, on the one hand its
diction is that of the earlier stage of Syriac literary use in translations
from the Greek, before the Syriac language had been debased by the
alloy of greecism; and, on the other hand, its fez¢ appears to have had as
its prepollent element a Greek basis conformed in the main to the earlier
type represented by the agreement of the ancient uncials R A C, with P
following—which type is known to have passed more and more out of
currency among Biblical students as generation followed generation. In
the eighth century, or even in the seventh, a text of such type would be
unlikely to be adopted by a translator; and a translator of that age would
hardly rival, in his language and style, the purity and ease of the Peshitto.
Thus we have here two lines of argument, each confirming the other, both
tending alike to the common conclusion that, for a version of such quality,
based on a text of such character, an earlier date must be assumed than
the eighth or seventh century.
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5. Inference from probable Date of 5.

A more definite approach to its date may be made by means of its
relation to the other version (3), of which, as has been shown, it must be
regarded as the predecessor. The date and authorship of 3, indeed, are
not known with certainty. But we are assured that the missing Florence
Ms. (3 f, stated to be written by one Jacob of Hesron, o.p. 1582) had a
colophon describing 3 as the work of Thomas of Harkel.® This description
is confirmed by the fact that while Barsalibi, in his Commentary on the
Apocalypse, Acts, and Epistles, makes 3 his basis (see pp. 1xxxiii, note *,
Ixxxiv) in the Apocalypse, which he places first, he comments on the
following Books in the Harkleian; thus as it seems treating 3 as part of
that version. And the internal evidence amply bears out what these
authorities thus affirm or imply. Apart from all external testimony, we
find the method and diction of 3 to be beyond dispute Harkleian ; so that
it may without impropriety be designated the Harkleian Apocalypse, in
this sense that, whoever be the translator, the translation is Harkleian in
its manner and language—the production, if not of Thomas himself, then
of a disciple and continuator, belonging to his age, trained in his school,
a rigorous adherent of his system. Now the date of Thomas is accurately
recorded ; he did his work A.n. 616. If then we may assume that the
S-version of the Apocalypse was part of the Syriac New Testament as
revised by him, or at least a supplement appended to it not long after his
time, it follows that the S-version, being prior to it, cannot be reasonably
assigned to a period later than the sixth century.

No later period, as has been shown above, would suit the facts of
the character of the version, whether viewed on the Syriac side, in its
grammatical and literary aspect,—or on the Greek side, as a witness
to the text of its original. And this concurrence of evidence, internal
with external, textual with linguistic, seems sufficient to warrant us in
accepting the conclusion to which we are led by the facts and inferences
above stated.

ad

* These stutements as to the Florence Ms. are made by Lelong (Biblioth. Sacra, tom. 1, p. 191
[Boerner’s edition, 1709]), on the authority of a Catalogue communicated by Montfaucon. It is
to be hoped that this Ms. may be recovered and the above account verified. It was missing when
Bernstein sought for it at Florence in or before 1854 (Bernstein, D¢ Hharki. Transl., p. 8).

n
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II.—Irs AvutHOR.

It remains to examine whether we can with any probability trace its
origin and conjecture its author.

1. Not Jacob of Edessa.

One negative conclusion we may, in the first instance, lay down with
confidence, and thus narrow the field of inquiry. Putting aside for the
moment the reasons above given for assigning it to a date earlier than the
seventh century, we may unhesitatingly affirm that neither our version
nor the rival one can be the work of Jacob of Edessa, whom, as a Biblical
scholar and translator, high in repute in the Jacobite Church, one might
naturally suggest as the probable author of one or other. His manner is
known to us, from his version of the Septuagintal Esaias, extant in a
Nitrian Ms. (Add. 14441) in the British Museum ;* and it is unmistakably
distinct alike from the manner of S and from that of =. His date,
moreover (seeing that his activity covered the second half of the setenth
century and passed into the eighth, ending in his death, A.p. 708), would
oblige us to assign % to a period so improbably late as the eighth century,
if we supposed him, in the latter years of the seventh to have produced S.
But we have, farther, direct evidence to the same effect in a Syriac
rendering of Apoc. xvii. 3-6 (contained in a Syriac Cafena on Genesis,
compiled by the monk Severus, appended to the Commentary of Ephraim
on that Book), ascribed (apparently with good reason) by the editor of the
Roman edition of Ephraim, to Jacob of Edessa,’—as follows :
haas As hop ~ausic . omis Komam dalay whdue duti 3.
aar i @l duwe . ata\y % hop ilwy . hamam
<haal), op oy . dl.ds ma o o 4. . ims «Buiso
o st Lins et auda @iac lsa 5. .dhaany hath)o
2 Qo waoiy o hdurd ddutibo 6. aint hauiite whaails

< ATLY ,DOIMLOY (0T (=00 . rLriTal 03

Here, after making all allowance for looseness of citation (such as is

shown in the transference of <om3o> omi= from verse 4 to verse 3),

* Printed by Ceriani, in Monumenta 8. et P., tom. v, fasc. i, pp. 7 of sgq.
* Ephraim 8., Opera Syr., tom. 1 (Roman ed.), p. 192.
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we find on comparison with the corresponding passage in S and 3, that
we have a version materially different from both, alike in diction and
in text.* |

2. Presumably identical with Translalor of ‘ Pococke” Epistles.

But in endeavouring to reach a positive conclusion which may be
accepted as at least provisional, it is necessary to proceed gradually. As
a first step in our inquiry, it is to be observed that the combination in
which S comes before us, and its accompaniments, are at least suggestive
of its probable authorship. It has reached us as an integral part of a
New Testament in Syriac,—Peshitto, smpplemented by the addition of the
Books which lie outside of the Peshitto Canon. It may fairly be pre-
sumed that when the scribe and his fellow-workers or directors arranged
the contents of the volume, the supplementary matter which they incor-
porated in it with the Peshitto, was borrowed by them all of it from one
and the same source: that is, that this version of the Apocalypse comes
from the same hand as the version of the Four Minor Epistles.

3. This Presumption confirmed by Internal Evidence.

For so far, this is a mere presumption, arising out of the external fact
that the S-version of the Apocalypse and the Pococke version of the Four
E pistles are associated in the same Ms., in the same supplementary relation
to the Peshitto New Testament. But when we follow up the clue thus put
into our hands, and examine the two versions side by side, the presumption
be comes materially strengthened. I have already noticed (pp. xvii, xviii)
the internal resemblance that subsists between them. In method and in
diction alike, they are similar works: they belong to the same stage of the
language, they occupy the same midway position as regards their literary
character—more exact in rendering than the Peshitto, more free than the
Harkleian. They are, to all appearance, products not only of the same age, '
but of the same school,—it may well be, of the same hand. This general .
similarity, moreover, between the two versions, includes (as pointed out
above, pp. xxxvii, Xxxviii) some special points of coincidence in diction,
which raise to a high degree the probability of their common authorship.

* Thus, ¢.g., 8 and = read wopviv in verse 5, with all Greek authorities; whereas in Jacob’s

rendering, as in the Latin, a reading wopveidv is followed.
n2
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If then we assume on these grounds that this version of the Apocalypse
is by the same hand as the version of the Four Epistles with which it is
associated in the Crawford Ms., and to which it bears a close affinity alike
in general character and in particular details, we arrive at a determined
date, and a known name. For it is certain, as I have shown,® that these
Epistles are part of the version made a.p. 508, by Polycarpus, ¢ the
Chorepiscopus,” under the direction of the famous Philoxenus of Mabug,
after whose name it is styled the ¢ Philoxenian” version—to be dis-
tinguished as the ¢Philoxenian proper” or ¢ unrevised Philoxenian” from
the Harkleian, which (though too commonly confounded with it) was
really the result of a revision of it in which its text and its diction were
largely modified, more than a century later, by Thomas of Harkel. That
Polycarpus included the Apocalypse in his work, may be assumed in the
absence of evidence to the contrary. We are told by Moses of Aghel,
that he translated ¢ the New Testament”® (no Book or Books being ex-
cepted); and inasmuch as his translation of the Four Epistles proves that
‘““the New Testament” is not to be here taken as limited to the Books
of the Peshitto Canon, there is no reason to suppose that he did not—but
every probability that he did—translate the Apocalypse likewise.

4. Also by analogous Case of % and Harileian.

A second, and quite independent, line of probable inference leads to
the same result. The version =, as we have seen, is either a part of the
Harkleian New Testament (which, for the like reason as has been above
assigned in the case of the Philoxenian, may be presumed to have
included the Apocalypse), or a supplement to it, wrought in sedulous
imitation of its method. It is probable therefore that, like the rest of
the Harkleian, 3 was constructed on the basis of a prior version forming
part of the New Testament as translated by Polycarpus. It is therefore
also probable, and in the same degree, that S, which is unmistakably the
basis of 3, is to be identified as the Apocalypse of which Polycarpus
was the translator.

It is to be observed, that each of these chains of probability holds good
apart from the other. The former depends on the affinity between S and
the “Pococke” Epistles; the latter on the relation of S, as basis-version,

* Sce reff., note *, p. Ixxxi. ® Ap. Assemani, Biblioth. Orient., tom. 11, p. 83.
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to 3. If either of our two distinct lines of argument be accepted as
valid—if we admit it as probable, either that the S-Apocalypse is from
the same hand as the Pococke Four Epistles,—or that the =-Apocalypse
is a part (supplemental at least if not integral) of the Harkleian New
Testament,—on either assumption (and the probability of each rests on a
sufficient basis of its own), it follows as an almost inevitable inference,
that our Apocalypse is the work of Polycarpus, and belongs to his version
of the whole New Testament into Syriac, the Philoxenian proper of
A.D. 508.

5. Also by Affinity between S and Philozenian Esaias.

Of this inference, confirmation is forthcoming from yet another quarter.
Moses of Aghel (uf supr.) states that ¢ David” was translated for Philoxenus
from the Greek by Polycarpus, along with the New Testament; and a
note appended to the great Ambrosian Ms. of the Syro-Hexaplar version
(Esai. ix. 6), informs us that the Philoxenian version extended to Esaias
also. This version of the Psalms is not recorded as extant, but that of
Esaias (after the LXX) survives in some large fragments, identifiable as
Philoxenian beyond all reasonable doubt, preserved in the Ms., Add. 17106
of the Nitrian Collection in the British Museum, which has been printed
by Dr. Ceriani in his Monumenta Sacra et Profana® (cited by me as ‘‘ Phx.,”
see Pt. II, p. 36). The internal evidence of these fragments shows that
the version to which they belong was in style and language closely akin
to S;® and also that, though based on the LXX, it bespeaks an author
to whom the Peshitto Isaiah was familiar,—a note of identity with the
author of S, of whom, as we have seen, familiarity with the Peshitto
diction, especially that of the Old Testament, is a marked characteristic,
preparing us to find in him an Old Testament translator. It is a note-
worthy fact, moreover, and one that serves to reinforce the preceding
arguments, that this Philoxenian Esaias bears to the Syro-Hexaplar Esaias
of Paul of Tella a relation closely parallel with the relation borne by the
Pococke version to the Harkleian of the Four Epistles, or by S to 3.

* Tom. v, fasc. i, pp. 9, 8g9.—On the authorship of these fragments, see Ceriani, p. 5; and
Dict. of Christian Biogr., vol. 1v, s.v. Porxcareus (5), pp. 430-433. See also Wright, Catal.,
p. 28, for his account of the Ms., which he assigns to the seventh century.

* 8ee the points of affinity between 8 and Phx., recorded passim in my Notes to Part II.
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On all those grounds we are, I venture to think, entitled to claim
this Polycarpus as the author of the version of the Apocalypse herewith

printed,—at least until some more probable theory shall have been
advanced.

6. Objections answered.

(1.) To authorship suggested for S:—

Against this theory of the authorship, one argument (and I know of no
other) may be urged. Barsalibi, the great teacher of the Monophysite
Church of the twelfth century, in commenting on the Apocalypse, follows
(as we have seen, pp. Ixxxiii, note®, Ixxxiv) the version =; and though a
few tokens appear of his knowledge of S, they are doubtful, and, even
if certain, could be accounted for by the very probable supposition that he
derived them from marginal notes attached to his copy of 2. Is it likely
(it may be asked) that so learned a scholar as Barsalibi should be ignorant
or negligent of a version of this Book bearing a name so great and so
revered in his Church as that of Philoxenus? This objection (it is to be
observed) is raised—not with regard to the existence of S in the time of
Barsalibi (for of that we have found Ms. evidence dating three centuries
before him,—see p. xc), but with regard to the view that it belongs to
the Philoxenian New Testament. And as so raised, it admits of a
complete answer. Barsalibi, in the same work in which, he comments on
the Apocalypse according to the 3-text, not only comments on the Four
Epistles according to the Harkleian text, but states® expressly that he
knows of no other. If,-then, we are to conclude that S cannot be
Philoxenian because Barsalibi ignores it, we must extend the same con-
clusion to the Pococke text of the Four Epistles, which he likewise
ignores. But that text is demonstrably Philoxenian, notwithstanding
Barsalibi’s negative witness to the contrary. His negative witness,
therefore, against the claim advanced for S, that it too is Philoxenian,
may be safely set aside.

(2.) To authorship suggested for % :—

So again, the theory which makes the =-Apocalypse part of the
Harkleian New Testament is open to an objection,—a serious one, though

* Ap. Pococke, Praf. ad Lectorem, prefixed to his edition (1630) of these Epistles.
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of negative character. This Book is absent not merely from the New
College Ms. (No. 333) of the Harkleian (which supplied the text of White’s
edition, but is defective at the end, and therefore inconclusive as a
witness), but from the Cambridge Ms. (Add. 1700), the only known un-
mutilated copy professing to be complete.* In this matter, Barsalibi is a
witness on our side; for (as noted above, pp. Ixxxiii, note #, xciii) he seems,
in the Commentary above referred to, to have known it as associated with
the Harkleian version of the Four Epistles,—probably deriving it from a
Ms. of the Harkleian, in which the Apocalypse stood, as in S, before the
Acts, the Epistles following after.® That the Apocalypse is wanting from
the Cambridge Ms. may be a fact of no farther significance than is its
absence from many Greek cursives;—to be accounted for simply by the
prevalent custom of most Churches of excluding the Apocalypse from
their lectionary systems.® ’

In estimating the weight of the above considerations, it is to be borne
in mind that the argument for accepting S as Philoxenian, and the
argument for accepting % as Harkleian, are in the main independent each
of the other, each resting on sufficient grounds of its own. They may
therefore be regarded as mutually confirmatory ; and to argue that if 3 be
the work of Thomas, S is probably the work of Polycarpus, or vice versa,
is valid reasoning, and not a vicious circle.

* Except these two, no known Harkleian Ms. exhibits the Acts and Epistles.

® Thus the copy used by Barsalibi would be similar in arrangement to the Crawford Ms., only
with the supplementary Books derived not from the Philoxenian proper but from the Harkleian.

¢ For the adverse opinion of Adler, who denied (Persiones Syr., p. 78) that 3 could be
Harkleian, and for the grounds on which that opinion is to be rejected, see Transactions, R.I.A.,
vol. xxvii, p. 304.
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CHAPTER VIIL
THE APOCALYPSE IN THE SYRIAN CHURCHES.

In the course of the preceding inquiry, it has distinctly appeared that
the Apocalypse was not only unread in public, but had no great currency
even among students of Scripture, within the Jacobite communion,—the
body which, though lying under the reproach of heresy, unquestionably
represents the national Syrian Church, and is honourably distinguished
by its zeal for Biblical literature. To the divines of the rival Nestorian
Church, and to its Biblical scribes, the Apocalypse, and with it the Four
Epistles, appear to have been absolutely unknown.

It seems worth while to put together the facts, so far as I have been
able to ascertain them, which indicate the extent of knowledge of this
Book, existing among Christians who studied the Scriptures in Syriac,
traceable back from the latest point at which that knowledge may reason-
ably be presumed to have been acquired in or from the East, and
independently of printed editions of the Syriac New Testament.

I.—The Apocalypse known to certain Members of Syrian Churches.

1. Of the seventeenth and sixteenth centuries.—In the seventeenth century
the Apocalypse, in the version 3, is known to have been in the hands
of three persons belonging to Syrian Churches;—of a priest of Amid
(Diarbekr) ‘Abdul Ahad, who transcribed it with the rest of the Scriptures
in Paris, o.p. 1695 ;* of Gabriel Sionita, who-edited it. from a Ms. or Mss.,
no longer forthcoming, for the Paris Polyglot, 1633 ; and of Joseph, a
monk of Kenobin, in the Lebanon, who transcribed it for Archbishop
Ussher, in 1625*>—the two last-named being Maronites, the first no doubt
a Jacobite.

* This copy is numbered 1 to & in Zotenberg’s Catalogue, g. ¢.
b Bee Transactions of R.I.A., vol. xxvii, p. 283.
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To these, the sixteenth century adds two more—Jacob of Hesron (in
the Lebanon country), who wrote the Florence copy in 1582, and (as it
seems) Caspar, whose name appears in the colophon of the Leyden copy,
described as ‘from the land of the Hindus” («soism,—not ~uoiim,
as printed by De Dieu).* Thus, of these five, the last was apparently
of the Syro-Indian Church of Malabar; three were Maronites; and one
only was of the Jacobite Church of Mesopotamia—the other four be-
longing to communities subject to the See of Rome. All five, however,
worked merely as transcribers,—in Europe, or for European scholars;
and it was, no doubt, under European influences that their transcripts
were made: but the fact that they had, or had access to, Mss. whence
they transcribed the text, proves that, in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, copies of the Book in this version were still preserved among
Syrian Christians in three regions so remote one from another as
Mesopotamia, the Lebanon, and Malabar,—not only in the Jacobite
Church whence it sprang, but in two other Churches ecclesiastically and
doctrinally distinct from it. As regards the Apocalypse, therefore, Wid-
manstad was no doubt correctly informed by Moses of Marde, in 1554-5,"
that the non-Peshitto Books in Syriac were then extant in Mesopotamia.

For so far, the evidence points to 3 as the form in which the
Apocalypse was known in the places named; but the version S, too, is
proved, by a note entered in the Crawford Ms. (see pp. cx, cxi, infr.), to
have been in the hands of two successive owners in the same Mesopotamian
region, in 1534,—of one Saliba, and of a Patriarch (probably Jacobite but
possibly Nestorian) Simeon of Hatacha,® to whom he sold the Ms.

2. Of the twelfth, eleventh, and ninth centuries.— For three centuries
before that date I am unable to adduce any evidence of knowledge of
either version ; but when we go back to the twelfth century, both come
again into view. Shortly before the year 1200, as I hope to show in
the following Chapter, the Crawford Ms., in which the Apocalypse in the
version S is, as we have seen, ranked high among the New Testament
Books, and ascribed to the Fourth Evangelist, was written in the very
heart of the Jacobite Church, in a convent of Salach, in Turabdin. Not
many years earlier is to be placed the composition of the Commentary® of

* See De Dieu’s Apocalypsts, p. 164.
® See reff. in note ®, p. xvii, to Widmanstad’s Epistls to Gienger.
¢ See below, pp. ex, cxi. 4 See above, p. Ixxxiii, note *.
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Barsalibi (the leading divine of the Jacobite Church of this century), who
died Bishop of Mabug, a.p. 1171,—in which the Apocalypse is ascribed to
St. John and expounded after the =-version. An earlier Commentary (of
unknown authorship and date), contained in the Ms. Add. 17127 (Brit.
Mus.), embodying the text I have designated as Zu, written A.p. 1088
in a convent near Alexandria, proves that Syrian monks of the eleventh
century, settled among their Monophysite brethren in Egypt,*—the country
in which the Harkleian New Testament was produced, A.n. 616, by a
Syrian Bishop,—knew the Apocalypse in the Harkleian or Harkleianized
S-version. This is at once the earliest Syriac Commentary on the Book,®
and the earliest evidence of the existence of 3. For S, we are enabled
to bring proof two centuries earlier, in the shape of the fragment of it
(Rev. vii. 1-8), included in the collection of extracts, Ms. Add. 17193
(Brit. Mus.), written a.p. 874. This Ms. is no doubt Jacobite, and was in
Tur‘abdinese hands a.p. 1493, but its place of origin is uncertain (the
second part of its name, which began with s.a.a, being illegible®).

3. Of the seventh and sizth centuries.—About 200 years before the date of
this Ms., Jacob of Edessa, as we have seen, knew and cited the Apocalypse,
but in a rendering of his own. It is uncertain, however, whether he
translated the whole Book, or merely the passage from Rev. xvii. (sce
above, p. xciv); and we can only infer from it that he did not know, or
did not care to quote, S or 3. The latter, as I have endeavoured to
prove, is to be regarded as a work of Thomas of Harkel or a continuator
in the earlier part of his century, the seventh; and the former is to be
placed still earliér, as part of the Philoxenian New Testament, in the
sixth. I am unable, however, to point to any evidence in the writings of
Philoxenus to show that he knew the Apocalypse in any form.?

4. Of the fourth century.—In the fourth century, however, we find it
distinctly cited, and ascribed to St. John, by the greatest of Syriac divines,
Ephraim, in one of his Sermones Ezegetict, as follows :— :

* The Coptic Church was in close communion with the Syrian Jacobite Church, both being
Monophysite.

* The Commentary may be considerably carlier than the date of this Ms.; but that it is of
Syriac origin, and not a translation from the Greek, is proved by the fact that the author cites,
and explains, the verse viii. 13 as mistranslated in 3, attributing a ‘ tail of blood” to the eagle.

* Wright’s Catalogus, pp. 989, 992. See also p. xc, supr.; and p. 35, Pt. I, ¢nfr.

¢ No citation of it is recorded in Dr. Budge’s edition (1894) of Philoxenus.
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“In his Revelation, John saw a book great and wonderful, which was
written by God, and there were on it seven seals. There was none that
was able to read it in earth nor in heaven save the Son of God alone who
Himself wrote it and sealed it.”™

Here we have a brief summary of Apoc. v. 1-3, but too loosely worded
to admit of comparison with the text of these verses as it stands in S or =.
Ephraim seems to have written the above from an inexact recollection of
the passage, which he may have known only in the Greek. It does not
therefore prove that in his time a Syriac version of the Book existed.

But elsewhere® he apparently cites (A0 ~as 150 from Apoc. xxi. 6
(also xxii. 17), with a slight variation (709 {@vros for mjs {wrs), in which it
is to be noted that S (with ) concurs against all other authorities.

So too in his elder contemporary, Aphrahat, there seems to be a trace
of the Apocalypse under a Syriac form akin to the two extant versions, in
the remarkable phrase, twice used by him,* «<aisth «haso, “the second
death.” Yet this reference must be accepted as a doubtful one, in view
of the fact that the same phrase occurs more than once in the Targums.

II.—1Its Circulation very limited.

On the whole, it seems most probable that this Book, excluded as it
was (by ignorance rather than of set purpose) from the Peshitto Canon,
remained unknown to Syriac-speaking Christians for perhaps four centuries,
except to the comparatively few who had access to, and could read, the
Greek original. It may well be that the author of our version was the
first to place it within reach of his countrymen in their own tongue. In

s Opera Syr., tom. 11, p. 332, Sermo Ezegeticus sn Ps. cxl. 3. 8o far as I know, the
genuineness of this Sermon has not been disputed.

v Hymn. vii In Fest. Epiph. (Hymni, &c., tom. 1, p. 66, ed. Lamy). In his Greek works some
references to the Apocalypse are to be found; but I do not cite them, feeling doubtful whether
we can accept anything as altogether his which does not survive in Syriac.

¢ Demonsty. vii. 25, viii. 19 (Paris, 1895). See the editor's Prafatio, p. xliii; see also my
note on the Syriac text, ii. 11 (Part II., p. 43).

02
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the numerous translations of the writings of the Greek Fathers, with
which Syriac scholars of the sixth century (and perhaps earlier) sought
to compensate for the dearth of original Syriac theology, the points of
difference between the Greek and Syriac Scriptures must have been
noticed by Syrian readers ;—and above all, the absence from the Syriac
of whole Books which stood unquestioned in the Greek. In the account
of the origin of the Philoxenian version, given (see note s, p. Ixxi) by
Moses of Aghel, it is plainly suggested that the object of Philoxenus,
in issuing that version, was that his people should learn to know the
Scriptures in a form assimilated to that in which their Greek-speaking
brethren of Alexandria and elsewhere knew them.

Yet it is plain thut the Apocalypse never became familiarly known
in the Jacobite or any other of the Syrian Churches. It was rarely
transcribed, rarely commented on, had little influence on their religious
mind, and contributed little if anything to their religious thought or
phraseology. The hymns and liturgies, in which alone Syriac religious
literature is rich, are with hardly an exception devoid of all such Apoca-
lyptic imagery and language as we meet at every turn in the hymnology
of the West,—whether of the medieval Latin Church, or of English
Christendom, Anglican and Nonconformist alike.

1I1.— Value of the Versions S and 3.

But if, as it seems we must admit, both the Syriac versions of the
Apocalypse have failed to commend the Book to Syriac readers, neither
of them is therefore to be lightly esteemed : each has a value of its own.
The one which has now been for more than two centuries and a-half known
to scholars, is interesting in its capacity as a supplement to the Harkleian
version, and shares with it the merit of usefulness for critical purposes by
reason of the very literalness which is, from a literary point of view, its
fault. The other, which I now give to the public, is to be prized as being,
together with the Four Epistles published by Pococke, the total of what
time has spared to us of the Philoxenian version, once famous but now
surviving only in these remnants,—small in bulk, yet constituting the
portion of it best worth preserving, inasmuch as in these Books alone the
translator worked directly on the Greek before him, without having (as
in the other Books) the Peshitto to draw him aside from the faithful
rendering of his original. This Apocalypse therefore, and the Four
Epistles, come to us as a monument of the learning and industry of



THE APOCALYPSE IN THE SYRIAN CHURCHES. ov

the Syrian Monophysite Church of the early sixth century. They are
valuable alike in their literary aspect, as a successful presentation of the
Greek original in a Syriac version of adequate exactness, without sacrifice
of idiomatic purity,—and from the point of view of the textual critic, as
reproducing the text (or perhaps a combination of two or more texts) that
was accessible to a scholar in the Euphratensian province immediately
after the close of the fifth century. '

In closing this investigation, I may be permitted to quote the con-
cluding sentences of the Memoir I have already referred to®*:—

“We justly claim [for this Version], as regards its general tone and
manner, that it approaches the excellence of the Peshitto; and in point
of force, directness, and dignity, that it gives worthy expression to the
sublime imagery of the Apocalyptist. It has strength and freedom such
as few translations attain; such, in fact, that it would not be difficult te
make out a plausible case for accepting it as the Aramaic original, or a
close reproduction of an Aramaic original, of the Book. In it, far more
fully than in the cramped and artificial diction of its reviser, the Aramaic
idiom asserts its power to supply for the burden of the divine visions an
utterance more adequate than could be found for them in the Greek which
is their actual vehicle. From it, as a comparison of the two versions
shows, the latter one has borrowed the touches of simple majesty which
ever and again raise it out of its usual level of painstaking and correctness:
in it, I may almost venture to say, more perfectly than in the written
Greek, we may read ‘the things which shall be hereafter’, well-nigh in
the form in which St. John first apprehended the divine word that came to
him, and inwardly shaped into speech the revelation of ‘the Lord God,
which is and which was and which is to come, the Almighty.’”

(Aroc. i. 8.)

* Transactions, R.I. 4., vol. xxx, p 398.
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CHAPTER VIII.

ACCOUNT OF THE CRAWFORD Ms. (S8YR. 2).

To the preceding study of the version S, I deem it fitting to append a
brief account of the Ms. in which it has reached us,* and of my reasons for
believing it to have been written in the latter years of the twelfth century.

I.—Description of the Ms.

The Ms. must have consisted, when entire, of twenty-four quinions
(240 leaves), with a single sheet (2 leaves) subjoined. It contained the
whole New Testament, with the Pauline Epistles placed last. Four leaves
have been lost (the first of the first quinion, the first and tenth of the
twenty-fourth, and the former of the final pair), and with them the first
twelve verses of St. Matthew i, the greater part of the Epistle to Titus,
and Hebrews xi. 28 to end, have disappeared. Otherwise the sacred text
is complete, except that a few more verses of St. Matthew, and a few of
the Acts, have perished owing to the mutilation of two or three leaves.
Besides the 238 leaves which remain, eleven have been inserted imme-
diately after the Fourth Gospel, exhibiting a Harmony of the Passion-
narratives. Thus the Ms. has now 249 leaves. The last leaf contains the
Subscription and Colophon.

That leaf alone is (on both sides) written in single column, the rest in
double columns throughout. The last page alone is in a cursive hand :
the preceding one, in eommon with the rest of the Ms. (including the
eleven inserted leaves) is in a clear and regular estrangelo, of a well-

-

* For fuller details, sce the Memosr above cited (Zransactions of R.I.A., vol. xxx, p. 347).
This Ms. is No. 12 of the apparatus attached to Mr. Gwilliam’s forthcoming edition of the
Peshitto Gospels; also of my list of Mes. of Poc., in Hermathenay vol. v, pp. 285, 286.
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marked but not archaic type. Here and there a word is interlined
(prima manu) in cursive. The cursive olaph (1) appears not infrequently,
especially when final; also the cursive fau (L), especially before final 1.
In the text, the vocalization is sparingly indicated—usually by the
simplest method—of points above or below, now and then by Greek
vowels attached to unusual words, or to such as would be ambiguous if
without vowels. On the whole, the Ms. is in good condition, and hardly
any part of its contents is illegible, except in the last leaf, which
(especially its latter page) has been so damaged as to be decipherable
with difficulty and (in a few places) not with absolute certainty.*

I1.—TIts Contents.

It comprises the New Testament, in the Peshitto version, supplemented
by the Apocalypse (as now for the first time printed, Part II., pp. 1-29),
and the Four Minor Catholic Epistles (in the version known as ¢ Pococke’s
text”). Its contents are thus unique in two respects. Firsf, it exhibits
the Apocalypse in a version which is (as above shown in detail) quite
distinct from the version hitherto included in printed Syriac New
Testaments, from the Paris Polyglot down to the latest. And secondly,
it is the only Syriac Biblical Ms. (excluding from that title such
transcripts made from European libravies, as e.g. the Ms. No. 5 of
Zotenberg’s Catalogue, Bibliothdque Nationale) that presents to the student
a complete New Testament, according to the canon ordinarily received,
whether Greek or Latin ;—including with the Peshitto not only, as a few
other Mss. do, the four non-Peshitto Epistles, but the Apocalypse,—of
which Book the few extant Syriac copies exhibit it in the other version,
and apart from the Peshitto.® The Books are continuously arranged;
each Book, after the first, beginning in the same column in which the pre-
ceding Book closes, with but a narrow interval of separation. The order
is, I believe, unexampled: Gospels, Apocalypse, Acts and seven Catholic
Epistles, Pauline Epistles.® It is remarkable that the supplementary Books

* See the autotype reproduction of two columns of the Ms., in the Plate facing title; also
the photographic facsimile at foot of p. cv, supr.

® In the copies / and n it stands alone ; and so also, we are told, in the lost copy /. In 4, it is
associated only with the ¢ Pococke’ Epistles. See p. xv, note °, supr.; and Part 1I, p. 86, eufr.

© Bee however Hermathena, vol. vii, p. 410, note t; vol. viii, p. 145, note 2.
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thus interpolated into the Peshitto are in no way distinguished by the
scribe from the others. The Apocalypse follows St. John’s Gospel, and is
in turn followed by the Acts (see Plate), as closely as St. John follows
St. Luke. And in like manner, the Four Epistles are placed—2 Peter
after 1 Peter and before 1 John, which last-named Epistle is succeeded by
2 John, 3 John, and Jude,—as in Greek and Latin Bibles: whereas in the
few other Syriac Mss. which exhibit these non-Peshitto Epistles, they are
mostly subjoined (as, e.g., in the great Cambridge Syriac Bible, Oo. I, 1, 2)
as a sort of appendix to the New Testament. Nor do the notes prefixed
or appended to these interpolated Books distinguish them in any way from
the rest. On the contrary, the superscription of the Apocalypse assigns
it to ‘“St. John the Evangelist,” and the subscription to “St. John Apostle
and Evangelist’ as if to assert its equality in the canon with the Gospel
that immediately precedes: and in like manner the subscriptions of 1 Peter
and 1John are ‘ ke first Epistle of Peter”, ‘the first Epistle of John”,
thus connecting them respectively with 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, which
follow; whereas in purely Peshitto Mss. they are usually described as
“ the Epistle of Peter”, ¢ the Epistle of John”; and so even in our Ms. in
the superscriptions.

Our Ms., however, contains clear indications of the supplementary
character of these Books. Its margin bears two distinct series of numbers,
both of which are usually found in Syriac New Testament Mss. Of these,
one series divides each Book into the «sile or Sections peculiar to Syriac
usage, 165 in number: the other into Lessons, for the Sundays and
Holydays of the year,—nearly three times as many as the Sections.
To each Lesson is prefixed (in the text) a rubric indicating the day to
which it is assigned.* These two systems of division, however, relate to
the Peshitto text only. The supplementary Books are passed over in the
marginal numeration of Sections and of Lessons alike. In the Four
Epistles a few lesson-rubrics are inserted; but none in the Apocalypse.
The exclusion of all these Books from the division into Sections amounts
to a negative intimation that they were not known to the Syrian Church
when that division was made. Of the Four Epistles, the same may be
said with regard to their exclusion from the Lectionary series; but hardly

* See Plate, second column, for numerals of both series, and a rubric, prefixed to Acts i.
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of the Apocalypse, inasmuch as many Churches which know it and accept
it as canonical have judged it to be unsuitable for public reading.

But when from the text of our Ms. we turn to the Subscription which
occupies the recto of its final leaf, we find a direct and positive statement
that none of these Books lay within the scope of the sectional division,—
as follows: ¢ The Book of the New Testament; in which there are
165 sections; besides the Revelation and the four Epistles.” Of these last,
the verses, or gijpara (aSag\a) are numbered, 1373 in all; and the
Subscription then goes on to reckon the verses of the Gospels, Acts, and
Pauline Epistles. The rest of the page records the number of Chapters or
tithoi, Eusebian divisions or xawvdves, Parables, Miracles, and Testimonies
(Old Testament citations), contained in each Gospel severally. I have
printed this Note in full (line for line) in Part II, p. 81, and have added
a translation, p. 95.

The Colophon written on the verso of the same leaf gives us the name
of the scribe, Stephen, a monk; of the person for whom it was written,
Gabriel, also a monk ; and of various fellow-monks, relatives, and friends,
to some of whom he professes himself indebted for instruction or for
assistance, and for whom he asks his readers’ prayers. He also names the
place where he wrote,—* tle monastery of Mar Jacob the recluse of
Egypt and Mar Barshabba, beside Salach, in Tur‘abdin, in the dominion
of Hesna Kipha.” I have reproduced this Colophon in Part II, p. 32,
and have given a translation of it (pp. 98, 99). Of the persons and places
named in it I shall have more to say farther on.

It is unnecessary to describe the contents of the eleven inserted leaves
which precede the Apocalypse, farther than to state that the Passion-
Narrative contained in them is compiled from the Harkleian Gospels, and
is portioned out into lessons for Good Friday. Though written by a hand
probably identical, certainly contemporaneous, with that which wrote the
New. Testament, they form no part of the Ms. proper. It is complete
without them; and not only so, but they are intruded into one of the
quinions of which it is composed—the eleventh, between its eighth and
ninth leaves. The verso of the eighth leaf breaks off in the last verse of
St. John’s Gospel, and the rest of that verse (four lines) runs over into the
recto of the ninth, where it is followed by three lines of subscription ; so
that, if these eleven leaves were removed, the Fourth Gospel would appear

in unbroken integrity, and the New Testament would be complete and
P
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continuous. But by a peculiar arrangement, such as I have not met with
in any other Ms., Syriac, Greek, or Latin, these seven lines, needed to
complete St. John after fo. 8 of quinion 11, are repeated at the head of the
first column of the recto of the first intruded leaf, and then followed by the
Harmony headed by its superscription, occupying ten leaves and the recto
of the eleventh. The result is, that the Four Gospels with this Harmony
admit of being separated from the following Books so as to form a volume
complete in itself.

The verso of the eleventh of these leaves, originally left blank, now
exhibits a record, in a much later and very inelegant cursive hand, of the
purchase of the Ms. by ‘Simeon of Hatacha, Patriarch, named Taibu,”
in A. Gr. 1845 (a.p. 1534) from a deacon named Saliba, the price being
‘““one hundred and twenty ‘afhmanih (cassrZ=odia.);—probably equal to
about £3 15s. sterling.*

Of the origin, history, and age of the Ms., our knowledge is limited to
the facts stated or implied in the Colophon, and in the memorandum of
sale above described, together with such inferences as may be drawn from
the contents of the volume, and the handwriting. I have discussed these
facts and inferences at length in the Memoir already referred to: here
I propose to give a summary of the results arrived at in that discussion,
adding a few points which I have noticed since it was published.

III.—1Its Place of Origin.

The region of Tur'abdin® (now Jebel-Tir), where the Ms. was written,
is a hilly district in the north-east part of Mesopotamia, for centuries
the headquarters of Jacobite monasticism, and still the chief centre
of the dwindling Jacobite Church. The name of the scribe, Stephen,
is not elsewhere met with, so far as I have ascertained, but ¢ the
monastery of Mar Jacob the recluse of Egypt, near Salach,” where
he wrote, was a Jacobite house, and Salach, in Tur'abdin, was the
seat of a Jacobite Bishop. The first owner of the Ms., Gabriel, the
monk for whom it was written, belonged to the town of Beth-nahle,
also in Tur'abdin, of which district Hesn-Kipha (now Hasankef), was

* See Payne Smith, Catal., col. 612, for ‘athmanth.
® See Transactions, R.I.A., vol. xxx, pp. 356-358, for Tur'abdin, Salach, and Beth-nahle ;

also for Hatacha, which lay some 50 miles outside Tur‘abdin.
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the chief stronghold, and for many generations the political capital. Of
its contents, the parts supplementary to the Peshitto,—the Four Epistles,
and (as I have endeavoured to show) apparently the Apocalypse, are of
Jacobite origin; as is also the interpolated Harkleian Passion-Harmony.
The modified form of the estrangelo character in which it is written,
and the occasional Greek vowels inserted, are Jacobite likewise. Thus
we may safely conclude that it is a Ms. in every sense Jacobite.

IV.—Its History.

Between the date, which I now seek to determine, of Gabriel, its
first owner, and the date (some thirty or forty years ago), when it was
purchased by the late Earl of Crawford, the only fact in its history known
to us, is the above-mentioned sale of it in 1534. The seller, however,
¢ Saliba the Deacon” is an unknown person, and the purchaser, ‘‘ Simeon
Taibu [or Taibutho] of Hatacha,” cannot be identified with certainty.
He is styled ¢ Patriarch,” and if we may presume him to have been the
head of the Jacobite Church, he was probably the prelate known officially
as Ignatius XVI, otherwise ‘Abdallah of Hesna d’ Atta.* If so, the Ms.
was presumably kept by him at Deir-Zaferan (the convent of Mar Ananias)
near Marde,—then, as now, the seat of the Patriarchs. But seeing that,
at the date specified, the Nestorian Church of the East had at its head a
Simeon as ‘ Catholicos,” for which title ¢ Patriarch” was commonly used
as equivalent,—and had a footing in the chief Jacobite centres, even.in
Marde,—it may be that by this sale the Ms. passed into Nestorian hands.®
How, or when, or by whom, it was brought to England, or from whom
it was purchased for the Library where it now is stored among so many
treasures of Oriental learning, is unknown.

V.—1Its Age.

In the Colophon, it will be observed that, though the names of
places and persons are fully recorded, no date is given®; nor among
the persons named is there one whose date is known. The age of the

* Bee Transactions, R.I.A., vol. xxx, pp. 359-360. b Ib., p. 360, note .

¢ The date may have been noted on the lost penultimate leaf of the Ms. *
p2
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Ms. must therefore be inferred from such indications as are yielded by
its handwriting and its contents. On the back of the modern English
binding, the volume is lettered ‘Circ. A.p. 1000”; but on what grounds,
or by what authority, this date was suggested, does not appear.

a. Arquments for and against an early date.—The experts in paleography
to whom it has been submitted have given very various judgments on
its age—some dating it as late as the twelfth century, some as early as
the ninth, or even the eighth. A perfect idea of the handwriting and
present aspect of the Ms. may be obtained from the Plate, which re-
produces with absolute fidelity two columns of it as specimens. It will
be seen that its estrangelo is not of the purest or earliest type. The
dolath and rish are curved, not rectangular ; the ke, vau, and mim are
closed, not open; the semecath is joined with the following letter. In
all these respects, and in the occasional insertion (prima manu) of Greek
vowels (see facsimile, p. cv), it deviates from the usage of Mss. prior to
the seventh century. But the rounded dolath and rish have been relied
on by some as tokens of a date not later than a.p. 1000, inasmuch as a
reversion to the square archaic forms took place about that time, due (as
is supposed) to the revival of estrangelo by John, Bishop of Kartamin
in Tur'abdin (consecrated A.p. 988).

I am of opinion, however, that these tokens are unreliable. For—

(1). The revival of the square forms did not superdede the contem-
poraneous use of the curved forms, as is proved by Mss. which exhibit
both. For example, in the Syro-Hexaplar estrangelo Ms. of Genesis,
Brit. Mus., Add. 14442, ascribed to the seventh century, the text exhibits
the square forms of these letters, but the curved forms prevail in the notes,
which are unquestionably contemporaneous with the text.* Again, the
Ms. Add. 12139 (Brit. Mus.), dated A. Gr. 1311 (= a.p. 1000), is written in
its earlier part in the modified estrangelo of our Ms., and resembles it in
the rounded forms in question and in other minor details,—but suddenly,
in the middle of a page, changes to the square forms and adheres to them

* These notes are written, according to Ceriani, ‘‘charactere medio inter aatf:angahdum et
maronsticum’ .—Monumenta 8. et P., tom. 11, fasc. ii, p. xviii. The same is true of the notes in
other like Mss.; 3.g., sometimes of those in the Ambrosian Syro-Hexaplar (eighth century).
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for the rest; though the colophon testifies, and the uniformity of the
handwriting in all else confirms, that one scribe wrote the whole. All
these Mss. are Jacobite. ’ _

(2). The extent and permanence of the revival effected by John of
Kartamin has been over-estimated. The statement of Barhebreeus,* who is
our authority in the matter, merely conveys that John restored and carried
to perfection the use of the estrangelo among his own monks, so as to
enrich his monastery with many volumes, and (no doubt) to organize for
Turabdin an active and influential school of caligraphy. If his scribes
preferred the square forms, the fashion did not last very long, even in his
own monastery. In the Bibliothtque Nationale there is a Ms. (Zotenberg,
No. 41), written by a monk of Kartamin, 4.p. 1194, in which the estrangelo
closely resembles that of our Ms., not only in general character, but in
every characteristic peculiarity, including the curved dolath and rish, which
have been relied on as arguments for an eighth- or ninth-century date.

b. Reasons for assigning Ms. to close of twelfth century.—After a careful
comparison of a large number of Mss., especially those of the ¢ Rich?”
collection in the British Museum, and of the Bibliothtque Nationale,
Paris, and a full consideration of the evidence yielded by the Crawford
Ms. itself, I have come to the conclusion that it belongs to the latter years
of the twelfth century. This is the period to which, after inspection of
some photographs taken from it, it was assigned by the person who was
best qualified to speak with authority in such a matter—the late Dr.
William Wright, of Cambridge. Another expert paleographer, Dr. Karl
- Horning, late of the British Museum, to whom I showed the Ms. without
informing him of Dr. Wright’s judgment, at once pronounced the same
opinion.

I will briefly state the grounds on which this judgment rests—

Evidence of handwriting.—The handwriting of the Ms., which as I have
shown has been assigned to an earlier date only on grounds which are
untrustworthy, bears a real and close resemblance to the estrangelo Mss.
written about the year 1200—closer than to those of any previous or

* Chron. Eccles., 1, 16, col. 417 (ed. Abbeloos and Lamy).
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following age. Dr. Wright and Dr. Hoérning, independently, fixed on one
Ms. of the Nitrian collection as especially like it in general character,—
Add. 12174 (Brit. Mus.), a volume of Lives of Saints, written A.n. 1196 in
the great Jacobite monastery of Melitene, a little north of Tur‘abdin.

Farther research, especially among the ¢ Rich” Mss. and those of
the Bibliothéque Nationale,* disclosed to me the fact that nearly all the
extant Biblical Mss. written (as this was) in or near Tur‘abdin, present,
more completely than those of any other origin, the peculiarities of hand-
writing and usage which characterize our Ms.,—the agreement in this
respect being twofold, for it is observable in the cursive character in which
(a8 in our Ms.) the colophon is usually written, as well as in the estrangelo
of the body of the book. Moreover, all these Tur'abdinese Mss. of which
the dates are known or probably assignable, prove to have been written
within the period specified : whence it may reasonably be inferred that,
as regards the production of such Mss., the activity of the Tur‘abdinese
monks began after the middle of the twelfth century, and did not continue
far into the thirteenth.

I am thus enabled to affirm two propositions :—

(i). That the Biblical Mss. which are most clearly distinguished by the
marks which are characteristic of the Crawford Ms., are Mss. written
within the region, and the period, above indicated,—wviz., in Tur‘abdin-, in
the latter part of the twelfth century. ‘

(ii). Conversely, that a Biblical Ms. marked by such charactenstlcs is
presumably a Ms. of that region and that age.

Mention of Tur'abdin in the Colophon.—The above results (though the
research which led to them was suggested by the local and ecclesiastical
relation between Tur‘abdin whence our Ms. comes, and Melitene, the home
of Add. 12174) might have been arrived at even if the colophon which
specifies the birthplace of our Ms. had perished or had never been written.
On the mere evidence of the handwriting, with its accompanying peculia-
rities, I should have claimed it as belonging to Tur‘abdin or some adjacent
Jacobite centre. But when we call to mind the fact stated in the
colophon—that the Ms. was written in a principal Tur'abdinese monastery,

* The detuilcd particulars as to these Mse. are given at length in my Memotr (in Transactions,
R.I 4., vol. xxx, pp. 364 s¢q.).
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by a Tur‘abdinese monk, for another monk also Tur‘abdinese ;—it follows
unquestionably that the twofold heads of evidence, of its characteristics
in point of handwriting, and of its Tur‘abdinese origin, give twofold -
force to the presumption raised above, that it belongs to the years just
before, or the years just after, o.n. 1200.

The inferences which the colophon yields extend beyond the indication
of the place of origin of the Ms. There are, farther, inferences from—

Structure and wording of Colophon ; in which respects it closely re-
sembles like notes appended to the other Tur‘abdinese Mss. above referred
to. Some of these come so near to it in their wording that much help
is to be had from them in the difficult task of deciphering the nearly
obliterated final page of our Ms.; whereas its fashion and diction differ
widely from those of Mss. of ‘earlier or later date, or of other regions.
Here then we have the internal evidence of the scribe’s language and
matter, concurring with the external evidence of his handwriting, in
determining the age to which he belongs.

Political situation implied in Colophon; in the mention of ¢ the
«\\ax. (= dominion, or principality) of Hesna Kipha.” It appears from
thé Annals of Abu'lfeda* (and is confirmed by the Chronicon Ecclesiasticum
of Barhebrezeus) that Hesn-Kipha, a strong fortress on the Tigris,® became
for the first time the capital of a ~a)\lax (ie, of the dominion of
a quasi-independent sovereign prince, «)\alx) in the twelfth century,
under the Turcoman chief Sokman, son of Ortok (a.n. 1101); by whose
line, the Ortokids, it was ruled till 1221-2. Here then the evidence
points, as before, to the twelfth century. Another authority supplies facts
which serve to determine the date to the latter and not the former part of
that century, and at the same time to account for the lack of Tur’abdinese
Mss. of earlier date. From the Lifc of John, Bishop of Marde, based
on his own autobiographic memoranda,” we learn that when he was
consecrated, A.p. 1125, he found that, in his diocese and the adjoining
region of Tur'abdin, the monasteries were and had been for two hundred
years deserted or even in ruins. This statement is no doubt exaggerated,?

* Annals, tom. 111, p. 336; 1v, pp. 192, 392 (Adler’s edition, Copenhagen, 1790).

* Transactions, R.1.A., vol. xxx, p. 358.

¢ Ap. Assemani, B.0., tom. 11, pp. 216, 220-223, 228.

¢ The facts above stated as to Kartamin show that, there at least, there was a flourishing
monastery little more than a century before John of Marde.
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as to the duration or the extent (or both) of the desolation described ; but
we may safely accept it as evidence that a long period of violence and
disorder had preceded the rise of the Ortokid dynasty,—as the authorities
above referred to amply attest. And the restoration of monasticism which
this John is stated to have effected, in the rebuilding of monasteries and
the refurnishing of them with books, which appears to have been the
employment of his forty years’ episcopate, implies that he lived under a
settled government and enjoyed from it some measure of protection. -
Indeed the narrative of Barhebrzeus records instances in which, towards
the end of the century, the intervention of the Ortokid prince (though
a Mohammedan) in the affairs of the Jacobite Church was sought and
obtained.* Thus the monks of Tur‘abdin and the adjoining region (for
Amid was added to the Ortokid princes in 1183, and Marde was ruled
by another branch of the same house®) were free to follow the impulse
towards sacred letters which seems to have been originally given by John
of Marde, and which was carried on and enhanced by two more noted
persons who came after him,—Barsalibi, who died Metropolitan of Amid,
A.p. 1171, and Michael (the Great) his friend and supporter, who died
Patriarch, A.p. 1199. Thus the historical indications implied in the word
s )\ax—of a monastic life in Tur'abdin pursuing its employments in
som ething of security under the rule of a sovereign Prince—lead us, as
the paleographical indications have already led us, to assign the Ms. to
the latter rather than the earlier years of the twelfth century.

Personal statements of Colophon as to the scribe, and his uncles.—Stephen
the scribe tells us that he was instructed in writing by his uncles, monks
like himself. He is therefore not of the first, but of the second or a later
generation, of the caligraphers of the Tur'abdinese school. That school
can hardly have been in operation before the middle of the century: and
he therefore (especially as three of the five uncles named are described as
‘“ d eceased”) probably belongs to a time not earlier than its last quarter.

Farther: there is something to be said of the names of certain of these
uncles; his ‘paternal uncles, monks: Mas'ud deceased and John and
Simeon.” To these men, Stephen tells us, and to two ‘‘ maternal uncles,
monks and priests, deceased,” he owed his training ‘“in the matter of

* Chron. Eccles., 1, 91, col. 607, 611, 613. .
b Abu’lfeda, Annals, tom. 1v, 54. ¢ 1b., tom. 11, 350.
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doctrine and of writing and soforth.” He wrote, therefore, at a time when
two_of these five persons were still living—the brothers John and Simeon,
both monks and (as is implied) scribes. Now in a Paris Ms. above referred
to, No. 41 Zotenberg (Biblioth. Nat.)—a copy of the Gospels bearing im
its handwriting and all its characteristics the closest possible affinity to our
Ms.—there is mention of two brothers, John and Simeon, monks, born at
Mido, in Tur'abdin, and trained at Kartamin : one of whom, Simeon, wrote
the Ms., and died in November 1194, as is recorded in a note appended
by John. If these brothers are the John and Simeon, ‘ paternal uncles”
of the scribe of our Ms., it follows that the Ms., having been written in
Simeon’s lifetime, cannot be later, but probably is not many years earlier,
than 1194. The names are too common to permit us to regard the
suggested identification as certain: but considering that the geographical
area our inquiry deals with is a limited one,® and the class of skilled
Tur‘abdinese caligraphers more limited still,* it seems fairly probable that
the monk Simeon, who died in 1194, after writing the Paris Ms. No. 41,
and who had a brother John also a scribe, was the Simeon who, with his
brother John, instructed Stephen in caligraphy, and lived to see him
produce the Ms. whose date we are investigating.

Unless, therefore, we are prepared to go back to a date earlier than that
of John of Kartamin—earlier than the period of ecclesiastical chaos that
prevailed (as we are assured) for two centuries before the time of John of
Marde—to go back, that is, to the opening years of the tenth century,—to
an age when the type of estrangelo was not nearly so close to that of our
Ms. as is the estrangelo of the late twelfth-century group,—an age in
which we have no evidence that Tur'abdin possessed any caligraphers,—
it seems that there is no date to which any Tur‘abdinese Ms. can, with any
plausibility, be assigned earlier than the middle of the twelfth century.
And in the case of the Crawford Ms., the particulars stated in the

* The greatest length of Turabdin is about one hundred miles. Marde adjoins its border,
and Amid (Diarbekr) is less than one hundred miles from Salach. For the topography of these
regions, see Badger’s Nestorians (1860), vol.i; Taylor’s Travels in Kurdistan, in Journal of Royal
Geographical Socisty, vol. xxxv (1865) ; Prym and Socin’s Der neu-aramdtsche Dialect des Tr-Abdin
(1881), tom. i (Einlestung); Sachau’s Resse in Syrien u. Mesopotamien (1883), also his review of
the work of Prym and Socin, in Zeitschrift der Morgenl. Gesellschaft, Bd. xxxv, pp. 237 sqq.

* See Transactions, R. 1. 4., vol. xxx, pp. 370, 371.

q
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colophon tend to place it in the fourth rather than in the third quarter
of the century.

(6.) Contents and arrangement of the Ms.—An argument, moreover,
which seems to preclude the assignment of an earlier date to the Ms.,
independently of paleographic considerations and of the evidence of
the colophon, is to be drawn from the contents of the Ms. and their
arrangement. As has been stated, it not only includes the four non-
Peshitto Epistles, but reckons them among the Catholic Epistles, on a
par with the three of the Peshitto, placing them in their usual Greek
order, so that 2 Peter comes next after 1 Peter and before 1 John. Now,
of the few other Syriac Biblical Mss. which exhibit these Epistles in
combination with the Peshitto (less than a dozen in all), none is older
than the eleventh century; only one (Add. 14473, Brit. Mus.) can be
confidently counted older than the twelfth, and in that one they are a
mere appendix added by a hand possibly of eleventh century to a much
older copy of the Peshitto Acts and Three Catholic Epistles; in the
remaining two (Cambridge Univ. Libr., Oo.1., 2 ; and Paris, Biblioth. Nat.,
Zot. 29) they stand all four together, after the three of the Peshitto. And
a like arrangement is found in Mss. even as late as the fifteenth century—
as in the Amsterdam Acts and Epistles (No. 184) in which the Four are
separated from the Three by the interposition of the Pauline.* The earliest
dated Syriac Biblical Ms. which places the Seven in their Greek order is
a New Testament dated 1471 (now preserved at Utica, U.S.A.),® but the
British Museum copy of the Acts and Epistles (Rich. 7162), which follows
the same order, is perhaps earlier.® Thus it appears that our Ms., even if
we date it, as I venture to do, about 1200, presents much the earliest
Syriac example of this arrangement. It is improbable in the highest

‘ -~

* This Ms. (see Transactions, R.I.4., vol. xxvi, p. 813), now containing only the Acts and
Epistles, appears to have been once a complete New Testament, of which the first 173 leaves are
missing. I have elsewhere (¢b., vol. xxx, p. 878) shown it to be probable that in the lost leaves
the Apocalypse followed the Gospels, as in the Crawford Ms. It may be confidently conjectured
farther that, should those leaves be recovered, they would be found (after the analogy of the
Crawford Ms.) to exhibit the Apocalypse in the version 8, as the extant leaves exhibit the Four
Epistles in the ‘‘ Pococke” version.

* Published in phototyped facsimile by Professor I. H. Hall : Baltimore, 1886.

¢ Rosen and Forshall (Catal., p. 25) assign it to fourteenth century: Wright corrects this to
fifteenth (Catal., p. 1208). '
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degree that a Ms. exhibiting the New Testament Books in such an order
should belong to an earlier age. The Seven Epistles are indeed found
arranged as of equal authenticity, in a peculiar order (1, 2, 3 John;
1, 2 Peter, James, Jude), in one Syriac Ms. dated as early as aA.p. 823
(Add. 14623, Brit. Mus.). But this Ms. is not a Biblical one like the
rest, but a mere volume of miscellanies; and does not therefore form a
precedent for the order observed in our Ms., which is a complete New
Testament, arranged for ecclesiastical use. It is, in fact, surprising that
a Ms. of such contents and so arranged, rubricated for Church reading,
and with one or two Lessons appointed from non-Peshitto Books, should
belong to an age so early as even the end of the twelfth century; for
the order in which the Epistles stand would incline us to place it rather
in the fourteenth, were it not that the character of the handwriting forbids
8o late a date.

On the whole, we may with some confidence conclude that the Ms.
was written in the latter half, probably in the last quarter, of the twelfth
century ; yet (we may perhaps add) not later than A.n. 1194.

q2
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PRELIMINARY MEMORANDUM TO APPENDIX.

IN constructing the following Lists, and the footnotes to the Greek text, I
have taken the evidence of the cursives chiefly from the Apparatus Criticus
of Tischendorf’s Greek Testament (eighth edition), with the corrections
made by Dr. C. R. Gregory, Prolegomena, pp. 1298 sgq.; but have also
used the editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, Scholz, and Tregelles, as well
as the collections of the late Dr. Scrivener (Codexr Augiensis, pp. 530 sgq.;
Adversaria Critica Sacra, pp. 143 sqq.), and of the late Rev. W. H. Simcox
(Journal of Philology, vol. xx11, pp. 285 3¢9.). From the last, I derive the
readings of mss. 68 and 152, including the very remarkable one of ii. 13,
in which 152 is the sole supporter of S. In case of the alleged variant,
yéyove for yéyova, xxi. 6, I have judged it necessary to ascertain the
readings of mss. 10, 17, 41, 94, 95, with the results that 10 and 17 prove
to have been wrongly alleged for the variant; 95 deficit; and 41 and 94
remain as its only authorities.*

For the evidence of the uncials, I have throughout collated the
facsimile texts:—Of N, Tischendorf’s great edition, St. Petersburg, 1862 ;
of A, the photographic reproduction, London, 1879 ; of C, Tischendorf’s
edition, Leipsic, 1843; of P, his edition in vol. VI of Monumenta Sacra,
Leipsic, 1869 ; of Q, his edition in the Monumenta Sacra, Leipsic, 1846,
with his revised text of same, Appendiz N.T. Vat., Leipsic, 1869.

For the Latin texts I have used the following editions:—Of
“@igas”, Belsheim’s (Christiania, 1891)®; of ¢ Fleury’s Palimpsest”,
Berger’s (Paris, 1889); of Primasius, Haussleiter’s (Erlangen, 1891); of

* For these results, I have to express my thanks, as regards ms. 10, to Mr. F. J. H. Jenkinson,
M.A., Librarian, Cambridge University; ms. 17, to Monsieur Omont of the Bibliothéque Nationale;
ms. 41, to Professor Ignazio Guidi of the Royal University of Rome ; and mss. 94, 95, to Mr. F.
G. Kenyon, of the British Museum Library.

® I am indebted to the Right Rev. John Wordsworth, Lord Bishop of Salisbury, for the use of
a copy of this edition, carefully corrected from the Stockholm Ms.
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the Vulgate, Tischendorf’'s N. T. Amiatinum (Leipsic, 1850) for the
Amiatine, and a Paris edition (1877) for the Clementine. The few
readings cited from Cod. Armachanus, I have derived from the Ms. in the
Library of Trinity College, Dublin.

For the Syriac (2) I have used De Dieu’s edition (Leyden, 1627) of
3 7; but have verified its readings by reference to the Leyden Ms. (Cod.
Scalig., 18 (Syr.)), and to a collation of it for which I am indebted to
the Rev. H. Jackson Lawlor: I have also used the texts given in the
Paris and London Polyglots of Sp. For 3d and = I have used the
actual Mss., B. 5.16 of Trin. Coll., Dublin, and Add. 17127 of Brit. Mus.,
p- 36.
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ABBREVIATIONS, &c.

In the following lists, and in the footnotes to the Greek Text,

pr stands for the text embodied in the Commentary of Primasius,

g for that of the Ms. ¢ Q4gas” (Stockholm),
3 for that of the Fleury Palimpsest (Paris),
vt for the consent of pr, g, A (or of pr and g where A defiost),
am for the text of Cod. Amiatinus,
o for the Clementine, as printed, .
vg for the consent of am, ol,
arm for the text of Cod. Armachanus,
lat. for the consent of v¢ and vg.

The MSS. are X A CPQ, as in Tregelles, and in Weiss (see-pp. xxxix, xl, supr.).
The mss. are numbered as by Tischendorf and Gregory; ‘‘mss.” stands for the consent of these.

By “‘nearly all”’, ““most”, “many”, “some”, ‘few”, are to be understood ‘“mnearly all mss.”,

““most mss.”, ‘“‘many mss.”, ‘some mes.”, ¢ few mss.”.

S, 3d, 37, 3n, 3p stand for the commonly known Syriac version, and the various texts
of it, for which see p. 36, Part II. 3* signifies that the reading of 3! is marked
in the Ms. with # (see above, p. lxxxili).



APPENDIX TO DISSERTATION. oXXV

1.—The following is a collection of readings of S, which are attested by one
or more, but not all, of the MSS.; showing in each case, how the Greek, Latin,
and Syriac, evidence is divided. -
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Tovs Adyovs, A C P, nearly all mss., lat., 3:
5dv, RACP, 1,7, 28, 38, 49, 79, 91, 96,
99, &c., g, A, vg, 3 :
om. éorwv, N A C Q, many, 3:
M wy, or -gas], RAC, 1, 7, 28, 36, 38,
79, h, pr, 3
ins. quov, R CP Q, most, g, 4, vg, 3:
émroinaev, R A C P, most, (lat. ?), =:
auds, R P Q, most, g, pr, ¢l, X; (or yuiv, A,
38, few):
Tov aldva, N
ns. Tév aldvev, R C Q, most, g, £, vg, 2 :
Spovray, R, 1, 12, 152, 3
om. dpx7 kat Télos, A CP Q, most, A, pr, 3:
&v'Inood, RCP, 38, g, am:
xai 8ud, R P Q, most, &, 3:
add Xpiworrod, Q, most, pr, 3:
om. éyd elpt . . ... érxaros, xkai, N A CQ,
most, lat., 3 :
Zpipvav, R, am:
om. éxei, X A C P, many, lat., =:
é\d\yoe, P, 1, 7, &c., many, 3:
om. éxtd, A CP, 1, 28, 38, 152, few, A, pr,
am, 3:
Aevkai, X A CP, most, g, vg, 3
remvpoudve, N, few, lat., 3; (A C, —s):
dpijv, Q, most, 3:
om. 3¢i, AP Q, mss., lat., 3:
éri s 8., RCPQ, mss., 3:
&s eldes, P, 1, 79, few:
¢ &, AC:
kéwov oov, R Q, many:
xai 61, R CP Q, mss., lat., 3:
elvat, Q, most, vt, ¢, 3¥:
Umopovyy éxeis before éBdor., N A CQ, most,
lat., =:
éxmérroxas, P, 1, 7, 28, 79, some, g, vg :
om. raxi, RACP, g, tg:
om, érrd, X P Q, mss., lat., 3:
om. aire, N, 91, 96, few, g, cl:
om. péog, R A CQ, most, pr, vg, 3:

CounTER READINGS.

N Q, few mss., sing.
Q, 36, 87, 95, 97, pref. cob.

P, many, lat., ¢ns.
P Q, most, g, g, Aov[gavre].

A, 1, 12, 16, pr, omg
Q, 7, 86, &c., woujoarti.
C, h, am, ypov.

ACPQ, mss, lat., 3, pl.

AP, 28, 79, 97, few, om.; (pr?).

A CP Q, most, lat., sing..

N, 1, 28, 35, 86, 79, 87, many, g, vg, ins.

Q, most, A, pr, cl, 3, add. (A, 25, substit.) Xpiwrri.
A C, many, g, pr, tg, om. 8.d.

N ACP, 28, 36, 79, few, g, &, vg, om.

P, 1, 7, 36, 38, &c., ins.

A CPQ, mss., v, cl, 3, Spipvar.
Q, most, sns.

N CQ, most, lat., impf. ; (A, pres.).
N Q, most, g, cl, ins.

Q, many, Aevkai xai, (A, pr, om. A.).
P Q, most, —ot.

RA QP, 36, 38, lat., om.

N C ins.

A, lat., & 7 8.

R A CQ, most, lat, 3, om.
RPQ, mss, 3, s &, (lat. ?).
A CP, many, lat., 3, om. oov.
A om xali.

R A CP, few, am, om.

P, 7, 28, 388, 79, few, after.

N A CQ, most, pr, 3, wénrroxas.

Q, mss., pr, 3, s,

A C ins.

A CPQ, most, pr, am, 3, ins.

P, 1, 28, 35, 36, 79, 91, 96, many, g, ins.
T
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READINGS oF S—continued.

‘ CouxTter READINGS.

Q, most, lat., =, sns.

ii. 7, om. pov, RACP, 1, 28, 36, 79, &e.:
8, rijs, R CPQ, mss., (1at.?), 3: A, ¢
8, Zuvpv., A, am: R CPQ, mss., ot, cl, 3, Zpipy.
9, om. t& éya gov xaf, A C P, few, lat.: N Q, most, 3, ins.
9, Bracdnuiar mjv, R, =: A CPQ, mss., om. mjv, (lat. ?).
9, éx, R ACQ, most, lat., =: P, 1, 28, 86,79, 91, 96, few, om.
10, pndév, R P, most, lat., 3: A CQ, 38, few, .
10, om. &7, N A CP, many, lat.: Q, many, 3, ins.

6 8udBolos before & vudv, ACPQ, most,

pr, 09, 3:
ere, X Q, most, vg, =:

uépas, Q, many, g, vg, 3: .

N, many, g, after.

AP, 46, pr (g om.), émre; (C, éxere).
RACP, 1,7, 28, 87, 91, &c., pr, Suepav.

13, om. ra épya oov xai, N'ACP, 38, lat.: Q, nearly all, =¥, ¢ns.

13, xai &, AC, 91, vg: R P Q, nearly all, v¢, =, om.

13, om. [é&v] als, AC, pr, vg: PQ (R, & rals), mss., g, 5, ins.

13, dvremas, A, 97 and some, = : N CPQ, most, lat., dvriras.

13, mwords, R P Q, most, lat. : AC, 14, 92, 3, add. pov.

14, or, RAPQ, mss, g, ¢l : C, pr, am, 3, om.

14, &i8ate, Q, most,s§: NACP, 1, 28, 79, few, lat., é8{3aoxe.

14, ¢ayeiv, RACP, 1, 28, 36, 38, 79, 91, &c,, Q, many, 3, pref. xai.
lat. :
15, om & ped, R A CQ, nearly all, lat., 3: . P, few, tns.
16, odv, ACQ, most: X P, many, lat., 3%, om.
17, vikévre, R, 92, g, ¢l: A CPQ, all else, pr, am, 3, add. atrg.

17, &, R, 86,91, pr, =; (P, 1, 7,28, 79, 96, &e., A CQ, most, om. (Q with accus.).
éxd):
18, 1@ é&v, A, pr, 3: ): R PQ, mss, g, tg, vijs év; (C om.).
18, é¢fap., A, 36, 38, lat.: N CPQ, mss., 3, add. atrod.
19, Ymoponijv cov, A CP Q, nearly all, vg, 3: N, 49, vt, om. oov.
20, mo¥, N, 36, few, g, (moA)d, few, pr; SAiya, A CPQ, ncarly all, am, =, om.
1, d):
20, yvvaixd gov, A Q, most, pr, 3: ) NCP, 1, 7, 36, 38, 95, &c., g, vg, om. oov.
20, éavrijv, ACP, most: NQ, 7, 69, few, =, adrjv; (lat. ?).
20, mpodirw, R A C, most, g, 3: PQ, 7, 36, 87, 96, pr, vg, wpodiryv.
20, elvai, R: A CPQ, mss,, lat., =, om.
21, Géret, RCPQ, mss., g, vg, Z: A, pr, 10éqoe.
22, Bd\\w, A C, most, pr, am, % PQ (R, xard), 38, few, g, o, Bard.
22, adrav, A, 1, 36, 79, &c., pr, am, ol : N CPQ, most, g, some ¢g, 3, adrijs.
28, dudv, A CP, nearly all, vf, am, 3: Q, 38, ¢/, atrov ; (R om.).
24, fabéa, A CQ, most, = NP, 1, 28, 36, 79, &c., lat., Bdby.

om. ¢ayev, R A CQ, most, pr, vg:

24, Bald, R Q, 1, 14, 91, 92, fow, pr, vg:

P, 1,7, 14, 28, 79, 91, &c., g, 3, tns.

A CP, most, g, 3, BdAw.

25, &v y¢w, X A CP, most, lat., 3:
27, owrpiBeraife], NAC, 1, 7, 38, few, g:
iii. 2, &7]ueles, Q, many:
2, émofavelv, R A CP, many, lat., 3:

Q, 14, 93, 94, 95, 97, 98, fow, 3d (myg), dvoifw.
P Q, most, pr, vg, 3, owwrpBiicerac.

N A CP, many, lat., 3, éueAdov.

Q, many, dwoBdA\Xew.
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READINGS oF S—conlinued.

E:
&

pvypdveve, R, 14, vt:
8, xal mjpe, RACP, 1, 7, 38, 87, 91, 96, &c.,
lat., 3:

vprryopiieys, ACP Q, mss., g, vg, 3:

éri o¢ &s, N Q, many, v, am, ¢}, 3 :

ovrws, R A C, many, lat., 3 :

weptfSderar, C, 3 :

dyios before dAnfuwdés, CP Q, mss., lat., 3:

om. atrijv, R A CP, many, lat., 3:

om. €l uy 6 dvoiywv, R A CP, many, lat., =:

dvolye, ACP, 1, 36, few, lat., =:

atrjv, ACP Q, nearly all, 3:

yvbow [yvécovrai], A CP Q, nearly all,
9, 09, 3:

- e e e

-

v e e

LR e e B B B - )

-

9, éyd, NACP, many, g, vg, 3:
12, dvopd pov, R A CP, many, v¢, am, cl, 3:
14, xai %, N:
16, Yuxpods ovre {eards, A P, fow, vg, (vt om.):
17, érc wAovows, A C, 1, 28, 85, 38, 79, 87, 95,
&c., g, vg, (pr om.):
18, wap’ &uod before xpvoiov, X A C P, many, g,
vg, (pr om.), 3:
18, aloyivy, N A CQ, nearly all, lat., 3:
18, &yxpwoar, NAC (P, éyxpioov), 7, 28, 36,
' few, (lat. ?), (3?):
20,* xai elocedevoopar, R Q, many, pr:
iv. 1, % ¢}, APQ, mss., g, vg, 3:
2, xal etféws, P, 1, 7, &, ol:
8, Tpis, P Q, nearly all, lat., 3:
4, xai xkvcAéfev, A P (R om.), many, lat.:
5, &vdmiov Tod Gpdvov adrod, Q, most, 3 :
5, al, Q, most, g, am:
7, &s dvbpumov, A, 11, 13, 36, pr, vg, (g de-
viates) :
8, & &xaorov, N, 38, 3, (lat. ?):
8, atrov, R AP, many, g, vg, 3
8, dyws ter, AP, most, lat., 3 :
9, duiy, N, 32,95:
10, &y, R, 32:
10, Baloio:, A P, many, g, (pr?), (vg?), 3:
11, 6 xvpeos xai, R A Q, most, am, = :
11, om. 6 dyios, X AP, some, pr, vg:
11, foav, RA (Q, 14, 38, oix jjoar), most, g,
vg, (pr?), 3:

exxvil

CouxTtrr REapINGs.

A CPQ, nearly all, vg, 3, add odv.
Q, many, om.

R, pr, peravorioys.

ACP, 1, 12, 28, pr, some vy, om. &xl o€.
P Q, many, otros.

R APQ, mss., laz., fut.

R A, after.

Q, many, ns.

Q, many, ns.

R Q, most, fut.

N, 49, lat., om.

R, 14, pr, yvioy.

Q, many, pr, om.
Q, many, some vg, om. pov.

A CPQ, mss., lat., =, om.
N CQ, most, 3, {. ovre y.
R P Q, many, 3, om. dri.

Q, many, after. -

P, 7, 36, doxnuocivy.
Q, most, va éyxpiop [-e].

AP 1,17, 28, 36, 38, 79, &c., g, vg, =, om. xai.

R, pr, pref. i8ov.

N A Q, most, vZ, am, 3, om. xal.

N A, 28, 79, iepeis.

Q, many, =, om. xa.

N AP, 1, 36, 38, few, lat., om. airob.

AP (R om.), 1, 86, 94, pr, ¢l, 3, .

P, many, 3, &s dvfpumos; (R, ds Spowov dvfpime);
. Q, most, dvfpdmrov.
A PQ, most, & xaf’ &.

Q, many, pr, om.

Q, many, novies ; (R, octies).
AP Q, nearly all, lat., 3, om.
AP Q, nearly all, lat., 3, om.
R Q, many, pres.

P, some, ¢¢, cl, xipte.

Q, many, 3, ins.

P, many, elot.

2 C hiat, iii. 19—v. 14.

r2
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ReapiNgs oF S—continued.

éwlbev, P Q, most, lat. :
dwos, RAP, 38, few:
om. dvo, R AP, 1, 28, 36, 49, 87, 91, &o.,
lat. :
om. ¢éyo, X P (A om. vers.), 1, 36, few, g, 3 :
&, R, 14, (lat. ?):
Adoa, N, ¢l: .
al elow, A P, most, (lat.?), S in:
ipds, R P Q, nearly all, lat., =:
Bacgreboovoww, R P, 1, 36, 49, 79, 87, 91,
96, 97, 98, &c., g, am, (pr, ol, —gopev):
s pwoviy, R, most, 3 :
afeos, A:
3, RNAQ, 7, 14, 38, 87, 91-98, &ec., g:
kal vmroxdrw Tis yis, APQ, most, of, am,
e, 3
Bardaays & (5) éore, P Q, many, pr,vg; (4,
most, faldoays éori):
wavre, R AP, 1, 35, 36, few, g, 3:
xai yxovoa, R (Q?), 35, 36, 87, 98, &ec., g, 3:
Aéyovras, X P Q, most, lat:, (57):
xai 7§ dpviw, R P Q, mss., lat. :
om. dujv, R AP, 7, 35, 87, 94, few, lat., 3:
Aéyovra, Q, most :
3re, RACP, 1,7, 28, 38, 79, 91, &c., of,
some vg, 3:
é&rrd, X A CQ, most, lat., =
xal i8¢, X Q, many, v¢, ¢/, 3:
xai etdov, R A CP, many, g, am, ol, 3:
om. xai id¢, A C P Q, most, am, 3:
wuppds, R C, many, lat., 3:
&30y adrg, R CP Q, nearly all, vg, X:
éx [éxd], RCP Q, most, lat., 3:
Iva, Q, most :
om. xal i8¢, A CP, many, g, am :
om. xal eldov, Q, many, g, cl:
om. bs, Q, most, g, vg, 3:
xpibijs, Q, most, (lat.?):
duviv, RA, 1, 28, 36, 49, 79, 91, 96, &o.,
am, cl:
om. xai i8¢, ACP, 1,7, 28, 36, 38, 49, 79,
91, 96, &c., am:
érdvw adrod, R A Q, most, lat., 3:
Hxodovle adrd, R Q, most, lat. :

CouxteEr KEADINGS.

N A, 1, 14, &c., 3, dmobev.
Q, most, lat., 3, add. éori.
Q, many, 3, ins.

Q, most, pr, vg, tns.

AP Q, nearly all, 3, prefix 6.

A PQ, mss., vt, am, 3, om.

N Q, 36, few, I dp, d elow.

A, 44, om.

AQ, 7, 14, 28, 35, 38, &c., 3, pres.

APQ, 1, 14, 49, 79, few, lat., om. bs.

N PQ, mss,, (lat. ?), 3, neut.

P, 1, 28, 85, 36, 49, 79, 87, 96, &c., pr, vg, =, & éoruv.
N, 4, 95, few, some vg, om.

N, 28, 38, 79, few, g, 3, om.

most, pr, vg, wdvras; (Q, wdvra xai wdvras).

A P, most, pr, tg, om. xal.

A, 1, 12, Aéyovra.

A, 3, om.

Q, most, ins.

NAP,1,7,28, 35, 36, 38, 49, 79, &c., lat., 3, I\eyov.
Q, most, am, ¢l, 3re.

P, 1, 28, 79, few, om.

A CP, many, am, om.

Q, many, pr, some vg, om.

N, few, v¢, cl, tns.

A P Q, many, wvpds.

A, 31, vt, om. airg.

A, 7, few, om.

N A CP, many, lat., =, prefix xai.
N Q, many, pr, cl, 3, ins.
NACP, 1,7, 28, 36, 49, 79, 91, &c., pr, am, =, ins.
N ACP, few, pr, ins.

NACP, 1, 79, few, 3, pl.

CP Q, most, v¢, some vg, =, om.

N Q, most, ¢, ¢l, 3, ins.
CP, 1, 12, om. airod.

jx. per’ abrod, ACP, 1,7, 28, 49, 79, 91, 96, 97,
&c., (3, k. per alrdy).
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Reapines oF S8—continued.

vi. 8, &3ty airg, Q, most, lut., 5:
9, om. tév dvépimwy, A C Q, most, lat., 3:
#9, 3 mjy, RCPQ, mss., vg, 3:
10, épatav, N A CQ, most, pr:
10, ¢wvj peydry, RACP, 1, 7, &c., lat,, 3:
11, édore, RACP, 7, 14, 28, 35, 36, 38, 49,
79, 87, 91, 92, 96, &c., lat., 3:
11, & xpovov, CP Q (R, émi xp.), mss., ¢f, 3t
11, wuxpdv, XA CP, 1, 28, 36, 38, 79, and few,
g, vg, (pr om. vers.), 3:
11, wAppwbac, AC, 22, g, vg, (32):
11, xal of 48eAdpol, NACP, mss., g, 3:
11, ol pé\ovres, N A CP, many, g, vg, =:
12, ore, RACQ, most, g, ¢/, =:
12, péyas éyévero, X C P Q, nearly all, pr, ¢l, 3:
12, péias éyévero, R Q. 7, 14, 15, 87, 91, 98,
&e.:
12, Ay, R A CQ, most, g, vg, =:
13, &ni, R, 47, vg:
18, Bd\\ovoe, §, 35, 87, 90, 97, &c., 3,
(BaXoboa, most) :
15, é\evbepos, A CQ (R om.), most, lat., =:
17, adrav, RC, 88, g, vg, Sinp:
vii. 1, Kal perd, RPQ, mss, 3:
1, rabra, P, 1, 28, 36, 79, 92, 95, &c., lat., 3 :
1, =av, R P, 1, 28, 36, 49, 79, 91, 96, &e. ; (A,
3, om):

2, dvaroldv, A, 90:

2, éxpafe, R CQ, mss., lat., 3:

3, pijre [pnde] mv, XNCP Q, most, ¢, some
vg, 3:

, vepfali, N, cl, 3:

, om. xai ido¥, A, pr, vg; (C om. idov):

, ov, RCPQ, mss,, lat., 3:

9, airév, RACP, 1, 14, 36, 92, few, 3:

10, 7§ @eg, N CP Q, nearly all, lat., 3:

11, évdmwov Tob Gpévov, R A C P, many, lat.:

12, aldvov duijy, R A PQ, nearly all, g, vg, 3:

14, pov, N CP Q, nearly all, vg, 3 :

14, adrds RAP, 1, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c., g,

og, 3

O O™

16, mwewdoovow, R, 36, pr, vg, 3:
16, Surjcovow, P, 1, 35, 36, 38, 87, 152, g:

oxxix

CountER READINGS.

NACP, 1, 28, 49, 79, &c., &. adrois,
NP, 1, 36, 49, 91, 96, few, ins.

A, vt, om. 8d. '

P, 1, 86, 38, 79, g, vg, =, impf.

Q, many, accus.

Q, many, om.

A, am, transp.
Q, most, om.

N P Q, most, active. '

Q, vg, om. xal.

Q, many, prefix xal.

P, many, am, pr, pref. xai.
A, 31, g, am, transp.

ACP, 1, 28, 36, 38, 79, &c., lat., 3, transp.
P, 1, 35, 49, 87, 91, 96, &c., pr, om.

A CPQ, nearly all, pr, (g om.), 3, eis.
ACPQ, 14, 36, 49, 92, few, lat., BdA\\e.

P, 1, 28, 38, 49, 91, 96, &c., pref. nas.
A P Q, nearly all, pr, 3 d, airod.

A C, lat., om. xal.

N A CQ, most, Tovro.

CQ, most, lat., 7.

N CPQ, nearly all, (lat. ?), 3, sing.
AP, impf.
A, 38, few, am, cl, xai.

APQ, mss.. vf, am, add. p; (C, v).
NPQ, mss., g, 3, ¢ns.

A, xal.

Q, most, lat., om.

A, 38, genit.

Q, many, 3, add. adrod.

C, 28, pr, om. div.

A, 1, vt, om.

Q, most, (pr?), om.

AP Q, nearly all, g, add. &
N A Q, most, pr, vg, 3, add. ére.

s C hiat, vii. 14-17.
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REeapinas or S—continusd.

viii. 2, &8é0noav, X CP Q, most, lat., S dip:
5,* xal dorpamwal after Bpovrai xal puwvai, A Q,
(P, after ¢. xai B.), many, lat., Sn:
éavrovs, P Q, mss., 3, (lat. ?):
pepypéva, A Q, most, g, vg, 3
om. dyyelos, N:
om. mupi, Q, many:
om. pépos, A I’Q, nearly all, 3:

PPN

-

yuxiv, R:

Siepfdpn, Q, many, lat. :

eis ayivhiov, N, 7, 28, 49, 79, few, lat.:

w3 pdvy before 76 Tpirov adrijs, R A P, most,
vg, (vt?) 3:

-

et
O = ©

-

13, évds, A Q, mss., lat., 3:
13, derod, R A Q, most, lat., 3:
ix. 2, om. xal fjvoife. ... &BYcoov, R Q, most, am :

4, obd¢ mdv xAwpdv, AP Q, nearlyall, g, vg, 3 :
4, perdwov abrév, Q, most, pr, cl, 3:
6, devferar, Q, most, lat., 3:
6, 6 @dvaros before dx’ adrav, N A P, 1, 28, 36,
38, 79, &c., lat., 3:
7, Spoior xpvo@, RAP, 1, 28, 35, 36, 79, 87,
&e., lat., 3:
10, % dfovoia alriv, NAP, 1, 35, 36, 87, &c.,
, 0F ¢
11, xal yovow, P, 1, &o., lat,, ;0
11, ¢’ abrév before Bacéa, NAP, 1, 14, 28,
36, 79, 92, &c.:
11, ‘.B’ R, & pr, 09, 3:
11, xai év, RA P, 1, 36, fow, pr, vg:
12, épxeras, N A, 7, 14, 49, &c., 3 :

12, 13, obal. Mera Tadra §, N:

-
&

reoadpwy, P Q, most, pr, ol:

eis Ty fpépav, Q, many, 3:

8o [8is], RAP, 1, 28, 36, 79, &c., g, v9,
(pr, oxrd), 32

—
R

16, pvpiddas, N, 3 dlp:

18, éx tob kamvod, CP, 1 few, g, cl, 3:

18, éx rob feiov, P, 1, 81, 79, &ec., ¢, 3:

20, ovre [00dé] perevinoav, R A P Q, many,
lat, 3:

oy &v 7 6., R AP, many, g,4,(pr, piscium), 3: .

APPENDIX TO DISSERTATION.

Counter READINGS.

A, 35, 87, 93, 95, 96, 3 n, sing.
A, 16, 28, S dip, after B. before $.

N A, airovs.

N P, some, some tg, (pr?), sing.
APQ, mss., lat., 3, ¢ns.

N A P, many, lat., 3, tns.

N 35, 68, 87, (lat. ?), sns.

Q, many, cl, om. rdv, (am om. clause).
APQ, mss., g, v, (pr?), %, plur.

NAP, 1, 28, 49, 79, 91, 96, &e., 3, plur.
AP Q, nearly all, 3, els dywbov.

Q, many, after.

&

NP om.

P, 1, 7, 28, 36, 79, few, dyyélov.

AP, 1,7, 28, 36, 38, 49, 79, 87, 91, 96, few, vt,
' cl, 3, ins.

N, 38, pr, om.

NAP,1, 28, 79, few, g, am, om. pron.

AP (R, ¢vy), 1, 36, 38, few, pres.

Q, most, after.

Q, most, xpvool.
Q, most, %, 3, ¢ovaiav Ixovow.

N A Q, most, om. xai.
Q, many, lat., =, after.

APQ, mss., g, om.

Q, most, gk, 3, év 8¢

P Q, most, lat., plur,

AP, 1,28, 49, 87, &c, lat., 3, odai pera ravra. Kaid;
(Q, 14, odai. Kai perd ratra 6).

A, 28, 79, g, am, &c., 3, om., (X om. clause).

AP, many, om. els Tiv, ({{ om. clause).

Q, most, om.

A PQ, mss., lat., Sn, nominat. s
R A Q, most, am, om. &, (pr om. clause).

N A CQ, most, tg, om. é, (pr om. clause).
C, many, o perev. :

* C Aiat, viii. 5—ix. 16.
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REaDpINGS OF S—continued.

ix. 20, &iAwa, before Aifwa, N :
21, wopveias, CP Q, mss., lat., 3:

x.1, @&Xov, RA C, 35, 36, 38, 87, few, lat., 3:
2, BBrapidiov [-ddpiov], RACP, 1, &e., vg, 3:
3, rais .... ¢uvais, X, 7, 9, (pr om.):

4, ore, ACP Q, nearly all, vg, =:
5, om. Ty Sefudv, A, 1, 86, few, vg:
6, om. xai Ty 0dlaoaav kai T & adr, RA, 38,
49, 98, &ec., vt:
7, éredéaby, R A CP, most, Sdin:
7, SovMovs airol, Q, many, (lat.?), (37?):
8, BiBAapidiov [-:8dpiov], R P Q, most, 3:
10, BBrapidiov [-ddpiov], A CP, 1, 14; 28, 36,
49, 79, 91, 96, &c., pr, (g om.), 3:
10, &s péie before yAvkd, N CP, nearly all, g,
vg, (pr om.), 3:
11, A\éyes, P, 1, 7, 28, 88, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c.,
vty el, 3:
xi. 1, xai elomike 6 dyyelos, Q, 14, 35, 36, 49, 79,
91, 96, &c., S¥:
2, my éowler, R, 1, 35, 87, fow:
2, iPake &uwbev, A, 1, 14, 28, 85, 36, 49, 79,
87, 91, 92, 96, 3:
4, 8do Avyviay, R, (37):
4, ol [al] &vamiov, ACPQ, most, g, 3:
4, éorotes, N A CQ, most, vg, 3:
5, Gée. (2), CP Q, nearly all, pr, 3:
5, abrovs (2) after 0. dducfjoar, N :
6, Tov otpaviy after khetoar, RACP, 1, 28, 36,
49, 79, &ec., lat., 3:
6, & wdoy wAnyy before dadris, RACP, 1, 28,
36, 38, 49, 79, &ec., lat., 3:
8, ra wropara, R P, 1, 35, 36, 38, 49, 79, 87,
91, &c., lat., 3:
9, $vAiv kal Aady, N, ¢/, X
9, 7 wrépara (1), P, 1, 28, 86, 38, 49, 79, 91,
95, 96, &e., g, vy, (pr om.), 3:
9, «ai juov, XACP, 28, 49, 79, 95, &c., g,
vg, (pr om.), 3:
9, dPoovar, Q, most, v?, cl, 3 :
10, edppavbicovrar, Q, most, lat., 3 :
10, wéupovoii, A C, 1, many, lat., 3, (Q, many,
Sdoovaw) :

CouNTER READINGS.

A CPQ, mss., lat, 3, after.

N A, movyplas.

P Q, most, om.

Q, most, v, BiBAiov.

ACPQ, mss., vg, 5, acus.
N, 37, 79, vt (que), doa.

R CP Q, nearly all, v¢, 3, ins.
C P Q, most, vg, 3, ins.

" Q, many, lat. (fut.), 3p, rehecti.

éavrod dovdovs, R A C P, most.
AC, 6, 14, lat., BBAiov.
N Q, most, vg, BiBAiov.

A Q, 36, after. .
N A Q, most, am, &c., plural.
N A P, most, lat., om.

A PQ, most, lat., 3, v éwlev.

Q, most, (vg?, vt om.), &Bake v ; (R, &B. iow,
P, &p. éowler).

A CPQ, mss., pref. ai, (1at. ?).

N, 7, 14, 35, 87, 82, 95, &c., pr, vg, om. art.

P, 1, 7, 28, 36, 38, 49, 79, 91, 95, &c., vt, iordoar.

R A, subj., (38, fut.), g, vg.

A CPQ, many, g, vg, between; (many, pr, 3, before).

Q, many, before ééovoiav.

after feljowat, Q, most.
A C Q, most, sing.

A CPQ, mss, lat., 3, transp.
N A C Q, most, sing.

Q, many, om. xai.
NACP, 1, 28, 36, 79, few, am, &c., pres.

NACP, 1, 28, 36, 79, few, pres.
N P, 28, 86, 79, few, some vg, méumwovory.

s C hiat, x. 10 (¥payor)—xi. 3.
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ReapINes oF S8— continued.

peis, R P, 1, 14, 28, 35, 36, 38, 49, 91, 96,
. 152, &c., lat. ?:

ixovaay, R A CP, few, vg:

adrots, R C P Q, nearly all, vg, 3:

xai & éxeivy, X A CP, 1, many, lat., 3:

dpg, NACP, 1, 36, 95, few, pr, vg, 3:

& $6Bw, N, 14, pr, (vg, in timorem):

om. auijv, A CP Q, most, lat., 3 :

oi &vamwov, X C P, most, lat., 3 :

xdbpvras [-pevor], A C P, most, lat. :

éri, A P Q, most, lat., 3:

Swagpleipavras, C, 7, 35, 44, 87, 91, 96, few,
lat., 3:

& 76 odpavg, N P Q, most, pr, ¢g, 3:

airot, ACP, 1, 28, 85, 36, 79, 87, 85,
&e., 3:

xai ceopds, X A C P, most, lat., 3 :

éxovoa xai, R C, 95, vt, am:

xpdfovoa [kpdle], am, R A P, some:

xal @divovoa, A, 3:

pélas before mvp., AP, 1, 28, 36, 49, 79,
87, 91, 95, 96, &c., vg:

mupds, C Q, 1, many, 3:

éomijxer, C, 3; (14, 92, éory):

éxet, RA P Q, most, g:

6 Mixaid, R CP Q, mss., lat. :

ioxvoav, R CP, 1, 28, 36, 79, many, lat., 5;

(Q, 14, ioxvov):
6 8¢us, A CP Q, nearly all, g, ¢g, 3:

, [xara]oxyvoivres, A CP Q, most, 3:

&vo, N Q, most, (lat.?):
Smws Tpédpnrar, Q, most :

.émi g, RAPQ, mss,, lat., 3:

éordfyy, P Q, nearly all :
évopa, N CP, 1, 28, 79, 95, &e., vt:
Aedvtov, R, 14, 92, 3:
éx Tov, X A C P, most, lat., 3:
o7 [85] dwxe, R A CP, 35, 36, 79, 87, 95,
&e., pr, am, 3:
Svarar, R A CP, 1, 28, 35, 36, 38, 49, 79,
87, 95, 97, &c., lat., 3:
Braodnpiav, PQ, most, Zn; (am, genit.
sing.) :

Counter READINGS.

A CQ, many, 3, pref. art.

Q, most, g (pr om.), Jdp [l om.; n, jxovoe], jxovoa.
A, 28, g, om., (pr om. clause).

Q, many, om. xal.

Q, many, juépg.

A CPQ, nearly all, g, 3, éudofBou.

N, 12, 18, 38, 40, ¢ns.

AQ, 1,7, 14, 92, 95, few, om. oi.

N Q, many, 3, pref. of [oi].

N C, some lat., prof. xai.

N A P Q, most, pres. ptep.

A C, 14, 35, 38, 87, 92, 95, few, g, A, pref. 6.

Q, most, g, (pr hiat), vg, rov Kupiov; (N, 94, &,
700 @eot).

Q, many, om.

A P Q, nearly all, ¢/, 3, om. xal.

Q, some, pr, some vg, &pafev; (C, some, g, ¢l, 3,

impf.).
R CP Q, mss,, lat., om. xal.
N C Q, most, ¢¢, 3, after.

X A P, many, lat., mvppds.

N A P Q, nearly all, éomxe, (lat., stetst).
C, few, A, pr, vg, 3, om.

A, 3, 6re M.

A, many, loxvoer.

N, 1, pr, om. 6.

N, few, lat., xarowxovvres.

ACP, 7, 28, 36, 79, 95, few, 3, pref. ai.

RACP, 1, 28, 36, 79, 94, 95, few, lat., 3, Smov
Tpéderar.

C, pr, om. &ri. .

N A C, 87, 92, lat., 3, éordfy.

A Q, most, ¢g, 3, plur.

A CPQ, nearly all, lat., sing.

Q, few, om. éx.

Q, most, g, cl, 7§ Sedwxdre.

Q, most, dvvaros.

R C, some, (BAao¢npuias), A, some, (BAdodnpua), cl,
(99 (pr om.), Zdlp, plur.
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REaDINGS OF S8—continued.

woujoar, A CP, 1, 28, 36, 79, 95, few, g, vg,
(prom.), 3:
vikjoar avrovs, R Q, most,
lat., 3:
els alypalwoiay bis, A, am and some vg; (S,
with 33, 35,87, ¢/, &c., 3, tns. [ ér |dyer):
droxreive, R, 28, 35, 78, 79, 95, g, 3 :
Bavdrov atrod, R A C Q, nearly all, 5:
iva before xai w9p, XN A CP, 1, 35, 38, 87,
&e., lat. (pr om. xai), 5:
xarafl. before & rod odpavov, R P, 1, 95,
few, 3:
xaraBaivew, R ACP, 1, 28, 35, 38, 79, 95,
&e., g, vg, (pr, ptep.), =:
&, Q, 7, 14, 38, 81, 92, &c., 3 :
.. &l Ths yis, RACP,
most, lat. :

xai &6y . ... .

Sua 76 onpeta . .

3, R, 1, many, vg:

éxe; XA CP, 1, many, lat. :

[émo] Tis paxalpas xal &noe, R A CP,

many, lat., 3 :

dotvas before mvetpa, R AP, 1, many, lat., 3:

om. iva kal . ... 7 elkdv 10V Gyplov, C, 14,
28, 73, 79, few, 31:

wmovjoce, N, 14, 36, 78, 79, 92, 95, 98, (37?):

va doot, AP, 7, 36, 95, few, v, cl, 3:

xdpeypa, X A CP, 1, 28, 35, 36, 38, 79, 87,
95, 97, 98, &c., lat., 3:
iva, R C, 28, 79, 96, few, pr, some 19, 3:
Tod dvdparos, C, pr, some vy, 3*:
om. [kai] & dpifpods adrod, R :
é&icovra, R AP Q, nearly all, lat., 3:
om. dpfpds, R A C P, many, lat. :
veypappuévov, R C P Q, mss., lat. :
7 oy v, R A C Q, many, lat., 3:
ds @dv, A C, 1, 28, 86, 79, 95, &c., vg:
otrol elow ol, R CP Q, most, v?, am. ¢l, &c.,S:
olrot of, RACP, 1, 28, 38, 152, g, am, ¢!,
&e.:
trdyp, R P Q, most, g, vg:
fyopdobnoay, R A CP, many, lat. :
dmapxi, A CP Q, nearly all, g, vg, 3:
olx edpéfy after & ¢ or. adrav, R ACP,
1, 28, 36, 49, 79, 91, 95, 96, &c., lat., 5:

exxxiii
Counrer REeapines.

Q, many, add. wékepov; (R, & é\er).

ACP, 1, 14, 92, few, om.

N CP Q, many (others vary), semel.

C P Q, nearly all, fut. ; (A, droxravbivar).

P, 14, 92, lat., om. abrod.

Q, most, after.

A C Q, most, lat., after.

Q, most, xaraBaivy.

N A CP, many, g, vg, €is.
Q, 3, om.

ACPQ, 28, 35, 79, 87, 92, &c., ot, s, (3 ).
Q, most, 3, impf.
Q, many, «xai énoev dwd Tijs paxaipas.

Q, many, after ; (C om. Sotvar).
N A P Q, most, lat., Sdnp, ns.

A P Q, (C om. clause), most, lat., woujoy.
N Q, 14, 28, 35, 38, 783, 79, 87, 92, 93, 94, 98, &e.,
am, om. Iva. (1,49, few, ins. lva before droxravfiar).

- Q, many, plur.

A P Q, most, g, vg, pref. kal.

R APQ, mss., g, am, cl, [§] 75 dvopa.
A CPQ, mss., lat., 3, tns.

C, 5, 11, déxa.

Q, many, =, ns.

A, 3, pref. 76

P, some, ¢urjv.

N P Q, most, v¢, 3, om. bs.

A, some vg, om. od7rol elowv.

Q, most, pr, some vg, 3*, o¥rol elow oi.

AC, 7, 28, 36, 87, few, pr, (37), dmdye..
Q, 7, 14, 38, &c., 2, pref. w6 "Incod.

R, 16, 89, pr, &’ dpxis.

Q, 7, 14, 35, 38, &c., before.
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Reapixas or S—-continued.

vdp, N Q, nearly all, ¢/, 5 :
&Mov, A CP, 49, 79, 91, 95, &c., lat., 3:

xabppuévous, } C P Q, most, lat. :
®cdv, RACP, 1, 28, 49, 79, 91, 95, 96,
&c., pr, am, 3:

5
6
6, ériTtovs, NACP, 33, 35:
6
7

om. dyyehos, X, 95:
érece bis, AP, 1, 28, 36, 49, 79, 91, 95,
, &c., lat., 3:
72, A C, 85, 88, 90, 95, &c., vg, 3\ :
abris, A C P, most, lat., 3 :
avrots, NCP Q, mss., g, vg, 3:
&v 7@ moryply, R C P Q, nearly all, lat., 3 :
Becavichijoerar, RCPQ, nearly all, lat., 3 :
aldvas, X A Q, most, lat., 3:
aldvoy, R A P Q, nearly all, lat. 3 :
& 7ob odpavod before Aeyodoms, A CP Q,
. nearly all, lat., 3:
Kuvpip, R A Q, mss., lat. :
dwobvijoxovres dwdpri., P, many, am, 3, :
val before Aéye, A C P, many, lat., 3:
[ro9] bepivar, A C P Q, nearly all, lat., 3:
&My, NCPQ, mss., ¢}, 3:
6 &uwv, AC, g, 09, 3:
dovy, R A Q, 38, 95, few, g, A, vg (pr om.) :
70 Spéravov before cov, N :
fkpacay af oradural, RACP, 1, 7, 28, 38,
49, 79, &c., g, h, (pr om.), vg, = :
adris, NACP, 1, 28, 38, 49,79, &ec., g, 4, vg:
&l Ty iy, R, 38, 97:
v peydyr, R, 1, 7,28, 35,79, 87, 91, 94,
95, 97, 98, &e. :
Siaxoaivv, N, 26 :
700 Onplov before ris elxdvos, N ACP, many,
lat.,, 3:
& Tijs eldvos, A CP Q, nearly all, :
aldvwy, R C, 18, 95, vg (am, celorum), 3, :
add. oe, R, 7, 38, 95, few, ¢l, 3:
Sows, RACP, &ec., 1, 28, 36, 38, 79, pr, vg,
. 3
wdvra 16 évy, R A C P, many, lat., 3 :
ot éxorres, A C, many, 3:
éx ot vaot, XACP, 1,7, 28, 36, 79, 94,
&e., 1at., 3 :
om. ot joav, X A C P, many, lat. :

. CouxtER RrapiNes.

A CP, 12, vt, am, om.

N Q, many, om.

Q, most, Tovs ; (38, 97, lat., 3?, rots).
A, 14, 28, 79, 92, &c., 3, karowoivras.
Q, most, g, cl, Kvpeor.

A CPQ, nearly all, lat., 3,-om. 3
CQ (R om. clause), many, semel.

P Q, most, v?, om.

Q, some, ravrys.

A, pr, airg.

A, 7, 16, 39, & Tob morypiov.
A, 8, 14, 36, 92, plur.

CP, 1,17, 14, 28, 79, 92, sing.
C, 28, 79, sing.

N, 38, after.

CP, Xpiorg (3, Ocd).

Q, many, vt, ol, drobriorovres. drdpre; (R AC, ?).
Q, many, after ; (R om.).

N, 38, Tod fepropon.

A, vt, am, om.

NP Q, mss., &, pr, om. 6.

C P, most, =, xpavyj.

A CP Q, mss., 3, after; (lat. ?).

Q, many, sing.

Q, many, 3, s yijs.

A CP Q, nearly all, lat., =, els miv 7.

A CPQ, 14, 38, 49, 90, 92, 96, &c., pr, 3, Tov
péyav ; (g, vg?).

A CPQ, nearly all, lat., 3, éax.

Q, many, after.

N, 7, 38, few, &, pr, (¢, vg?), om. éx.
A P Q, nearly all, v, évav.

A CPQ, most, v¢, am, &c., om.

Q, most, g, dyos.

Q, 7, 14, &c., wdvres.
R P Q, many, (lat. ?), om.
Q, many, om.

Q, mapy, 3, ins.

[P

/ot
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ReaniNes or S—continued.

Alvov [Awoiv, -ots], NP Q, nearly all, o,
el, 3:
&rra ¢pvdas, A CP Q, mss., lat., 3:
éx Tob kamvod, Q, many, 3 :
¢k Tov vaod, RACP, many, lat., S dnp :
érrd duddas, N A C Q, most, g, pr, vg, 3:
Sevrepos dyyeros, Q (N om.), nearly all, ¢/, 3:
{doa, R P Q, nearly all, g, &, (pr om.), vg:
& 1) Gardooyp, R P Q, mss., lat.:
€is rovs, A C P Q, nearly all, lat., =
els ds, Q, most, 3, most vg, éxi rds:
éyévovro, A, 36, 95, vt, 3
alua, A CP Q, nearly all, lat.,, 3:
&wkas before avrots, N, 14, 92:
afor, ACPQ, mss., v?, ¢l:
dyyehos, N, 1, 28, 35, 36, 38, 49, 79, 91, 96,
&c., pr, ol:
Tovs dvfpdmovs before & mvpi* A CP Q,
many, lat., 3:
om. o dvbpwmor, N ACP, 1, 36, 38, 79, 95,
&c., lat. :
éx Tov ékav, R A C Q, nearly all, lat., 3:

12, dvaroddv, A, 1, 28, 38, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c.,

13,

13,

(lat. ?):

éx ol ardparos rod Spdrovros kai, A Q, nearly
all, lat., 3:

7pla before dxdfapra, X AC, 1, 7, 28, 36,
388, 79, 91, 95, 96, &c., pr, vg, (gom.), 3:

14,° & éxmopeve [-ov] Tar, A Q, most, lat., 3:

14,
14,
15,
17,
17,

18,
18,
19,
xvii. 3,

3,
4,

é&ri rovs, A Q, nearly all, lat.,, 3:
éxelvys, Q, most, pr, (37?):

épxerau, R, 38, 47:

peydiy, R Q, nearly all, lat., 3:
vaod, R A, 14, 92, 95, fow, pr, vg, 3:

geaopds éyévero péyas, R A, 1, 14, 28, 36,
49, 79, 91, 92, 95, 96, &c., g, ¢g, most, 3 :

&vfpuwmor éyévovro, R Q, mnearly all, g, ¢g,

(pr om.), 3:

al wohets . . .. éwecav, A Q, mss., lat. :

vépov, Q, most, lat.:

éxov, Q, most:

om. xai before xexpvowp., P Q, many :

CXXXV

Counter REeapINGs.

A C, 38, 48, 90, am, &c., Aifov.

N, some vg, om. érrd.

N A CP, many, lat., om. éx Tod.

Q, many, 3/, om.

P, 1, 28, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c., h, om. érrd.
ACP, 18, 95, vt, am, om. dyyelos.

A C, 95, 3, om.

AC, 3, pref. vd, (3p, Tov).

N, 18, 31, én{ rovs.

RACP, 49, 79, 91, 95, 96, few, vt, some vy, om. prep.
R CP Q, nearly all, vy, sing.

N, 36, 39, plur.

A CP Q, nearly all, lat., 3, after.

N, am, &c.; (3 pref. Swep, or 57u).

A CP Q, many, g, am, 5, om.

N, many, after.
Q, most, 3, ins.

P, 38, om. é.
N C Q, most, 3, (lat. ?), sing.

R C, three mss., om.
Q, many, after.

N, 1, 79, 95, few, éxmopedeafac.

N, 38, eis Tovs.

N A, 14, 38, 92, 95, few, g, vg, om.

A Q, nearly all, lat., 3, plur.

A, 1, 12, 46, om.

Q, many, add. rod odpavod; (1, 28, 36, 79, &c., g, om.
vaod).

Q, many, pr, some vg, om. verb.

A, 38, sing.

N, 3, sing.

N AP, few?, (3?), masc.

N AP, few, (lat.?), (37), masc.
N A, 1,7, 36, 88, &c., lat., 3, ins.

» See note in loc.

b P hiat, xvi. 12—xvii. 1.

¢ C hiat, xvi. 13 (&s Bdrpayoi)—xviii. 2.
82
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READINGS oF S—conttnued.

xvii.4, (after wopveias) airys, A, 1,7, 28, 35, 36, 38,
49, 79, 87, 91, 95, 96, &c., vg:

6, & Tod alparos, A, 1, 7, 28, 36, 49, 79, 87,
&ec., lat., 3:

6, xai & Tod aiparos, { A P, many, lat, 3:

6, Oatpa uéya before dov admijy, R, 38 :

7, & before got, A Q, many, g, ¢/, 3:

8, dmdye, A, 12, pr, (g, vg, 1bit):

8, favpacbijcovrar, AP, 3:

8, &ri tijs vijs, XN A P, many, g, 3:

8, 7a évépara, X P, many, lat. :

8, 76 Onplov before 3t v, R AP, most, lat., 3:
10, 8¢t before adrov peivar, Q, many, lat., 3 :
11, adrés, A P, many, lat. :

12, oVrw, X P Q, mss., vt, am, ¢l, 3 :
15, elmwe, A, pr, vg, 3 :
16, xai yvpviv, X A P, most, lat., 3:
17, kai modjoar plav yvdpny, R P Q, nearly all,
(pr?), 3:
18, s yis, X A P, many, lat., 3:
xviii. 2, érecev bis, A, 1, 7, 36, 49, 79, 87, 91, 95,
96, &c., lat., =; (P, fer):
2, wvevparos dxafdprov kai peponpévov, AP,
1, 36, 38, 73, 79, 152, &c., g, 5 :
2, om. kai Pulaxy wavros Spvéov dxabdprov Kai
pemonpuévoy, P, 1, 7, 14, 36, 38, 73,
79, 87, 152, &c. :
3, To? olvov, X P Q, mss., v¢, ¢, 3:
4, éfélOere, XA P, 1, 49, 79, 91, 95, 96, few,

9, v9, 3:
4, ¢ alrijs before 6 Aads pov, A Q, nearly all,
lat., 3.

6, durAdoare adry, P, 1, 7, 38, 91, &c., 2:

6, worpip, A C P, many, lat., 3:

9, xAavcovow [-ovrat] abriv, P, 1, 79, few:
11, KAavoovor . ... revbijoovaw, Q, most, vg, X:
11, odxéri with preceding, P, 49, 79, 91, lat. :
12, papyapirav, N, 35, 87, 95, v¢, 3:

12, &dov, RC P Q, mss., of., 5:

xev[v]dpwpov, A C P, many, lat., 5:

13, om. xai dpwpov, Q, most, pr, cl:

13, xai olvov, X A CP, most, lat., 3:

14, émdpa aov, R A CP, 35, 87, 95, pr, am :
14, Yuxis oov, Q, 35, 87, many, g, ¢/, 3:

14, edpijocovaw, R A C P, 35, 36, 87, few, vg, 3:

—
ad
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CouxTEr READINGS.

Q, most, vt, rijs yijs; (R, 3, avris xai rijs yijis; P om.).
P Q, many, om. é&; (N, 38, dat.).

Q, many, om. xai.

A PQ, nearly all, lat., =, after.

NP, 1, 14, 86, 49, 79, 92, 96, &c., pr, am, after.
N P Q, nearly all, 3, infin.

R Q, mss., favpdoovras ; (lat. ?).

Q, many, pr, vg, Ty yiy.

A Q, many, 3, sing.

Q, many, after.

A P, many, 3¢t after adrdv ; (N after petvar).
N Q, many, (2 7?), obros.

A, some rg, odx.

NPQ, mss., g, Aéye.

Q, 1, 36, 97, &c., om.

A, 79, g, vg, om.

Q. many pref. éxi.
N Q, many, semel.

N Q, most, pr, vg, om. xai pepia.

N A Q, most, lat., 3, ins.

A C, am, om.
C Q, most, pr, sing.

R CP, 38, after.

N A C Q, most, g, vg, (pr deviates), om. abrp.
N Q, 7, 14, 38, &c., add. adris.

N A C Q, most, lat., =, om. adrijv.

R ACP, 1, 49, 91, 95, &c., v¢, pres.

A C Q, most, 3, with following ; ({ ncutral).
Q, most, papyapirov; (A, -irass; CP, -iras).
A, o9, AMov.

N Q, many, genit.

N ACP, 35, 36, 79, 87, &c., g, am, =, tns.
Q, some, om.

Q, nearly all, g, ¢, =, om. gov.

R ACP, 95, pr, am, om. gov.

Q, most, v¢, elpps.
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READINGS OF S—continued.

xviii. 15, xAaiovres, R A C P, many, lat. :
16, xai Aéyovres, P, many, pr, vg :
16, oval bis, R ACP, many, (85, 87, fer), lat., 3 :
18, xamviv, R CP Q, nearly all, vZ, 3¢
18, om. ravry, R AP Q, mss., pr, 3:
19, [ér]éBarov, R A C Q, nearly all, vg, 3 :
19, é&pafav, A C, 85, vg, 3 :
19, xal Aéyovres, P Q, most, g, am, 3:
19, obai bis, A CP Q, most, (36, 87, ter), lat., 3:
20, «ai of dwdorodor, R A P Q, most, pr, vg, 3:
21, pvdov, P Q, most, g, (pr?), Zdin:
21, om. & adry), A CP, nearly all, lat., 3 :
22, odAmiyyos (N, 35, 87, 3, plur.):
22, om. xail pwvi) pidov . . . &y, N, 88, 87, 93,
98, few, 3 :
28, xal pds . .. ér, RCPQ, nearly all, vt, am,
oly 3

-

23, ¢avy oo, C, vt, am:
28, ¢puvy) vipdys, C:
24, alpa, NACP, 1, 38, 79, few, lat., (3?):
xix. 1, 3éfa before Svvams, ACP (R om. 5 8i¢a),
few, vg, (pr om. 3 Sbvaus)
5,* kal oi poBovpevor, A Q, mss., lat., 3 :
8, xafapdv xal Aapmpdv, 1, 36, few; (A. xal kal.,
Q, many, ¢/, 3):
9, 7ob ydpov, A Q, most, pr, vg, 3 :
9, xai Aéyet pov- odror, A P Q, most, lat., 3:
9, Adyot, AP Q, mss., lat.:
9, ol dA\nfwol, A, 4, 48 :
9, Tob @eod before eio?, A P Q, most, lat., 3:
10, kai mpocexvvyoa, P, 73, 79 :
11, xadovuevos, R Q, most, tf, am, cl, 3 :
12, &s PG, A, 35, 86, 87, 91, 95, &, lat., 3 :
12, om. dvépara yeypappéva xal, AP (R om.
farther), 1, 7, 36, 79, &c., lat. :
14, om. 7d before év 7¢ olpavg [r0d odpavod],
RQ, 1,735, 38, 79, 87, 97, &c., g :
14, &dedupévois, R, 152:
xai xafapdv, R, few, g, ol:
15, om. dioropos, R AP, 1, 86, 38, 79, &e., g,
am. :
17, &ov, 8, 36; (A P, 1, 38, 49, 87, 91, 95,
’ 96, &c., lat., &a):

—
"
-

eXXXVil

Couxnter REapINGs.

Q, many, 3, pref. xal.

N A CQ, many, g, 3, om. xal.

Q, many, semsl.

A, 10, vg, Témwov.

C, g, vg, tns.

P, few, v?, impf.

N P Q, nearly all, g, (pr ?), impf.

NAGC, 1, 35, 87, 95, &c., pr, cl, om. xal.
N, 36, 95, few, semel.

C, few, g, om. xal oi.

A (uidwor), C(pvAixdv), vg (molarem), Zp; (R, AMov).
NQ, 14, 92, ins.

A CP Q, mss,, lat., cakmorov.

A CP Q, most, lat., sns.

A, 26, some vg, om.

N PQ, mss. ¢, 3, tns. &.

N APQ, mss, lat., 3, om. povi.
Q, most, plur.

Q, many, g, 3, after.

R CP, om. xal.
N A P, few, v, am, om. xal.

R P, 1, 36, 79, few, g, om.

N, 36, 38, 98, few, om. kol Aéye pot.
N, 3¥, add. pov.

N P Q, nearly all, (lat. ?), X, om. art.
N, 1, 38, 49, 79, 91, after.

N A Q, nearly all, lat., 3, wpockvrijoa.
AP, 1,79, &c., some vg, om.

N P Q, most, om.

Q, many, 3*, ns.

AP, many, pr, vg, 3, ins.
A P Q. nearly all, lat., 3, nominat.
A PQ, most, pr, am, 3, om. xal.

Q, most, pr, cl, 3¥, ins.

Q, many, 3, om.

* C hiat, xix. 5 (xal of uéy.) ad fin.
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ReapiNas oF S—continued. CourTEr READINGS.
xix. 18, xai pikpav, { AP, most, lat., 3 : Q, 14, 36, 38, 92, 98, om. xal.

20, per’ atrod 6, R P (A, 41, pref. oi), 14, 38, Q, most, g, 3, 6 per airob.
49, 79, 91, 96, few, ¢/, (pr?, am?):

xx. 1,* & 7 xerpl, N, 38, lat., 3 : A Q, nearly all, éri mjv xeipa.
2, om. 6 whavév T™v olkovpémy SAqyv, R A, 1, Q, many, 3, ns.
79, 95, &c., lat. : '
4, xi\a, N A, 1, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c., (lat.?): Q, most, 3, pref. art.
5, om. ol Xoewde . . . xi\wa &, N, 7, 14, 92, A Q, many, lat., ¢ns.
&e., 3

6, x‘\a, A, most, (lat. ?) : ’ R Q, 14, 38, 92, few, 5, prof. art.

7, orav rehecby, R A, most, lat., 3: Q, many, perd.

8, wdvra, 8, 79: A Q, nearly all, lat., =, om.

8, é& Tals, N, 14, 35, 87, 92, few : A Q, most, lat.. 3, pref. 7d.

8, xal ovvayayelv, R, 73, 79, 152, few, lat. : A Q, most, 3, om. xal.

9, dand Tod @eov, P Q, many, ¢, vg, 3: A, 79, few, pr [Aug.], om.; (N om. clause).
10, éwov, R, some, some vg : A P Q, most, vt, am, cl, 3 add. xal.
11, érdve adrol; R, 38, 3: A P Q, nearly all, lat., é&x" adrod [-@, or -ov].
12, peydhovs before pixpods, N A P, most, lat., S Q, few, after.
13, éya alrdv, ¥ A P, most, vg, (v¢?), 3: Q, 7, 14, 92, &c., pron. sing.

xxi. 1, giwijAdov [-av], N A Q, 88, 92, 94, 97, &c., P, 35, 87, 98, &c., g, vg, sing.
pr [Aug.], 3
2, éx Tob odpavot before dmd Tod ®eod, R A Q, P, 1, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c., after.
most, lat., 3:

8, ovpavod, P Q, nearly all, v, 3¢ N A, 18, vg, Opdvov.

3, Aads, P Q, most, lat., 5: N A, 1, 79, 92, few, plur.

8, per’ atrdv [kai] lorar, A Q, many, g, vg, 3: N P, many, pr [Aug.], éorar per’ adrav.
3, abrois [-dv] @eds, A, vg, 3; (P, 79, &e., Oeds N Q, 1, 7, 38, 92, &c., vf, om.

avrdv):
4, om. éw’ adriv, R A P, many, lat., 3: Q, many, ns.
5, xawd before wdvra, R A P, 1, 35, 38, 49, 79, Q, many, 3, after.
87, 91, 96, &ec., lat. :
5, ins. pot before ypdyov, R P, many ¢l : A Q, many, v¢, am, 3, om.
5, morol before dAnfuwol, R A Q, many, lat., 3: P, many, after.
6, yéyovav[-aow], A,38,Iren.; (41,94, yéyove; R P Q, nearly all, 3, yéyova.

lat., factum est) :
6, ¢yd, N P Q, nearly all, 5: A, 38, 39, lat., add. elpl.
6, ddow, X A P, many, lat., 3: Q, many, add. airg.
7, alros kAnpovopsioe, RAP, 1, 7, 38, 49, 79, Q, many, ddow aird.
91, &ec., lat., 3:
7, éorai, A : R P Q, mss,, lat., 3, pref. adrds.
7, poi vids, A P Q, nearly all, lat.: N, 14, 98, few, 3, pov vids.
8, xai dpapTwlots, Q, most, 3*: NAP, 1, 49, 79, few, lat., om.
9, Ty vipdny before ™y yvvaixa, R AP, 1, 85, Q, 7, 49, &c., after.

38, 79, 87, few, lat., 3:

s P hiat, xix. 21—xx. 9.
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REeApINGs oF 8—continued.

xxi. 10, dmd Tob @eod, N A P, many, lat. :
12, xal &ri rots TuABaw dyyélovs dwudexa, RPQ,
mss., vf, am, ¢l:
12, dvépara adrév, N:
12, yeypappéva, N, vt:
12, [+a] évépara Tov Sbdexa, A Q, many, g,v9,3:
13, dvarodijs, N A P, 1, 36, 38, 79, few, 3:
18, Boppi . . . vérov . . . Svopudv, PQ (N, B...
B ...38), nearly all, vt, ¢/, 3 :
15, xai 76 Teiyos airijs, X A P, some, lat. (vg,

om. a!’?'l'a‘i)) 3:
16, doov, R P Q, most, g :

16, xthddwy, X A P, many, lat. :

17, épérpnoe, R A P, many, lat., 3:

18, om. v, AP, g, 3:

19, xai oi Oeuéeor, N, 1, 7, 35, 49, 79, &c.,
(vt?), el 3

19, xai & edrepos . . . xal 6 Tpiros, N :

21, 8é8exa papy., A P Q, mss.,, g, vg, 3dp

[ deficst] :

21, xai éaoros, P :

21, é &vis, N A, nearly all, lat,, 3:

23, airyj* 9 ydp, N A P, many, lat., 3:

24, ¢épovar, N A P, many, lat., 3:

24, om. xai Ty Tewjv, X A P, many, of :

24, om. tdv é0viv, X A P, many, lat.:

26, om. va elcé\fwow, R A P, many, lat., 3 :

27, & moudv, R, 7, 38, 90,94,97, 98, &e., (¢?), 3 :

xxii. 2, Tods xapmovs, N :

5, éei, 1,7, &c.; (R AP, 35,few, lat., 3, &ni):
5, oby éfovoe xpeiav, A, lat., 3 :

5, ¢uwrds [xal] Avxvov, RA, 38,79, few, lat., 3:
5, 5iXlov, NA P, 1, 35, 38, 49, 79, 91, 96, lat.,
3:
5, adrovs, P Q, nearly all, vg, 3 :
6, elme, XN AP, many, pr, vg, 3 :
6, om. pe, A P Q, mss., lat.:
8,* BAéwwy before dxovwy, N, 78, 79, 152, few,
pr:
8, ixovaa kai, ¥ A, many, lat. 3:
11, xai 6 pvmrapds pur. &re, R Q, most, lat., 3 :
14, wowotvres Tas évrolas adrod, Q, nearly all, g,

&e., 3:

exXxXXIxX

CouNTER READINGS.

Q, many, (37), é 1. .
A, some vg, 3, om.

AP Q, mss., lat., 3, om. pron.

A PQ, mss., vg, 3, émyeypappéva.
N P, many, pr, om. ra évépara.

Q, most, plur,

A,am, B...8...v...

Q, most, om.

A, some, pr, 3, vg, add. xal.
Q, many, 3, add. 8ddexa.
Q, many, om.

N Q, nearly all, pr, vg, sns.
A P Q, many, am, om. xal.

APQ, mss., lat., 3., om. xal.
N, pr, 3, om. dddexa.

N A Q, mss, lat., 3, om. xal.

P Q, 79, 92, pref. s.

Q. muny, abr yip 4.

Q, many, add. adrg.

Q, many, vg, 3, tns.

Q, many, 3, sns.

Q, many, fns.

A, few (woidv), P Q, many (wolow), pr, vg, om. art.
A P Q, mss,, lat., 3, sing.

Q, many, om.

NP, 1, 35, 49, 79, 91, 96, &c., pres.; (Q, 7, 38, &c.,

o xpeia).
P Q, most, om. ¢pwrds xai.
Q, 7, 92, 94, 97, 98, om.

N A, 35, ot, pref. éx'.

Q, many, g, Aéye.

N, 3, ins.

A Q, most, g, vg, 3, after.

Q, many, add. dre.
A, 1, 35, 68, 97, few, om.
N A, 7, 38, vg, (pr hiat), mAdvovres Tas aTolas avrdv.

* P hiat, xxii. 6 (rdxei)—ad fin.
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ReapirNes o S—continued. Couxter Reapines.
xxii. 15, ¢Adv [BAérwv] before woidv, A Q, many, N, 35, few, g, after.
, oy v9, 32
16, &ri, X Q, most, 3: A, 38, 79, few, g, vg, (pr om.), év.
16, 6 mpwivés, N Q, mss., pr, 3 : A, g, vg, pref. xol.

18, ér’ avrdv before 6 @ess, N (A om.), 49, 79, .  Q, most, lat., 3}, after.
91, 96, &ec.:

18, wAnyds, N A, most, lat., Q, some, pref. érrd.

20, om. duv, N, vt: A Q, mss,, vg, 3, tns. L

21, Xpiorod, Q, nearly all, g, vg, 3: N A, 26, om., (pr om. vers.).

21, wdvrov Tdv dylwy, Q, most, 3: N, g,0m. wdvrov; (A, vg, (el add. Spav), om. rdv dyiwv).
21, éuijv, R Q, nearly all, am, ol, 3 : A, 79, g, some vg, om.
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II. The following is a collection of 215 readings of S which have no support
from the MSS.; but only from mss., or Latin, with or without 3 : together with

~ 27 supported by = alone (242 in all).

1. Readings (49) of S supported by some one or more of the mss., and of the Latin versions, (18 of them
also by =); against all MSS.:

i. 3, add. radrys, 7, 16, g, vy, 5. xvi. 4, dyyelos, 1, 85, 36, 38, 49, 79, 87, 91, 96,
11, &, 34, 85, 88, 72, 87, pr. &c., some vy, 3.
ili. 2, @eg without uov, 1, few, pr. - 5, «ai [6] dowos, 1, 86, 95, few, of, 3.
3, 8¢, 36, pr. 10, sns. dyyehos, 1, 85, 36, 49, 79, 87, 91, 96,
7, obdeis xAeley, 1, 36, 49, &c., lat., 3. &e., pr, ol.
iv. 6, om. &s, 1, 94, &c., pr. 12, sns. ayydoe, 28, 35, 36, 49, 79, 87, 91,
v. 7, tns. 76 BfBAiov, 7, 36, vt, some vy, 2" 96, &c., v, cl.
18, & g yp, 1, few, pr. - 17, ins. dyye)os, 1, 28, 85, 36, 49, 79, 87, 91,
vi. 6, Tov olvov before 76 A\avov, 36, pr, vg. 96, &c., ot, dl.
vi. 1, om. ris yhs, 38, arm. — 17, ds, 1, 14, 28, 49, 79, 91, 92, 96, &o., lat.
viil, 2, eonjkecay [éorikesar], 38, few, g, 3. xvii. 8, & [r¢] BiBAily, 78, 79, 95, lat.
ix. 2, peydAns xawopéys, 36, 38, few, g. 8, wdpeort, 1, 36, 73, 79, 152, few, g, 3.
8, om. jjoav, 73, A. 16, woujoovaw atmijv after yvuriv, 34, pr.
10, xévrpa &, 1, 7, 28, 35, 36, 38, 79, 87, 90, | xviii. 8, om. & eds, 38, 96, few, pr.
92, &c., vg. xix, 1, om. &s, 1, 7,38, few, v¢, 3.
10, xai % éfovoia, 1, 86, 79, &c., A, pr, vg. 1, 7¢ @ew, 36, 47, 152, pr, vg, 3.
18, 7od orduares, 91, 95, lat. 138, xahetray, 1, 36, 49, 79, 91, &ec., lat.
X. 8, ¢puwwyy ijKovaa, 7, vt, cl. xx. 4, Tas xetpas, 94, vg.
xi. 6, Bpéxy verds, 1, few, g. 14, éorw before 6 Odvaros, 49, 91, 96, few, cl.
6, & [rais] juépass, 1, pr, 3. . 14, om. % Ay Tod mvpds, 1, 94, &e., pr[Aug.],
10, xapjoovras, 38. lat., 3. ‘ ol.
15, @eod, 28, pr. xxi.11, xai 6 pworip, 1, 7, &c., pr, cl.
19, Bpovrai xai Ppuwvai, 14, 28, 36, 38, 78, 79, 11, rpie, 94, g, vg.
87,97, g, A, 3. xxii. 5, ¢urile, 7§, &c., g, am, 3.
xii. 6, elxev, 38, A, cl, 3. 11, «al 6 48w, 68, pr.
10, éx tod olpavod, 95, g, pr. 12, xara 76 épyov, 78, 79, lat.
xiii. 10, drdye, 33 (35, 87, éndyer), vt, cl, S¥, 17, tns. xai after épxéabuw, 33, 46, ¢l, 3.
xv. 4, €, 36, 38, 49, 95, 96, few, vt, ¢/, 3. 21, ypav, 30, few, lat., 3.

2. Readings (91) of 8 supported by one or more of the mss., (15 of them also by =); against the ALSS.,
and the Latin versions :

i. 14, Aevkai &s épiov xai ds, 8, ii. 1, om. érrd before Avyvidv, 38, 69, 97.
17, émi Tovs wddas, 72. 9, éavrovs before "Iovdalovs, 28, 73, 79, 3.
17, add xeipa, 1, 28, 91, 92, 96, few, 3. 10, 6 8idBolros before BdAAew, 38, 95, 3.

20, om. ras xpvoas, 97. 13, pref. xai to 6 pdprus, 68, 87.



oxlii

~Lii. 1,

18,
13,
20,
24,
ii. 2,

iv.

g:

N

E:

M
QN ey -

xii. 8,
8,

11,
xiii. 2,
12,

12,

13,

15,

xiv.18,
xzv. 6,
6,

xvi. 1,
2,
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88, ot was pdprvs [pov] mords, 152,
wap’ dpiov, 95.

om. mwov 6 Saravas xatoikel, 38.

doijxas, 26, 36, 3.

om. 8¢, 31.

werAnpwpéva before ra épya, 40.

om. pov after 7@ vag To¥ @eov, 11, 29, 36.
om. n., 28, 152.

opapdyduy, 14, 3.

add éords [-ds], 34, 35, 68, 87.

tns. réogapa, 68, 87.

tns. d\ov, 35, 87.

dvoife, 18, 3.

om. éwrd, 73.

Wvolyn 3 odpayls 1§ Tpiry, 28, 78, 79.
éxdore alrov, 28, 78, 3.

xal kparovvras, 28, 73, 94, 3.

&yévero, 68.

tns. éyévero before ds, 95.

dywlos . . . dyivbov, T, 28, 79,

xal éoxorioly . . . odx épawe, 35, 68, 87.
&rl Tijs s, 38, 97, 3.

dmoldwv, 49, 98.

3, 28, 49, 79, 91, 96, few.

doris, 38.

8¢t adrovs, 87.

om. xal after dwov, 1, 7, 14, 35, 36, 87, 92,

few.
&0edpovy, 38, 97.

abrots, 17, 36.

om. &, 7, 28, 13, 19, 162, In.

adrod, 43, 47, 87.

om. arépa (2°), 38.

woujoe évamov, 34, 85, 87.

xal woujoe, 34, 85, 87.

xal wouvjoe, 35, 87.

T eixéve Tod Onpilov xai mouvjoe, 14, 73,

97, 31
om. Aéywv, 14, 92.

& 10d vaod before ol éxovres, 94.

&ri Ta omily, 28, 73, 79.

& T yiv, 28, 78.

&rl Ty i, 1, 28, 49, 79, 91, 96, &e.

xvi. 11,
15,
18,

xvii. 18,
17,
xviii. 3,
4,

10,

13,

14,

14,

14,

16,

22,

23,

70 Gvopa Tod @eod, 91.

aloxhmy, 1, 29.
om. xai ¢wvul, 12, 152.

éavrow, 1.
play yvdpny avrév, 95.

memdrice, 18, 36, 37, 73, 79,

om. kal before iva puy AdByre, 152.

oval ler, 35, 87.

Irmovs, 95, 3.

oov bis, 35, 87.

Ta Aapmpa dajAdev, 1, 79.

15, ebprjgovaw ol &umopor, few, 3.§

om. xa{ before rexpvo., 1, 79, 152.

om. xai wds . . . epely év aot ére, 14, 92.
éridoas, 87.

Kai perd, 1, 36, 38, 49, 79, 91, 96, &e.
om. xai before Sevrepov, 98.

dvéBy, 78, 79.

puriy &s, 86.

xafapov [kai] Aapwpdy, 1, 86, 78, 79, 152,
70V ovpavod, 38, (1dv ovpaviv, 8).

#ns. avrod after ipar., 87, 152.

om. wao, 95.

om. wdvtov, 1, 152,

tne. d\dov, 16, 32, 39.,

7§ @€ xal 7¢ Xpiorg, 38.

Sre éreéabn, 152, (1, -Onoav).

70V mpocumov avrod, 95, 3.

om. ott, 94.

om. My (2), 1, 7, 38, few.

om. [rav] vidv, 12. 78, 79, 94, few.
76 wAdros avris (1°), 7.

7o pijros avris (2°), 78.

xapxndaov, 35, 68.

xai xatd, 98.

ety 1, 7, 38, 152, few.

éxet, 1, 7, many.

T4V TvevudTwv TV dylwy mpoprav, 35, 68.
& rdxe, 12,

dpa* pj, 68, 3.

xara 70 &pyov, 78, 79.

xai & dorip, 7, 85, 49, T9.
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exliii

3. Readings (75) of 8 supported by one or more of the Latin versions, (19 of them also by =); against
) all Greek MSS. and mss. :

i. 10,
14,

8,

9,

23,

i, 1,
1,
PR

iv. 1,

— 21,
x. 11,

odAmiyya Aéyovoay, b, pr, 3.
om. Aevkdv, h, pr.

om. od, pr.

om. airg, g, cl.

Tijs éxxAnaias Z[Z]pipvys, lat.
wrwxelay oov, ¢, v9.

xapdiav, pr.

79, pr, 2.

xal oty pr.

s éxxAyolas Dladerdeias, g, vg.
éx Tav, pr, 3.

Tijs éxxAnalas Aaodikelas, lat.
ovs, 2, vg.

gdAmiyya, vi, 3.

Mbov, vg, 3.

om. wupds.

om. xal before 16 {Gov, pr.
dre é8ooav, vt.

xai Aboac Tas oppayidas adrod, pr.
ddovres, pr.

xal eldov immov xAwpdv, pr.

PuAis, pr.

‘:’9 dlplvo., h, p" . *
76 dpolwpa, g, 3.

Tod ordparos, lat.

xai &mwo Tav, ol, 3.

om. ovre ¢k 1OV xAeppdTov altrdv, pr.

&veo before Aaots, ol, 3.

va wpodyrevo., pr.

7oV TAaTadv, g, vg.

pvipara, p, vg, Zdnp.
&Bacilevoer, am.

om. abrov after vag, arm.

xpd{ovoa, am.

ns. Tovry, pr, 3.

ins. xal after dmdyet, pr.
dares & pay., pr, vg.

& paxaipg dmoxravbiceral, g.

xiii. 14,
16,

xiv. 6,
8,
20,

xv. 6,
7,

xvi. 8,
16,

xvii. 15,
18,

xviii. 1,
3,

4,

12,

12,

14,

17,

20,

23,

xx. 4,

217,

17,

whavijoe, am, 3.
woujoe, vg, 3.

Aaods. . . . pulds, pr.
tns. atry, pr, 3.
éml aradivy, pr, vg.

tns. xal before Aauwpdv, of, ol.
om. xpvads, pr.

ins. 1) Od\agoa, g, k.
ovvdfe, cl.

> *
éPp av, pr.
om. éorw, pr, arm.

1ns. xal before perd, pr, vg.
om. Tov Gupod, pr.

This TANYS, 9. /V“" v
Abwv Tpivy, pr, "

& Lidov Tiuov, g. =

79 émbupla, pr.

& 1 Bahdooy, ot, o, 3.

edppaiveale, pr, 3.
Tals pappaxeias, lat.

SxAwv - woAAGv, pr, vg.
Xepov, pr, vg.

GxAwy TOAAGY, pr.

om. 6 Oeds, pr.

éar. after dixardpara, g, vg.
xai Gelov, arm.

$ éni, lat.

lwé pou (2d), ol

7 éoTw, lat., 3,

om. 8ddexa before dwoordlovs, am.
xpvoiov kabapod, pr, am, 3.
xpvoiov xabapod, pr.

tns. éori, lat.

om. rijs {wijs, pr.

éyo, am, arm. —
elwe, vg, 3.
om. 5 68wy, g.

t2



exliv

APPENDIX TO DISSERTATION.

4. Readings (27) of § supported by = ; against all Greek and Latin texts :

TUyKOWWVoSs UpdY.

7 év "Inaob.

pdoTois adrod.

é for 4.

Ty 8fetav before v Sioropov.
#ns. xai before i8ov.

pupuds . . .. xtAds.

vdari for alpare.

wdvrewv TV kTiopdTov.

TV cawiyywr.

om. éfovoiav.

#ns. eis before T juépav and rov pijva.

oot .... OOV,

xiii. 16,
‘16,

xiv. 9,

xvii. 4,
9,

8obyj.

TOV XepdV . . . . ThV Sefiav.
Xdpaypa abrod.

ns. ov.

orify adriv.

Afovs Tiplovs.

7Y Exovre.

xviii. 13, pédas xal cdpara.

16,
19,

xx. 4,
xxi. 3,

xxii, 2,
5,

Aifois Tpiots.
TOV oTpaTevpdrwv.
\ ’
Tas wemwelexiopévas.
airols @eds.
tns. éri before Tod morduov.
om. éx’ before adrovs.




NOTE. : exlv

NOTE PREFATORY TO GREEK TEXT.

The following Greek Text of the Apocalypse is offered as a substitute for a Latin or other
translation such as is usually subjoined to a version of a Book of Scripture into a language not
generally familiar to Biblical students.

In constructing it, I have tuken as basis the ‘‘ Revised” Text of 1881 (in preference to the
‘ Reccived,” which is universally admitted to be exceptionally unsatisfactory in this Book),
altering it throughout into conformity with the readings which the version S appears to have
followed. In the great majority of the cases where there are variants affecting the sense,
including nearly every one of interest or importance, the reading which the translator had
before him is determinable with certainty.

But there remain not a few instances in which the evidence of the Syriac is indecisive of
the reading of its original. This is so, of course, in most (though not all) .cases of variation of
orthography ; but it occurs, moreover (in consequence of the limitations of the Syriac tongue), in
variations affecting—(1) the case of nouns, as between genitive, dative, or accusative, after émi—
(2) the tense of verds, as between aorist and perfect, or between present and aorist participle—
(8) the use of prepositions, as between dwé and éx, or between insertion and omission of év—
(4) the presence of the articlse (which however S not seldom is able to express mors suo). In all
such instances, 1 have retained the reading of the ¢ Revised,” and have pointed out in a footnote
the ambiguity of 8.

The text of 8, as it has reached us, abounds in superfluous insertions of the copulative
conjunction. These I have mostly.retained, but it may be that I have overlooked some of them.
They seem to be unmeaning, due merely to the idiosyncrasy of the translator, or (not improbably)
of the scribe.

I have accurately reproduced the interpunction (except in ome or two instances, to each of
which I have called attention in a-footnote)—inasmuch as, though in some places evidently
wrong, it seems to have been on the whole carefully and consistently carried out.

In the few instances where the rendering is vague or erroneous, I have not shaped the Greek
into conformity with it; but have given the text which the paraphrase or mistranslation was
presumably intended to represent, adding an explanatory footnote.

‘Where error of transcription, admitting of obvious correction, occurs in the Syriac text, I have
made the Greek represent the reading as corrected, marking the place with an asterisk ( » ).

‘Where error secems to affect the Syriac text—whether on the part of the translator or of the
seribe,—such as to leave it doubtful what was the reading of the original, I have rendered the
Syriac into Greek, marking the doubtful words with an obelus (1 ).

For the corrections made, or required, at the places marked with * or {, the reader is referred
to the Notes which follow the Syriac text in Part II.




oxlvi ) NOTE.

In the Footnotes subjoined to the Greek, I have not attempted to give anything like a
complete apparatus criticus; but merely to indicate the characteristic features of the text which
underlies 8. I have accordingly passed over (generally speaking) without remark such of its
readings as are attested by uncial evidence, except where the reading is an interesting one and
the attestation that of a single uncial. But I have been careful to note every one of its readings
which is unconfirmed by each and all of the uncials without exception.

Of this class (of non-uncial readings) many are absolutely peculiar to 8. These do not for
the most part commend themselves as deserving of consideration; and I have therefore judged it
sufficient, without forming a complete list of them, to put together, at p. 1xxvi ¢f s¢q., supr., such
of them as seem to be in any degree noteworthy.

The rest of the non-uncial readings recorded in these notes, are those which have the support
of one or more cursives, of one or more Latin texts, or of 3,—or of some combination of these
authorities. All such readings will be found accurately registered and classified in List IT supr.
(pp. cxli—cxliv). That List is in fact an Index of all readings of the S-text which have other
than uncial attestation.

In like manner, List I (pp.’exxv—cxl) will be found to be a complete Index of all 8-readings
for which there is more or less equally divided uncial evidence.
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GREEK TEXT WITH FOOTNOTES.



ADDENDA, CORRIGENDA, AND DELENDA,

Page 4, notes, column 2,

» b

» O, text,
,, tb. notes,
y 8.

” 6’
, 1b.
» 7’
,, ib.
” 8’
,y $b.

12

2

"

"

12

”

”

?”

"

12

”

”

"

12

”

”

N

?

U R i i o ALl i s R

IN PART I.

line 3, after 3
s 19, for 48
» 1, for yuvaixa aov

add (prefixing @)
read 49
read ywaikd gov

sy 28, before éxxAnolas add rijs

ys 18, for last

» 18, after 7@, Tijs
s 18, after mss,

» 18, defore 3

ys 20, defore 3,

»w 8, for ¢uxpds
» 17, defore with
y 3, after 94

s 1, before All

» 16, after So

» 1, after mss.

»w 2, for vg

sy 158, for MSS.

sy 10, after P

sy 11, after reading.
sy 17, 18, before 87
s 15, after So

»y 13, for 48

yy 14, after 98.

ss 12, affer mss.

read third

add év, év

add and pr

add (with r¢ prefixed)
add (with ¢ prefixed)
read Yruxpds

dele parenthesis

add and 3

add So 3,

add 3, and

add 3,

read am

read mss.

dele Q

add P on. sentence
dele 35, 36,

add 3,

read 49.

dels parenthesis

add and g and ol.



1. 1—9.

ATIOKAAT¥IS

H ETENETO

EIZ TON ATION IQANNHN TON EYAITEAIZTHN.

E)

L ’Awroxd\wfis ‘Incot Xpiortov, v
Qwkev adrg 6 BOeds, Setfar Tols
dovhois avrov & Bel yevéolfar év

2 . N3 _ 7 3 ’ \
Tdyer kal éojpavey dmooreilas did
700 dyyélov avrot 79 Sovhe alrov
?

2’Twdvvy, &8s épapripnoe Tov Adyov

~ ~ \ \ ’ ? ~
70V B€ov, Kal ™YY paprupiay Incov
Xpiorod, 6oa elde.

3 Maxdpios 6 dvaywdokwr' kal oi
dkovovres Tovs Adyous Tis wpodm-
Telas TavT)s’ kal TpodvTes TG év adry
veypappéva: 6 yap kaipds éyyus.

4’lodvrys Tals érra éxkAnoias Tals
3 ~s ’ . ’ ¢ A I S
€ T Acig® XapLs VUL Kkal €pnvn
k] . ¢ ¥ . \ e . \n et 3 4
amd 6 dv* Kai 6 fv° kal 6 épxdpevos,
kol 470 TOV émTd TvevpdTov &

’ ~ ’ 3 ~ \ k3 |
5 évdmov Tov Bpdvov adrov, kal dwd

,I ~ ~ ¢ 4 [ 1 ’
noov XpLoTov 6 papTUs, O MOTOS,
6 wpwréTokos TGV vekpdv, Kai O
¥ ~ ’ ~ ~ e
apxwv tav Lac\éwv Tis s, o
3 ~ (] ~ \ 4 € ~ 3 ~
ayamdv Npuas Kal AVwv Mpuas €k Taov
‘C ~ € ~ ] ) ~ L4 kA ~.
apapTidy Nuav év TE atpart avTov
\ 3 2, € ~ ’ e |\
kai émoinoev fuas Baoikeiav iepav
19 Oep kal warpl avrol avT@ 1)
’ \ | 4 3 | b ot
86fa kal 70 kpdros €ls TOV aldva
~ E 4 k] ’
7OV aldvwy auipv.
180V épxerar pers. TGV vedehav'
kal oYovrar avTov wdvres ddpfalpoi’
\ e > o\ 3 2 . \
kal oitwes avrov éfexévrnoar' kal
’ 3 9\ ~ ¢ \
kOpovrar én’ avrov wacai ai Pulai
™S yis. val Kal appv.
Eyd elpe 70 A kal 70 0, Aéyer
Kipios 6 Oeds 6 av, kai 6 fp* kal
0 épxdpevos, 6 mavrokpdrwp. ’Eyo

I. 1. Observe the interpunction ; a lesser stop after
@¢os, and a greater after adrod.
8. ralrys] With 3, g, and vg, and mss. 7, 16: o¢,
and all MSS. and most mss. omit.
4. 4] 8 and X are not decisive as between & (of
C Q and most mss.) and 7&» (of ® A and a few) ; but are
clearlyagainst & ¢o7uwv (of rec. supported by Pandafew).
6. & &yawdv] So 3, but all Greek authorities have
this and the following participle in the dative case.
Abwv] Or aor. ptep., as all Greek: 3, Avoer.
&] Or &xé: Syriac has but one equivalent for
these two prepositions.

B

6. #uas] Or Huiv, the Syriac being ambiguous;
but Huds is more probably indicated, as in verse 5, and
a8 abrods in the parallel passage, v. 10.

tepdv] Or leparuchv. No other authority but X
for adjective : see note on Syr. text.

abrg] Or §, with 3 only. .

7o aléva] So 8, and X d (but see note on
Syr. text).

7. Worra] 8o X, with » and a few authorities,
but apparently X alone supports xdvres dpOaruol.

xal &ufiv] 8 alone inserts xaf.

8. A...Q0) 8andZX write, Olaph and Taw.

: 1



ATIOKAATVYIZ.

Twdvvns 6 ddehpds Vudv kai ovyKoL-
vwvds dpav év ) O\ipe kal év
vmopovy 1) év ’Inood, éyevduny év
) wijoe 1) xalovuévy Mdrpe' Sua
70y Myov 70D Ocod, Kkal Siud T
10 paprvpiav "Inaot Xpiorov® kal éye-
vouny év mvelpart év ) Kvpaky
Npépe’ Kkal frovoa Smicw pov gpwriy
peyd\yy ds odmiyya Aéyovoav'
nd BMémess ypayov eis BiuBNiov, kal
méuporv Tais émra éxxhnoiaist els
"E¢ecor
Iépyapor kai els Budrewpa kal els
Sdpdeis kai els Diladérdeiav kai eis
12 Aaodikeiav. Kal éméorpepa BAémew
™y dwvy yris é\dAnoe per épov.
kal émarpéfas, eldov éwra Avyvias
13 vao-&s'

\ » . L
xai €is Zuvpvav' kai €S

A 2 ~ ~
kai év péoe TOV Avxvav

1. 9—I7.

Spowor vig dvfpdmov: kal évdedupé-

vov modijpy* Kal mepielwapévor mpos

Tols pagrols adrod {dvny xpvoiy 7 14
0¢ kedaly) adrod kai ai Tpixes avrod
Aevkal ds &piov' Kal ds by kai oi
dplfalpol adrod ds PpAOE mupds' Kal
oi wddes adrod Spowor xahkoiSBdve

5

é Ié yd ° \ e \
v kapive memvpwpéve' kal 1) Pwr)
~ \
avrob ds ¢wr) VOddTwy woN@Y. Kai 16
¥ ] ~ ~ \ 3 ~ ) ] ’
&wv év ) Sefid xepl adrod, doTé-
pas érrd’ kai ék Tob oréparos airov
*popdaia dfetal\ éxmopevopérn’ kai
1) ofus adrod ds 6 fAios Paives év T
’ > A \ @ > s,
Swwdper adrob. Kai ore €ldov avrdv

7
éreca éml Tovs wédas alrov Os
’ \ ¥ \ \ 3 ~
vexpds' xal édnke Ty defidv adrod
xetpa ér' épé Néyowv, pi) Pofovr
éyd elpu 6 mpaTos kal 6 éoyaros.

-

9. ovyxowwrds Susv] 8 and X alone ins. pronoun.
& 1ii dwoporfi] Before éx., most Greek copies
om. & . All ins. Bacirelq xal, as do also nearly all
the versions, the exceptions being aeth. and X [d/p;
but not n].
i & 'Inood] (i) All else except I om. 7.
(ii) %, almost alone, subjoins Xpicré: Q and most
mss. read év Xp.’Inc.: A and ms. 25, ¢&v Xpior§ only ;
a few mss. and rec., "Incoi Xpioroi : R C P and one ms.
(38) support 8, as also g, and am ; but A and most texts
of vg [including arm] agree with Q ; pr with 3.
Xpioroi] 8o Q and most mss., and 3 and most
versions : but the other Greek copies, and lat. (except
2r and arm) om.
10. xal dyeréunv] 8 alone ins. xaf.
xvpiani] Lit., Tiis mids caBBdrov: but as this
is evidently a Syr. gloss (found also in margin of X n)
I place xvpiaxj in text.
adAxiyya Aéyovoar] So X, but all else genitive,
except A and pr. A corrector of » gives Aéyovoay, but
does not alter adAxiyyos.
11. &] 8o mss. 35, 38, 72, 87; and pr: all else, 3.
Zutprar] 8o n (alone of Greek copies), and the
best texts of vg [including am]; all else, Judprav.
Similarly ii. 8.
12. BAéwew] Lit., eldévai.
dAdAnge] So P and many mss, nesrly all the
rest, and lat., éAdAes (X doubtful).

13. Juoior vig] Or du. vidy; lit., &s Suolwua viod
a8 8 (not 3) usually. A reads duofwua vig.
xal év3.] All else om. xal: also (except X) adrod.
14. al 7plxes abroi] 8 alone ins. prunoun.
xal &s] So one ms. (8) only: all else, Aevxdr
[xal] &s; except A and pr, which om. Aevxaf as well
a8 Aevnd.

15. wexvpupévy] So I (though using a different
verb), with » and a few mss., also lat. and other
versions ;—or perhaps wexvpwuérns (rev.) with AC:
against wewvpwudvos (rec.) of P Q and most authorities.
Both 8 and 3 treat the ptcp. as relating to xgqAxoABdre
(gender doubtful), not (as pr and apparently g and vg)
to xaulve. S alone om. &s before év xau.

16. ¥xwr] The Syriac expression (same ip 8 and 3)
would rather = ¥xe: (or elxev, as ® and a few authori-
ties), but sometimes = Exw» (as vi. 2, in both versions),
Syriac affording no participial equivalent.

3eti§ xeipl abroi] More exactly x. abrod vj 3.,
as Q. But the Byriac idiom requires this order, and
8 therefore warrants no inference as to the Greek.

Spoupala dteia] B represents wveiua 8¢0, a
manifest gloss, probably of the Syriac. See note on
8yr. text. All else ins. 3lorouos before dfeia.

17. ¢x(] So ms. 72 only: R and ms. 13, eis; all
else xpés.

xeipa) So a few mas. and X: the reet om.

dvyé] Lit., 814 &y,



1. 18—m. 7.

\ e ~ \ 3 Id 2 . \
18 kai 0 {ov xai éyevéuny vexpds' Kol
9 \ ~ A\ ¢ \ n ~
8od [Av elpl €ls Tods aldvas TV
» 7 s s ¥ 2 -~
aldvwy Guijv' kal €xw ™Y Khew
~ 4 \ ~ @ ’
19 700 Bavdrov Kxai Tov gdov. ypdyov
otv b eldes’ xal d eiov xal péNer
20 yiveolOar pera tavra 70 pvoTipuov
~ (3 | 3 4 a 9\ ~
Tov émrta dorépwv ods eldes émi s
a \ | € \ Ié
defias pov kal Tas émra Avywias.
e e \ 3 /4 ¥ ~ [4 \
oL €nTa AoTépes, ayyelol TAV EWTA
3 ~ t] 2 \ L Id [
€kxAnoiwv eloi’ kai ai Avyviar al
(3 \ € -~ \
érra ai xpvoar &s eldes, émra
3 Id s 7
éxkAnoial eloi.
1n. Kal 7@ ayyé\p 79 é&v éxxlnoig
_ ’E¢éaov ypdyov, Td8e Aéyew 6 kpativ
T0Vs émrra. dorépas év T xepl avrov®
6 mepuratav v péoe TOV Auxmdv

-~ ~ \ ¥ N
2 TQV XPVowy ofSa Ta €pya OOV Kat

TOv KémoV OOV Kai TNy Umopowiy

ATIOKAATVYIS.

gov' kai orc ov dvvp Paordoar
xakovs' Kai émelpacas Tovs Aéyovras
\
éavrovg  dmoordlovs elvar  kal
otk elol xal edpes avrovs Pevdels'
xal vmoporyy éxeis' xai éBdoracas
318 75 dvopd pov* kai ob kekowiakas.
k] ' ¥ \ ~ b4 | b ] ’
a\\’ éxw kara OOV, OTL TV Aydmny
agov Ty mpéTNY dPfikas. prudveve s
wdlev éxkmémtokas kal Ta wpdTa
» s o k] \ V4 ¥ ’
épya woinoor: €l ¢ pif, épxopai
oo, kal kwijow Ty \vxviav aov,
éav pn) peravorjops. dAa Tovro
éxels, Ot puoels Ta  épya TAw
Nikohairér: & éyw piod. 6 éxov
ods, drovodtw ¢ 10 Tveipa Aéye
~ 3 ’ \ ~ ~
Tals éxkhnoiats. Kkal TE VKDYTL
Sdow dayew ék Tov Elov s {wis,
@ 93 3 ~ 14 ~ ~
G éoTw év 7¢ mapadelo Tob Oeod.

18. & (@v kal . . .] A comma is wanting after (&».
Possibly 8 read ¥s before dyevdunr (and X likewise) :
but see note on the similar words in ii. 8.

&uir] 8o %, with Q and many mss., and lat. ;
the rest om.

xAeiv] Or xreiBa: all else pl.

19. 8 eIBes] So X: all else & for &.

pnéArei] 8 alone om. & before this word.

20. ofs] Or &v.

Avxrias] 8 with ms. 97 om. Tas xpvoas after
this word ; and (ulone) ins. al xpvoa? after af éxrd.

dxxanai@r] I neglect the unmeaning colon
which 8 ins. after this word.

&s el8es] So P and many mss., including 1,
79, &c.: 2 with the rest, om.

II. 1. Kaf] All else om., except vt.

7§ &v dexanoly 'Epéoov] This reading is pecu-
liar to 8: but for =¢ it.is supported by A C; for
*E¢péaov, by me. 16 (which, however, reads ris 'E¢.
dxxAnolas), and pr, g, and vg. X has rijs év 'Eplag
dxxAnolas (more exactly, iis dxxAncias Tiis év Epdoy),
with most authorities.

xespf] 8 alone substitutes x. for 3e¢fi@: n reads
8. abrod x.; mss. 36, 68, 87, 3. x. abroi.

" Avxmav] So mss. 38, 69, 97: X and the rest
prefix éxra.

B2

2. elva] 80 Q and many mss., and lat. (except
am and arm), and X [but ! with ®]: the rest om.
3. xexoxlaxas] So ms. 51, and A C [-xes]: but
n P Q, and most mss., éxowiacas. Kexowiaxds,
= having grown weary, occurs John iv. 6, and is
there rendered (Psh. and HKkl) by the verb here
employed by 8 and X. I therefore prefer perf.
6. urnuéveve] All else except pr ims. odv after
this verb.
éxxénraxas] So apparently 8 (see note on Syr.
text) with P and some mss., and g and vg (excideris) ;
for xéwrwnas [-es] of the other MSS. and most mss.,
pr,and 3. 8 alone om. xal ueravénoor, also (in next
sentence) ¢x Tod Téwov adrijs.
el 3¢] Lit., xal el 3¢ (and similarly verse 186,
and iii. 3). The scribe does not correct this redun-
dancy, by obelising, as he has done, iv. 4, ix. 10,
xxi. 21, Where 3¢ is the superfluous word.
aoi] Lit., éx) o¢, and s0 in 16.
dyé] All else xdyé.
7. ods) Lit., &ra, and so throughout 8, and X
likewise (so pr here, awres.).
xal 7@ yuxarri] All else om. xaf, which perhape
ought to be obelized. '
3éow) So nand a few mss. : the rest add airé,
with 3, pr, but not ¢, and vg (am but not of, &c.).
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ATIOKAATVYIS.

Kai 7¢ dyyéhe tis ékk\yoias
Zpdpvys ypdyov, Tdde Aéyel 6 mpdros
kal 6 éoxatos, bs éyévero vexpds kai
*émoaN oldd gov Ty OA\Wur Kkal
™y TTuxelay gov, dA\a whovoos €l
kai Ty Blaocdnuiav ™y ék Tdv e
yovrav éavrods Tovdalovs +’Iovdaiow
xal ovk €loiv® dA\a cvvaywyy Tov

10 Saravd, undév Pofod & pélheis

12

wdoyew 8oV pé\er 6 SudBolos
Bd\\ew é€ dudv eis dvrayy wva
wepaclire kai ééere OAYw nuépas
déxa. yiveale marol axp. favdrov’
\ ’ e A \ yd ~
kali O8dow Vv TOV OTépavor Tis
~ ¢ > > ’ FERY
{ons. 0 éxwv ols, akovodrw TL TO
Ilvevpa Aéyer Tais éxxAnoiats. o6
~ 3 |\ k] " ~ 4
kv ob pn adunly éx tov Bavdrov
1ot devrépov.
\ ~ k] ~ ] ’
Kali 7¢ dyyé\o 10 é& dxx\noiq

m. 8—17.

Tepydpov 7ypdfor, 7dde Néyer o
» \ [ 34 , Y 3P A A
éxwv T popdaiay Ty éfeiav T
dloropor' olda mov Katoikels® Gmov 6
Opdvos Tob Zarava' kai kpatels 7O
ovopud pov' kal ovk Npricw THY
wiorw pov kal & rals npépas
*dvreimas\ kal 6 pdprus pov o
moTés® OTL WAS PAPTUS ROV WLOTOS
8s dmextdvOn map’ Vpov. AN éxw
) ~ 3y /2 Lé » ] ~
KaTa OO0V OMNiya, OTL €EXELS €KEL
kpatovvras Ty Sudaxny Bahadp: s
édidafe 79 Bakak Baletr okdvdalov
3/ ~ en bl Y o ~
&vdmov Tav viav ‘lopail  dayew
ovrws
» \ \ ~ \ \
éxeis kal oV kparovwras Ty didaxny

€ldwhéfvra Kkal wopvevoa.

Nikoaitdv Spoiws. peravénoov oby:
€ 8¢ pij, épxopai oo. TaxV kai
wohepjow per’ adrov év 1)) popdaia
100 oTépards pov. trail 6 éxwv obs,

8. tis dxAnalas Zutpwns] 8o pr, ecclesiae Smyrnae,
(¢ and vg invert the words) ; A confirms so far as to
give Zutprys (but with r¢ é» preceding and ¢xxAnofas
following). 3 with most other authorities rcads s
&v Iubpvy dkxAnofas.

*¥(noev] 8 (see note on 8yr. text), as pointed,
represents (@v, but I treat this as a blunder of the
scribe, who understood the sentence absurdly, ¢ who
became dead and alive.”” Probably the want of inter-
punction in the parallel passage, i. 18, arose from a
like misunderstanding.

9. ol3d cov] 8 places cov after 7Hy OA. as the
8yr. idiom requires. All except g and vg om. gov
after T wr.

Thv ix] So 3, else only n. Most authorities,
however, ins. éx without rf».

davrots] Before 'lovd., with mes. 28, 73, and
79, and X; but 8 alone om. elva:.

+'lovdato] Probably a mistake of repetition on
the part of the Syriac scribe.

10. & 3:dBoros BdArew] So 2. The Greek copies
place the verb first, except mss. 38, 95. .

Huépas] So Q and most mes., and X and most
versions : the other Greek copies, and pr, Huepd».

ylveale miarol . . . duiv] 8 alone plural.

11. & yucr] 8 ins. a prefix = ¥4, and o in verse 17.

4

12. 7¢ & ixxAnola Tepyduov] 8 alone: but pr
gives ecclesiae Pergami (g9 and vy invert). The Greek
copies give 7iis &v Tepy. dxxA., as does X.

Thy dfetar] All else except 2 place these words
after 7h» 3lorouor.

13. xal ¢ Tais fuépats] So A C, ms. 91, and ¢y,
&c.: but » P Q, nearly all mss., 3, and v¢, om. xaf,
and (except pr), subjoin [&] als (%, & 7als),—
supported in each case by many mss. and versions.
The ordinary vg deviates slightly from am.

%4yreiras] 8 has &¢bns, but a slight emendation
(see note on Syr. text) gives its real reading (as in
some mss. and A), which is also preserved in X [np;
but !d as 8]. The entire verse looks at first sight like
the result of a complicated conflation ; but see note on
8yr. text already referred to.

xal 8 udprus] 8o mss. 68, 87: all else om. xal.

37 xds udpTus pov migrés] So ms. 152 only (but
without uov). See Supplementary Note, p. 49 infr.

wap’ Suav] So one ms. (95): all else dative.
Note that 8 om. the rest of the verse with ms. 38.

14. &(3afe] So (apparently) both 8 and %, with Q
and many mss., &ec.; for é{3agxe.

¢ayeiv] So R ACP: Q, and many mss. prefix
xaf, and 80 X [dnp; I, oD, with some mss.].

17. txal' 8 ¥xwr] Dele xal: see note on Syr. text.

3

14
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3 ’ 2, 3\ Y 2 ~
dkovodrtw 7i 70 Ivedpa Aéyer Tals
3 I'4 ~ ~ ’, ] ~
éxxnoias’ 7@ vikovte ddow ék Tod

’ ~ yd ° \ ‘8 ’ ‘
pdvva Tov kekpupuévov' kai *Sdow

3 _ A * ~ ¥ \ ’
ad7@ MPidov dropa kawdv yeypapupé-
vor\, b oddeis oldev el pun 6 AauBdvwr.
18 Kai 79 dyyéhp 7¢ év éxrdnoiq ™
é& Bvareipots ypdjov, Tdde Aéyer 6
vids ToU Oeod, 6 éxwy TOv dpbaludy
[ ’ ’ \ [ ’ 3 ~
ds PAdya mwyupds, xai oi 7des avrod
19 Spowor  xahkohBdve' oldd oov 7a
épya kai Ty dydmwny oov kai TV
mioTw oov' kal Ty Swaxoviav cov
kal Ty vmoponiy oov' Kkai Td épya
oov 7d éoxara whelovd éoTi THV
20 TpdTev. dAN éxw katd OOU oMY,

ATIOKAATVYIZ.

ot dijkas T yvvaika oov’Te{dSel,
€ ’ € \ ~
1) Aéyovoa éavry mpodirww elvas,
\ 4 \ ~ N\ \
kal 8i.ddoker xal mhavg Tovs émovs
Sovdovs moprevoar, kai Payeir eldw-
MOvra. kai édwka adry xpdvov eis
perdvotay, xai ov Oé\er peravonoar
éx Ths mopvelas avrys. oV BdMw
abry €ls k\ivyy, Kkai ToUs poiyev-
ovras per’ avris els ONWYw peydny,
éav pi) peravojocwow ék ToV épywy
adTav. kai Ta TéKva avTis ATOKTEVD
& Oavdre' kai yvdoovrar waoar ai
éxx\yaiar otL éyd elpt 6 épevvav
AY \ ’ . \ ' ¢ ~
veppovs kai kapdiar kai ddow vpiv
ékdoTe Kkata 7d €pya Vpdv. UVuw

dc 7o pudwva] (i) Note that 8 om. adr§ before
these words, with », one ms. (92), and g, but not pr,
and most forms of vg [not am] : against 3, and all else.
(ii) 8 and X, with pr, arm, and other versions, ins.
the prep. (probably di, but possibly &xd) against the
majority of authorities. But » and mss. 36, 91, have
&: P and other mss. &xd.

. xal *3éow’ adbr§] Correction for ¥orw alrg
(= ¥xe: adrds) ; see note on Syr. text.

*Yiigor Bvoua xawdy yeypapuévor] (i) S has
¢uraxfy. for §. by an easy mistake of transcription
between two very similar Syriac words, the wrong
one having been repeated from verse 10. (ii) After
Yigor 8 om. Aevchy, xal éxl Thr Yiipor. But as this
result of homaoteleuton may as naturally be attributed
to the Greek original as to the Byr. text, I do not
re-insert the words. (iii) The rendering of 8 (as it
now stands) implies . dvduaros xawoi ypduparos.
But this has no support, and it seems unlikely that the
translator found it in his Greek. I regard it as the
Syriac scribe’s vain attempt to make sense of his
misreading of the verse, and I restore what I presume
to have been the translator’s text. See notes on Syr.
text, for the matters treatéd in this and the previous
notes.

_18. 7@ ¢ dkxAnoig 7§ & ©.] In reading r¢, B is
supported by A, also pr, and X; but nearly all
agree (ageinst 8) in reading ¢kwAnolas, instead of ¢
dxkAnola §, except A, which om.

7dr épfarudr] All else have pl., and most add
abrov: but A, mss. 36, 38, 1562, and lat., om. pron.

pAdya) Or padt.

Suotor xarxoAiBdry] Lit., &s xarxorlBavos.

19. gov] All ins. this pron. in the first and last
instances, and most (including X) after swouorfiv. In
the remaining three, no Greek authority gives it. For
the position of the first gov (before 7a ¥pya) see note
on ii. 9 : also cp. iii. 1, 15.

wAelovd ¢ori] Rather om. dori, as all else.

20. =oAv] 8o  and a few mss., including 36, and
g: a few others, and pr and arm, woArd ; there is
still less support for SAfya of rec. and vg [not am];
while all the other MSS., and most other authorities,
including %, and am, om. altogether.

&oiixas] So X, with ms. 36 and a fow other
authorities : all else pres.

# Aéyovaa] Or % Aéyes, or Ty Aéyovoar.

elva;] With » only, against X and all else.

21. els perdvoiar] All else, Tva peravofiop, which
perhaps 8 represents loosely. Cp. vii. 9 infr. (last note).

22. peravoficwow] Or -ovauwy: the Syr. fut. (which
8§ and X give) may stand for either. The Greek copies
are divided.

abrév] 8o rec,, with A and a few mss. (1, 36,
79, &c.), pr, vg [am, arm, &c., and ¢; but not all],
and other versions: the rest abdriis, including 3
[except p] and g. [Tischendorf wrongly adds am].

23. yvéoorras] Lit., ywdoxovai. Present often
stands for future in Syr.

xaplav] All else plural except pr.

(S has an addition in marg., = xal raidedow
dpds xard & ¥pya Suav: of which I find no trace
anywhere else.)

24. dpuiv] All else, except ms. 31, add 3¢..

21
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’

Aéyw Tols Noumots Tols év Buartelpois
L4 k) .4 \ \
ooor ook éovar T  Sdayyw
Ta¥ryy’  oirives ovk éyvwoav Ta
Babéa 70V Sarava s Aéyovouw:
25 00 Bald é¢’ Yuas Ao Bdpos. & ol

¥ , ¥ 2 h 4
€xere kpamijoare axpis ob dv féw.

\ [ 1 ~ \ [ 4 ~ \ »
%6 Kkal 6 vikdv kal 6 Tpdv Ta Epya
8 ’ 3 ~ } ] ’ 3 N\ ~
pov 8dow adrg éfovoiav émi TaV
27 vy lva mwoipavet adrovs év pdBdg
odnpd, kai ds T& oKkevn TG Kepa-
pikd ovrrpifere’ ovrws yap kdyw
» \ ~ 14 \
8 el\nda mapd TOV WaTplds pov Kai
ddow adrg 1OV doTépa TOV Tpwivdy.

¢ ¥ » > , ’ N\ ~
29 0 €xwy ovs, axovoaTw Ti 70 Ilvevua
IL AMéye. 7ats ékxhyoiars. Kai 7¢
dyyéhp 19 é& ékklyoia Sdpdewv

ypdov, Tdde Aéyer & éxwv Ta émra
4 ~ ~ \ \ [ \
mvevpuaTe TOU B€oV KalL TOUS €WTQ
k] V4 ’ \ .4 \
dorépas’ oldd gov 7o épya Kai
L4 » ¥ \ v ~ \
or. Gvopa éxers kai ore {ps kai
orL vekpos €l. kai yivov ypyyopav:
xkal oripbov Ta Aoura & tépehes
3 ~ “ 3 \ 4 ’ @
dwobfavei\: ob yap ebpnkd o€ OrL
wemAppopéva Ta. épya oov évamiov
100 ®€od. pvnudveve wis fKovoas
kal eiApdas’ Tiiper kai peravénoov.
3\ \ \ ’ 4 3 N\
éw 8¢ py ypnyopriops, néw ém
g¢ @5 KkNémrrns' kal ov p) yves
14 @ 4 3\ 4 k] \ ¥
wolav Gpav Néw éml oé. dl\a éxw
O\ya Odvdpara é 3dpdeow &
3 > 2 N3y > A
ovk éuolvvar Ta pdTia  QUTGV
kal wepurarovow évdmdy pov €y

25. 9 odv] All else, xAd» 8.
&xpis] Or &ws.

26. 8 Tmpav] All else add, &xp: éAovs.

27. Wawoiparei] Lit., xoiuafvew. 8 alone: all else,
xal wosuawer; and nearly all, except 3, om. xaf before
&s. Cp. Iva wepiBarp, iii. 18 infr.; op. also xi. 3.

aurrpiBere] Lit., avwrpfjere. Our translator
must have found in his copy this verb in one or other
of these forms, for he renders it by 2 pers. pl. masc.
fut., unmeaningly. The final e is evidently for ai,
an instunce of etacism. 8 therefore either confirms
ovrrpiBeras of # A C, &c., or else suggests ovrrpiyera:
(taken in passive scnse). It excludes the reading of
P Q (and most mss.), owwrpiBficeras, inasmuch as
ourrpiBfioere is impossible. But possibly there is an
ervor in the Syr. text (see note on it).

obras ydp] For &s. 8 alone.

II1. 1. v¢] 8o X, and pr: all else, =Hs.

& dexanoly Zdplewv] All else, &y Idpdeaww
dunAnafas : except X [p; not din), which om. dxxa.

xal 31 Svopa] Bo pr; or xal Svoua ¥r:i [or
8 7] all else 371 Jropa (Without xal).

¥xas* xal §r.] So 8 alone. »ACP, and most
mss., lat., and 3, om. xaf; Q and some om. ¥r:.

¢s] Lit., (o el

xal §7¢ vexpés] 8 alone ins. this third §7:. Cp.
this passage with i. 18 and ii. 8, supr.

2. xal yivov] B alone ins. xal.

arhpifor] The Syriac verb rather = orfioor,

but = ornpl{w, 1 Thess. iii. 13 (Psh.).

6

8 tiueAres &wofareiv] (i) S perhaps needs to
be corrected by omitting a prefix (see note on Syr.
text); but it implies the reading & which all else
have (except 3, which reads of, with 7ods Aoiwods
preceding). (ii) There is some confusion of text here,
(but whether in the Greek or the Byriac, it is hard to
say), resulting in this mixed and unmeaning reading.
For &ueAres, 3 and most other authorities read
EueAror [-ev]: Q and several mss. support 8, but
with &woBdAArew following, for &wofaveir.

eBpyid oe 37:] 8 alone: all else efpnia only.

wexAnpupéva 78 ¥pya oov] All else have gov
[7d] &ya wewA., excopt ono ms. (40) which places
wexA., a8 8, before r& ¥pya.

705 @cod] Boa few mss., &o.: the rest add uov.

8. urnudveve] S om. ody, with ® and one ms. (14),
also o, and acth.: against the other MSS., mss., and
3, &e. .
#xovoas xal eAngpas] All else transpose, and
add xal, or otherwise vary.

3¢] So ms. 36, and pr: all else odv.

éxl ot &s] So n Q, and many mss., vt, and vg
[am, &c.], and X [but / with *]: against A C P, some
mss., vg [arm, &c.], and versions, which om. éx} o¢.

yvis] Or yréoyp.

4. ¥xow] All else, ¥xes.

&) Or of: 8 and X are inconclusive here.

wepiwarotow] So am only (arm has perfect),
for future. 8 alone has drdwiwor (for uer’), and xal
(for ¥r:) before #&os.
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s Aevkois, Kkai dfwol elow. 6 wikaw
ovrws wepiBdlherar ipatiows hevkois®
kai ov pn éfalelfo 70 dvopa
avrov éx tis Biflov Tis {wijs.

\ [ 4 ’ | ¥ 1] ~
kal Opoloyrjocw 7O Ovopa airod
é&amov 70U maTpds pov kai évdmiov

~ 9 s A ¢ ¥ »
6Ty ayyéhwv avtov. O €Exwy ols,
k3 4 ’ N ~ ’ ~
akovodrw Ti 70 Ilvevpa Aéyer tais
b Ié
éxxlyoiacs.

7 Kal 7¢ dyyéhe t)s éxx\yoias
®\adeldelas ypdPov, 1dde Aéyer 6
4 [ ] ? [ » \ ~
dywos 6 a\nfwis, 6 éxwv Tas rhets
Aavid' 6 dvolywv xal obdeis xheiev
8 kal k\elwv kai ovdels dvolyer olda
16 épya ogov id0d dé8wka
&vomdy oov Qpav dvewypérmy, fv

\
Kat

ovdels dvvarar rhetoar admjyc O
Aoy , . \ 3 s ,
pukpay éxers Svvapw® kai érmjpnods

) ’ . s 3 ’ \
pov T8¥ Adyor' kai odk Hpwmijcw TO
gOvopd pov. kai idod 386 éx Tis
-~ ~ ~ 'Y ~
ovwaywyls vov Zaravd, éx Taw
Aeydvrov éavrods ’lovdaiovs elvac

ATIOKAATVYIS.

kal odx elolv dA\d Yevdovrar idod
wovjow adTovs va 1fovot xal wpoo-
Kurjoovow évamov Tov woddv aov
kal yvdogovrar Ott éyd Nydmrnod
oge. orv émjpnoas TOv ASyov T
Umoporis pov' KAyd o€ TNPow
éx 1o wewpacpov Tov péNlovros
» 3 N\ ~ ) ré
épxeoar émi Tis oikovuérns dMys,
wELPAOoAL TOVS KATOLKOUVTAS €l TS
vis. épxopar Taxy' xpdre. & éyeus,
va pndels AdBy Tov orépaviv aov.
Kal 6 Vikdv moujow avTOY OTUNOV
& 19 vad Tob Beot kal éfw o u
é&éNOp érv kal ypdpw én’ adrov TO
ovopa TOD @€ob pov, kal TO ovoua
~ ’ ~ ~ e LN
s wohews Tis Kkawrs lepovoalnu
e I 3 __\ ~ ~ .
1) xarafaivovoa dmd Tov Ocov pov
kai 7O Ovopd pov TO Kawdv. Kal 6
¥ 3 4 rd \ ~
éxwv ols, drxovodre Ti 70 Ivevpa
Xéyew Tais éxxhnoias.

Kai 7§ dyyéhg s éxxnoias Aao-
Sixelas ypdyov, 1dde Méyer 6 dpijw,

5. wepipdArera] So X, with O only: all else
wepiBareirar.

{uarfoss] Or & Iu., with all Greek vopies. 8

om., while X ins., the prefix = ¢», here and iv. 4 snfr.:

but this is not conclusive as to the Greek, for the

8yriac verb here used is seldom followed by a pre- -

position. In iv. 4, however, there is good Greek
authority for omitting é».

Sporoyhow 75 Svoua] Lit., & v dvéuari: but
here, on the contrary, the prep. belongs to the Syr.
idiom.

7. Tiis dexAyolas #AaSerpelas] All Greek copies,
and X, read tiis év #. dxxA.; but ¢ (not pr) und vg,
have Philadelphiae ecclesiae (arm inverts).

xAeis] Or xAeidas. All else singular.

xAele] So X, with mss. 1, 36, and a few others,
and lat. : the MSS. and nearly all else, fut.

sAelwr] Perhaps rather xaeles (with C, against
most authorities); but in such cases Syr. is inde-
cisive. )

8. 7d ¥ya ocov] Or oov 72 ¥pya. 3, and n (alone

of Greek oopies) place cov last: but see note on
ii. 9.

xal i80¢] 8 and X alone ins. xaf here; and so 8
(but not X) at the beginning of verses 9, 12, 13.

9. & vaér] All else, except X and pr, om. .

$tovos . . . . wpooxvfoovawr] Or fiiwo: . .
wxpooxvvhiowow. For yrdoorras possibly yvéow is to
be substituted (with most authorities); but the inter-
punction of 8 favours fut., which mss. 15, 36, give.

10. 7ob weipaopov] All else prefix ijs Spas.

12. 700 @eod] So 8, with ms. 36 and two others:
X and all else add wov (in the first place where
705 @¢od occurs in this verse).

7iis wérews] All else add 7o @eod nov, except
2 and a few mss., which om. part of sentence.

# xaraBalvovoa] Or % xaraBalve: (with Q and
most mss.). After these words, 8 alone om. éx [&xd]
700 obpavoi.

14. 7iis dexAnofas Aaodixelas] Most Greek copies,
and 3, read 7iis & A. dexA.; but pr has ecclesiae
Laodiceae (g and vg invert).

12
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AIIOKAATVYIZ.

0 pdprvs 6 moTds Kal dAnfwds,
kal 1) dpx7) Tis KkriTews Tob Geodr
150l8d oov Ta épya’ ovre Yuxpds
el ovre [eards: Spedov ) Yuxpods
169s, % leords. xal yhapds €' xal
oV Yuxpds ovre feordss péMow oe
17 éuéoar éx Tov OTlpaTés pov. OTL
Aéyers ore mhovods *eip\ xai we-
whovrnKa’ Kal ovdér xpelav Exw® xal
ovk oldas o oV €l 6 Talaimwpos
kai é\eewds, kai mTwyOs Kal yvpvds®
18 ovpBoviedw Tou dyopdoar wap’ éuod
Xpuoiov wemvpwpévor: éx mupds iva
whovrriops, Kal ipdrTie Aevkd iva
wepuSdly, kal pn  Pavepwlp %
aloxdvy Tis yvpréryrds oov'. kal
xoMovpiov éyxpioar wa SBAémys.

. 14—Iv. L.

éyo obs PpAd \éyyw Kal madedw’ 19
{i\eve odv xal peravénoov. idod 20
L. 9\ \ 4 \ 4
€omyre érl ™y Olpav kai kpovw
Y3 s ~ ~ . \
édv Tis dkovoy Tis Puwvijs pov' Kal
dvoife. Ty Olpav xai eloekedoopar:
| ’ 3 3 ~ \ 9\
kal demiow per’ adrob Kkai avrds
’ 3 ~ \ [ 4 ~ ’ k) ~
per’ éuod. kal 6 vikdv ddow alrg 2
kabica. per’ éuod év 7@ Opdve
pov' s éyo &vikmoa kai éxdfioa
pera 1ob warpds pov év 1@ Opdve
L] ~ [ ¥ 9 ’ Id
atrov. 6 éxwv obs, dkovodTw Tia
76 Ilvedpa Aéyer tais éxxhnoiacs.
Mera. Tavra eldov, kal idov Oipalv.
[ , -~ > -, e
Wepypévrny év 1@ ovpavy kal 9
Y a ¥ L2 4
dwry iy mrovoa @5 CdAmiyya
é\d\noe per’ éuod Aéywv dvdfSa
&de xai deifw oo & det yevéobhau

xal 4 &pxh] So w alone of Greek copies : nearly
all else om. xaf.

15. ofre puxpds] Lit., ob yuxpds. All else, except
mss. 28, 152, ina. 37¢ befure these words.

# Yuxpds] 8 alone ins. 4.

#s] 8 has fut., which usually represents Greek
subjunctive. The Greek copies have s, or e:s : most
editors read 4s: rec., efys.

16. xal xAwpés] xal is peculiar to 8; but probably
it arises from a scribe’s error (see note on Byr. text).
This being corrected, 8 reads 3r: simply (with one ms.,
36). X and most read obrws ¥7i; w, §7i obras.

xal ot] So apparently 8 and X, with many
mss.; but perhaps xal obre (which all MSS. give) is
intended, or ofre simply.

17. %71 wAoboios] 8 and X ins. the preflx = ¥r:
(with A C and many mas., against ® P Q and meny
others; but this may be merely idiomatic, and is not
conclusive as to the underlying Greek.

*Aoboiés ®elw] 8 has el, but no doubt by a
transcriptional error (of one letter in the Syriac; see
note on 8yr. text).

od3év] With A C; or obdévos (with » P Q, and
nearly all mss.). But 8 and X incline to o08é».

xal yuuvés] All else ins. xal TvpAds before, or
after, these words.

18. Tva wepipdrp] Lit., wepiBaréobas, and so 2.

&yxpioas]) 8 alone om. Tods dpfarnols gov after

this verb. The omission implies that the translator
did not read it ¥yxpiocor (as P, and some mss., and
rec.). The reading éyxpigm is supported by » A C
and some mss., but they do not settle the question
whether to accent it as infin. or (as mss. 7, 28) imperat.
8 gives imperat. (with 3 and lat.), against éyxpioa: of
rev., &c., and Tva dyxploe (-p] of Q, &e.
19. ofs] 8o pr and vg, for Saous ddv [or &»].
(hreve] Or (hAwaor. [C Aiat, iii. 19—v. 14].
20. &»olfes] So 8 alome, (X doubtful): all other
authorities read &»olfp, except w, which has arof}e.
Though the Syr. fut. verb might as well represent the
Greek subjunctive, the interpunction of 8 shows that
the fut. is meant.
xal elcerebaouas] 8 alone om. wpds abréy after
these words. For xal, it has the support of » Q, and
many mss., and pr: against A P, and others (which
rec. follows), also ¢ and vg, and X.
21. &yd] All else, xdyd.
1V. 1. ¢wrf] 8 alone om. 1 xpdry after this word.
agdAmryya] 8 and X only; cp. i. 10: all else,
except ¢, genitive.
dxdAnae] 8 alone (perhaps an error; see note
on Syr. text); the rest Aarolons, Aaroboar, or -ga
(2 doubtful).
Aéywr] Or Aéyovsa. 8 uses infin., which is
indecisive.
§] All else plural.
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pera Tavra. kal edbéws éyevdumy
€v mvedpare kai idov Opdvos éxerro
€& 79 ovpavg' kai émi Tov Opdvov
kabrijpevos: kai 6 xabijpevos: Suoios
opdoe. Mbfov idomdos xal gapdlov
kai lpis kvrhdfev Tob Bpdvov, Spoios
opdae. ouapdydwyv. kal kvkAdfev
100 Opdvov Opdvor elkoor kai Téo-
gapes: kai éml 10&\ Tovs Opdvous,
elkoat réooapas mwpeoPuré-
povs’  kabnuévovs'  mepiBeBAnué-

¢ Id ~ \ 3\ \
yovs (uaTiols )\G‘UKO(S. KalL €mL Tas

\
Kai

kepalds avradv oTeddvovs xpuaovs.

kai €k tov fpdvwv éxmopedovras

Bpovral kai dorpamal kai Pwvai.
\n ¢ \ 4 4 3 ’

kai érta Naumddes kaduevar évdmov
~ 4 . o ca \ U

100 Opdvov' al elow érra mvevpara

ATIOKAATVIS.

~ ~ \ 3 /7 ~ ¢
100 Beov' Kai évamiov Tov Bpdrov -6
fd\acoa Valivy Spoia kpvoTdAAe'
kal év péop 70 Bpdrov kai kikhe
100 Opdvov, Téocoapa {da yépovra
dplarpdv . éumpoolfer kai omalev.
\ ~ 2 ~ v ‘, .
10 {@ov 70 WpwTOY Gpotov AéowTe
kai 170 Sevrepov {@ov Gpoiov pdoxe’
kai 70 TpiTov {Gov éxov 10 mpbow-
wov as avfpwmov: kai 70 Téraprov
{@ov Spaov derg merTopéve Ta TéO-
a

(14
» 3 A A 3 s L \ a2,
EXWY A0 TWY OVUXOJV AVUTOV Kal ETavw,

cgapa (Ga & éxagTov avrdv éoTds
wrépvyas & xvahéfer' Kkal éowbev
V' 3 ~ \ k3 ’
vyépovaw dpfaludv: kal avdmavow
ovk éxovaw’ fuépas kal vvkrds \é-
dywos dyios aywos Kipos
e | € ’ 4 \
6 ®eds 6 wavrokpdTwp, 6 NV Kal

yovtes®

2. xal eb0éws] So P and many mss. and versions :
the rest, including X and lat. (but not ¢?) om. xaf.

éxl 1dv Opdvov] Or éxl 7ot Opdwov. Greek
copies frequently vary as to case of nouns after éxf,
and 8yriac is indecisive in such matters.

3. Al6ov] Here, and with the two following nouns,
8 and 3 use the prefix which denotes the genitive ;
but possibly the dative (which all Greek copies have) is
meant. The genitive is given by vg, but dative by ve.

xukAd0er] Or xixAg, and so in next verse (where
however the Syr. differs elightly); also in verse 6; but
in verse 8 the Syr. definitely implies xwxAdfer (with
all else).

Suotos] Or duola.

. ouapdySev] So 3, and one ms. (14) ; but most
Greck copies, and lat., read cuapay3ive, which perhaps
is what S and 3 represent, no equivalent adjective
existing in Syriac.

4. 6pévoi] So P Q and many mss. (with exoo:
[xal] Téooapes following: » A and one or two mss.,
6pdrous (but also with réooapes). S and X are not
decisive, but seem to favour nowminative.

+3¢] 8 ins. 3¢, but with t.

Iparioss Aevrois] Or d» iu. A., as 3 and many
authorities. 8 and X are indecisive here ; sev note vn
iid. 6. .

6. r&v 8pévwr] 8 only; all else singular.

Bporral kal dorpaxal xal ¢.] All else place
&orparal first, but differ as to position of 8. and ¢.

C

AaurdSes] All else except rg add wupds.
ol elow] 80 Q and most mss., and g and vg
[am., &c.] : the rest & for af, with X [!n p; not d],
pr, and some texts of vg. -
éxrd nveluara] 8 (and perhaps X) favours the
omission here (but not v. 6 infr.) of the article before
éxrd (as Q, and many mss.): A P, &c., ins.
6. 8draooa] The MSS., moet mss., g and vg, and
3, prefix &s: ms. 1 with one or two others, and pr,
om.: the other versions are divided.
7. 7d (Gov Td xpdror] All else except pr prefix xa:.
¥xor] Or perhape ¥xwr: lit., xe:.
és &rfpdwov] So A, ms. 36 and a few, and lat.
(¢ deviates): the rest mostly om. &s (as Q and many),
or read &s #r8pwwos (a8 3, with P and some).
8. 7& réooapa] All else prefix xaf. A full stop is
wanting in the 8yr. before these words.
& éxacror] Bo w, ms. 38, and 3 (F); the rest
mostly, & xad’ &. 8 possibly read &éxacror only.
éorés] Or dords, as the few mss. (34,35, 68,87)
read, which ins. the participle.
¥xwr] Lit., xal ¥xei. Greek mes. vary; (¥xov,
¥xor, Exorra, elxor, &c.); but ¥xwr is best supported.
&xd 7@y drbxwy abrob xal éxdvw] A strunge
paraphrase, perhaps from Esz. i. 27 (LXX), for &rd,
which all else give.
yépovaw] Or yéuorra, a8 rec. with two or more
mss. ; but most mss., und all MSS., read as text.
Aéyorres] Or Aéyorra.



AIIOKAATYIZ.

4 ~
906 &v kail 6 épyduevos. kal orav 8da

16 téooapa {ba, ddfav xal TiuNw
\ ) ’ ~ ya \
kai evyapworiav 79 kabnuéve émi

100 Opdvov, kai 7o lavre els Tods

E XY
10 aldvas 7oV aidvoy duiy. Ilegovvral

oi elkoot Kkai Téooapes mpeaBirepor
évdmwov 7100 Kkabpuévov éml Tob
Opdvov, kai mpookuvijoovow eis Tods
alwvas Tov aldvewv dpgy 1o lovre
kal Balobor Tovs oreddvovs adray

1 évamov 100 Bpdrov Aéyovres, dfios

V.

€l 6 Kipios pav kal 6 Oeds Nudv
AaBeiv Ty 86fav xal ™y Ty Kkal
™y Svvapw Oor oV éxmioas Ta
wdvra® kai 8id 76 Gé\pud gov Joav
kai éxriofhnoav.

Kai el8ov émi mpy defuav 70d
kalnuévov émi Tov Opdvov, BiB\iov,
yeypappévov écwlev xai éfwler: Kai
katecPpayiouévor oPpaytow érrd.

Iv. 8—v. 6.

kai €ldov dMov dyyelov ioxupov
xknpvooovra év Quwv) peydly, Tis
déios davoifar 70 BiBAiov xal Aioar
Tds oPpayidas adrov; kai oddeis
78Yvaro év 74 ovpavg oddé év Ty Yy
ov8¢ UmokdTw TS Vs, dvoifar TO
BiBNiov xai Aooar tas odpayidas
adrov xal BAémew adrd. Kal €éxhaov
WOV, 1t obdels dfios evpély dvotfar
76" BiBAiov kai Nboar Tas oppayidas
avrov’ «al els €k Tov mpeoBurépwy
elme pou 1) rhaie oV évikmoer 6
Mov éx m)s ¢uhjs ‘lovda, 7)) pila
Aavid' tdvoife\ 76 Bifhiov Kal
Maa. 7as oppayidas abrov. kal eldov
é&v péow Tov Opdrov kai Tdv TeEO-
gdpwv {dowv kal Tov wpeoBurépwy,
dpviov éatyros as éodayuévov, Exwy
xépata émra kai 6pfalpovs éirrd
ol elow Ta émTa mvedpara Tov Oeov,

8 &» xal & ¢pxdpevos] Here, and similarly xi.
17 and xvi. 6 (g. v.), I supply & before these parti-
ciples, though it is not represented in 8, as itis i. 4, 8,
and (in every case) by X: see note on Syr. text at i. 4.
9. 8rar 3@ci] Lit.,, 3re ¥ooav, and so v¢ (see
below). 8 uses preterite, which cannot represent
Séaovas [or -woi] of the MSS. and most mss., and is
probably meant as a rendering of 3&oi, the reading
of many mss. So g, darent: but g, dederunt, and
pr., doderant. 3 has future [(dIn; but p present].
réroapa] So mss. 68, 87 : all else om,
xal 7@ {(@»ri] 8 alone ins. xaf.
&ufiv] So i, and mss. 32 and 95; and in next
verse, ® and 32: nearly all else om.
10. «is Tods . .. 7@ (@rr] This transposition has
no support elsewhere, and is probably accidental.
11. 8 Kdpios #uév] Or Kipie Husv. 8 alone ins.
the pronoun. )
3id 75 0éAnud gov] At first sight, the rendering
of 8 seems to imply i 1ot GeAfiuaros, for which there
is no other authority. But see note on 8yr. text.
V. 1. xal xarecppayiouévor] So three mss.: the
rest, and the MSS., om. xal.
2. #AAor] Only two mss. (36, 87) ins.

10

& porii] Or pwrfi without &.
3. od3é (bis)] Or obre.
& 7 vfi] All else have ¢xl rijs viis.
xal Aoa: Tds oppayidas abrov] S alone ins.
xal Bréxew] All else obre, or 03¢, for xal.
4. xal Afoac Tds odpayidas adroi] For obre
PAéxew abréd. 8 is here supported only by pr.
6. elxe] All else Aéye:.
ix] Sowand ms. 14: the rest, & éx.
tavolfe® . . . xal Aboa 7ds] There must
be some error here; but whether in the 8yr. or in its
Greek original is doubtful. 8ee note on Syr. text.
In reading &voifes (for &wvoifas of ® A P, &c., or &
&volywy of Q and most mss.) 8 has the support of but
one ms. (13), and of 3, which prefixes abrds [ with *].
For inserting Adcas, it has that of ®, and so rec. with
some vg texts [¢; but not am or arm], &o.
appayidas] All else, except ms. 73, prefix éwrd.
8. 7y wpeaBurépwr] All elwe prefix &v uéog.
éoryxds] Or -és : also Exwr or -or.
of elot] Or & eioe: the words representing
3¢p0aruots and wxveluara in Syr. are of same gender
and the rendering is thus indecisive. But because of
the parallel expression in iv. 6, where the relative



v. 6—13.

Ta& dmooTeN\dpueva €ls waocav T
7 YNv. kai JN0e xai eiAnde 76 BiBAlov
éx Tis xewpds Tod kalbnpuévov éml Tob
8 Opdvov. kai dre éNaBe 70 BiBAlov, Ta
réoaapa {Ga kai oi elkoot xal Téo-
cgapes wpeoBirepor émeoov évdmiov
ToU dpviov® €xovres €kaoTos avTY,
xlbapay kaj ¢udngy xpvony yé-
povoay fupiapdrov, ai elow ai
9 TpoTevxal TaY dyiwv, ddovres @Y
Kawy Néyovress dfwos €l
AafBeiv 70 BiBliov xal Aboar Tas
oppayidas alrod ori oddyns Kal
7ydpacas fuas év 19 alpari oov
70 Ocp, éx wdons Puli)s kal Naod
10 kai €fvovs

\
Kal

kal émoingas avTovVS
70 Bep Nuov PBaceiav kal iepels

ATIOKAATVIZ,

xali Baciets, xai Sacileboovow
3\ ~ ~ \ IS \ ¥
éml ™js yns. Kal eldov kal 1jrovoa
ds ¢urpy Ayyéhev mwoMwv KiKk\e
Tob Opdvov’ «kal TV {dov kal Tav
’ . \ e N

mpeocBurépwr kal v 6 dplfuds
s _»~ \ ’ |\ \
adTov puplas pvpiddwr kal xihids
Xthddwr' kal Méyovres puvy peydhy,
4 by k] ’ \ 3 ré
dfios €l 10 dpviov. 70 éoaypévor,
AafBewv iy Svvapw kal whovrov Kai
godiav kal ioxVv Kal Ty Kai
36€av xai ebhoylav. kai wav kriopa
a ) ~ 3 ~ \ ] ~ ~ \
6 & 79 odpavg xal é& ) yp Kal
€ ’ ~ ~ 3 ~ 4
vmokdTe TS YIS, kal év ) faldooy
0 éoTi kal Ta év adrols wAVTA.

Kal 7rovoa Aéyovras 7¢ xaly-

Vd 9\ ~ Id \ ~ k3 ’
péve ért Tov Bpdvov kai T dpviy,
¢ k] I4 \ e \ \ € 8/
7 eddoyla kai ) Ty kai 1) d6fa

takes the gender of its antecedent, I prefer of here, with
n A, and a few mss., 1, 38, 87, &c. But cp. verse 8.

T& &woocTeAAduera] The sense forbids us to
suppose that S meant to connect this ptop. with
S¢8arpof, and I therefore write it neut. (asn P Q, &c.)
to agree with wveduara, not masc. (as A). 8 favours
pres. ptep. (with Q) rather than perf. (with » A); and
the insertion of art. (with a few mss.), though the
MSS., and most mss., om. [P hiat, thus, 8v . . . »a.]

7. b BiBAlor] The MSS. and nearly all mss. om. :
but mss. 7, 36, ins., as also ¢¢ und some texts [includ-
ing arm ; not am) of vg ; likewise 3 [but ! with *].

xeipés] For Sefias, which all else give.

8. alrav] With 3: all else om.

¢udAny xpuoiiy yéuovaar] All else plural,

al eiow] So 8 cleatly, and 3 [/ n], with A P,
and most mss.: against n Q, and a few mss. and 3
[4 p], which 1eal & eiour.

9. @dovres] All Greek read xal ddovow, also lat.
(but pr, cantantes ; cl, cantabant) ; and all om. xal be-
fore Aéyorres.

Avoad] 8 alone, for &voita: : ¢ has resignare.
¢vAdis] All else add xal yAdoons.

10. Bacirefar kal iepeis xal Bacireis] Evidently a
conflation, probably existing in the Greek original of
8 (as in aeth.): Bagirelar xal lepels is read by A, and
lat. ; Bacihelar xal iepateiar by N; Baoireis xal {epeis
by Q, and all mss., und some versions, ¥ included
[P 4iat]. See note on Syr. text.

C2

11. &s] Sown, most and best mss., and X: the rest om.

xoxAp] Possibly wuxAdder, as rec., though
weakly supported: but the Syr. favours xdxAg.

pvpids . ., xiAuds] 8o 3: all else plural.

12. xal Aéyorres] Or xal Aéyovar. All else bave
Aéyovres or Aeydyray, and om. xal.

#Z0s €I] Bo apparently 8; though all else give
#3ids dori. With el, &ios is to be read (with A),
rather than #wov (with = Q [P Aiaf], and all mss.).
Cp. iv. 11.

13. & 7§ ~fi) 8o rec., with a few mss., pr, and
some other versions: agninst X, ¢ and vg, and the
other authorities, which have &xl Tijs 7ijs.

&v 7ji dardooy] With n alone of Greek copies ;
also 3, and lat. The rest, followed by rec., éxd rijs
bardaons.

8 dord] B alone. P Q [Tisch. overlooks the
former] and some mss. read & dors (s0 rec.); A and
many mss., dori only : » and a few mss. om. both (as
does 2).

xal #ixovoa Aéyorras] A P, most mss., and the
lat. (except ¢ and arm), and moet versinns, followed
by rec., om. xaf: nand (with some variation before
and after) Q ins. it; as also 3 (which, however,
deviates in what follows). It is to be noted that Q,
with arm, and perhaps ¢, supports 8 in making a new
sentence and even parugraph begin with «xaf, and
in treating the following datives as connected with
Aéyorras, not as part of the ascription.

11
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AMIOKAATVYIZ.

\ by 4 b} \ Kot ~
kal 70 kpdros €is Tovs aldvas TWY
Kai 7o rtéooapa {oa
Méyovra duijv. kai oi mpeoBirepor

2/
14 alwyvwy.

VL. éreoav kai mpooekvimaar. kai €ldov

¥ ¥ | > ’ ’ 2 ~
ore nrofe 16 dpviov piav éx Taw
(3 \ I4 \ » [ 3.
érra oPpayldwr kal fkovoa évds
ék Tav tecodpwy {Gwv Néyovros, ds
2 pwvy) Bpovrav, épxov kai ide.

frovoa xai €ldov xai 8od Ummos

\
Kat

Aevkds® kai 6 xabijpevos én’ adrdy,
éxwv 7fov' Kkal €360y adrg oré-
davos* é\le vikav *xal
éviknoe\ kai wa vuajoy.

Kai dre jvoife Ty odpayida T

\
KaL

Sevrépav, fjxovaa Tov Sevrépov {dov
kai éfq\fev trmos
’ \ ~ s 9 9 7
muppds® kai 7@ kalnuéve én’ alrdy,
é3dby alre AaBeiv Ty eippvyy éx
s yhs, Wwa d\\flovs oddfova

4 Néyovros €pxov.

v. 13—v1. 8.

xal &880y atrg pdyaipe peyd.
Kal ore fvolyn 1) odpayls 7 Tpimy,
nkovoa 70U Tpitov {wov AéyovTos
éoxov. kal i8od immos pélas xal 6
kabhjpevos én’ avrov *éxwv {vyor\
& 1) xepl avrov. kai 7MKovoa
Py éx péoov Tav {dwv Néyovoav,
xowf airov Snvapio® xai Tpets
Xoivikes kpilbijs Snapiov: Kai TOV
olvov kai 70 €\awov pi dduajoyps.
Kai ore nwofe ™y odpayida ™
TeTapTYY, dory
kal €ldov

nKovCa 70U
’ 2 L4
{dov \éyovros épxov.
LJ 7 \ ~ yd
irrov x\wpdv' kai Tov kabnpévov
érdvw avTov ovopa adrod 6 fdvaros
\ (3 4 > ~ 3 _~
kal 6 gdns dxolovler adre
é3d0y adrg éfovoia émi 76 Téraprov
s s
\ 3 ~ \ ] 4 \
kai & \u@ xai é&v favare' xai

k] -~ 9 (3 ’
amokTewar év poudaiq

14. Aéyorra] So Q and many mss.: but n A P and
most authorities (including ) have ¥Aeyor.

VI. 1. Bporrdr] All else singular.

2. xal #xovoa] 8 only: all else om.

vy *xal dvixnoe® xal Tva vixfiop] As pointed,
8 gives (lit.) vixfirns xal yuxcdr xal . . . But a slight
change (of pointing only) gives the reading as above ;
which, though an evident conflation, was probably in
the Greek original of 8. A like conflation is still found
in mss. 32, 36. Inw, &ixnoe is substituted for Iva
vicfiop, and this reading, of course, supplied one
member of the conflate reading.

Possibly, however, the »ichirys xal yixd» of 8 merely
represents two alternative forms (the former supported
by 3 d1p, the latter by X n) of rendering the participle.
If so0, the conflation is due to a Syriac scribe, not to
the Greek original. See note on Syr. text.

4. Twwos] All else prefix #Aros.
Tva] 8o Q and most mss. and versions: but
% A C P, some mss., %, and lat. and rec, prefix «al.
apdiovat] Or opdiwa.
5. #volyn % appayls % 7pirn] So 8, and similarly
mss. 28, 73, 79: all else, #roife Thy oppayida Thy rpiryy.
«al i300] 8o Q and many mss., g and-vg ¢/, with

12

arm, &c.; not am]: 3, and the rest, prefix (pr substi-
tutes) xal elBor.

*¥xwv (ryér] 8 has §» {vyés. See note on Syr.
text for this correction.

6. ¢wrfiv] 8o 3, and Q, and most mss. and ver-
sions: but w A C P, a few mss., and lat. (except pr)
prefix &s.

& uéoov Tév] All else, &y uéoy Tév Tecodomy.

xpi6ijs] Bo Q, &e. ; for kpib@y of the other MSS.,
a few mss., and 3.

7d» olvor kal 75 EAaior] So one ms. (36), and
lat., except ¢: 3 and the other authorities place >
Iaior first.

&Buchoys] Or -cets.

7. (bov] All else prefix rerdprov.

8. xal el3or Txxor xAwpdv] 8o pr only: nearly all
else [xal elbor] xal iSod Trwos xAwpds.

Tob Kabnuévov . . . bvopua adrov] Or, rd droua
To¥ xabnuévov . . . So B alone: all else & xabnuévos
. « Yvopa abré.
éxdvw airroi] Lit., éx’ abré.
&xorovdei] Or Hrorotde:.
¢360n atr¢] So Q and most mss., and all ver-
sions : the other MSS. and mss. have #3660y abrois.

\
Kai

~3
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v1. 8—17. ATIOKAATVIS.

vwd tav Oyplwv s yis. Kai ore
¥ \ A \ ’

wofe Ty odpayida v wéumTyy,
eldov dmoxdTw T0v Buaiacryplov, Tas
Yuxds ras éopayuévas Sua Tov Adyov
700 @eod, kal Sz T paprupiav
‘Inoov, #y elyor: «xal éxpafav

1

dwvy) peydlp Aéyovres' éws more 6

. 8eomérys &' dyws kal d\yluwds,

> 14 ~
. oV kpivers kal ékdikels 70 alpa Hudv

-

12

éx TGV KaTOKOUVTWY éml THS Yis;
kal €360y éxdore altdv oToly
Aevir)* xal éppéfn va dvamadowrral
€ws Kaipod xpdvov pukpdy' €ws od
mAnpwlio. kai oi ovv8ovlor adrdv
kal ol ddehdol avrdv oi péllovres
dmokreiveafar @s kal adrol. «kai
eldov Sre *jvoife\ Ty aPpayida Ty
éxtny, kal *oeaapos\ péyas éyéveror

xkal 6 hios pékas éyévero ds *odrkost

’ . \ e ’ s s
Tpixwos® kal 1) oeljry G\ éyévero
avry s alpa’ kal ol dorépes Tov 13
> ~ ¥ 3 N\ \ ~ [ 4 -~
olpavov émecav émi TV YNV, GS OUKY)
BdMovoa 7ovs é\vvbovs atris amd
dvéuov peydlov oeopévy. Kai 614
ovpavds *dmexwpiotny, trail ws
BiB\ia é\ioaovrar kal wav épos kai
waoa vijoos ék Tov TOmWOV aAVTOV
b} / \ 3 ~ ~ ~
écwfnoav. xail ot Bacilets Tis y7s 15
kal oi peyiordaves kai oi Xthiapxot

\ 3 4 \. ¢ 9 Id .
kal oi whodoio. kai oi loyupoi, kai
was Sovhos kai é\evfepos, Expufav
éavrods e€ls Ta Oomjlae Kal €is
6

\ ’, Ay g Ny 2

Tas wérpas Tov dpéwy' Kkai Aéyovo

T0ls Opedt Kkal Tais mwérpais wéTere

319 e A \ / e A 9 N\

éPp’ npas, xai kpiWare Nuas awo
, A s 9

wpoodmov Tob Gpviov GOTi HADev

7

oxd rév Onplov] Lit., &v 1 Onple (3, dxd T0d
6.) : but (a) dx4 in this sense has no exact equivalent
in 8yriac, and the stop after favdre seems intended
to indicate the change of preposition; () the word
which stands for Onplov is capable of a plural
meaning.
9. 7as dopayuévas] All else, 7@y dopayuévay.
*Inoo’) S alone; but three mss. have’Inood Xpio-
Toi (cp. i. 2, 9, xii. 17, &c.): a few authorities, abrod:
3 with Q and many mss., 7o &prfov. The rest om.
Aéyorres] Or xal Adyovaw: lit., xal Aéyorres.
11. dkdory abrév] So 3, with some little support
(mss. 28, 73). The true reading is probably adrois
éxdory, as % A C P and many mss.; but Q and many
others have alrois simply.
éppétn] All else add abrois.
dvaxavowrras] Or -ovras.
&ws xaipot] Or perhaps &ri, which all else read.
Ews of] Or fws simply.
12. ®*%voie] 8, by an error of pointing, represents
&volye.
*seiopds] S has ¢as, a scribe’s error betwecn
two similar Syriac words. See note on Syr. text.
$odxros] 8 represents &oxds, but a change of
one letter in the Syr. (see note on it) restores cdxxos.
abrj] Or abr@: 8 alone ins.
13. ¢x(] So nand ms. 47, and og, for els. Cp. ix. 1.

BdArovoa] 8o X, with » and eome mss. The
other MSS., some mss., and lat., followed by rec.,
read BdAAe:: many mss. Saroioa. )

4x6] 8o 3, with » and two mss. only. The
Syriac preposition in 8 and 3 represents &xé or é,
rather than éxé which is the reading of the other
Greek authorities. 8ece note un verse 8.

&vépov ueydrov] Rather &». loxupois, but for
this adjective there is no evidence.

14. ®&wexwplon] S has a verb=érdxn or &werdan :
but as this has no support, and is apparently due to a
mistake of the Syriac scribe (by transposition of two
{etters—see note on Syr. text), I restore &wexwploén.

txal &s] Rather perhaps om. xal (else unsup-
ported), and read the following words in sing.: see
note on Syr. text.

éfooorras] Lit., elAlx8noar (or sing.). All
else have singular, and (except perhaps ms. 152) ptep.

xdoa] S alone ins.

éxorfi@noar] 8 and X use here the same verb as
for gciopérn in last verse. Possibly they read ¢oared-
Onoar here (as ms. 95), and ocakevouérn there (as A and
ms. 12). But this verb = xiwa, ii. 5, supr.

15. ol loxupof] Or poesibly of 3urarol, as rec.
reads (with doubtful authority) ; lit., al Surdues.

16. wpoodwov] 8 alone om. T0i xabnuérov éxl Tod
0pdvov kal &xd Tijs dpryiis, after this word.

13
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€ € ’ € ’x ~ b ~
7 fpépa % peydhy ris Spyis
avrov:  kal tis Svvarar orabiva.;
vit. Kal pera todro e€ldov, 71éooapas
k] (3 ~ \ \ ’
dyyélovs éotaras éri tas Téooapas
yovias T y1)s" Kai KpaTovvTas Tovs
téooapas dvéuovs' ive pi wVép
dvepos éml Tis yis mijre éml Tis
Oahdoons, pite émi mav Sévdpov.
2 kai €ldov d\\ov dyyelov dvaBaivorra
k] | k] ~ ey /7 »
amo dvarolwv nhiov, éxovta oPpa-
yida Beov {@rros' kal ékpafe pwry
peydly Tois Téooapow dyyelows ols
k3N 4 3 ~ k] ~ \ ~ \
é360n avrois adixnoar Ty Yy Kai
\ ’ /. \ 3 ’
3w Odhacaav Nywy, py ddukrionre
™y ygw wirte ™y fGalacoarv wijre
\ 3 ¥ * ’
Ta 3évdpa, axpis ob oPpayicwper
Tovs Oovlovs 70U Oeod éml Tww
perdmov atrov.
N ¥ | > \ ~
4+ Kal nrovoa 71ov dplfpov Tov

V1. 17—V 9.

éoppayiopévwy, ékarov xal Tecoa-
pdrovra xai Téocapes xihiddes, éx
wdons ¢ulys 'loparh.. 'Ex Pulis
"Iovda S8ciidexa xihiddes® éx Pulis
‘PovBiy ddbdeka xihiddes® éx Puls
IFad dJwdexa xhddes® éx Pulys
*Acrip, dibdexa xihiddes® éx Pulijs
Nedlahi, Sidexa
PuM)s - Mavaos), Oddexa xihuddes:
éx Puljs Supedy, dddexa xihiddes:
éx Puls “loaxap Sdbdexa yihiddes'
éx pul)s Aevt ddbdexa xhddes: éx
Puli)s ZaPBovhdwy, Sddexa xihides
éx Pulijs 'lwarjp, 8ddexa xihiddes.
éx Pulijs Beviapiv 3édexa xihuddes
éodpayiopévor. kal pera Tavra eldov
oxhov wolvv v dplbpnoar adrov
ovdels 7HOvaro: éx wavros €fvous
kal ¢ulijs kai Aawy kai Yy \wooav,

xhddes €k

17. abrav] 8o 3 [Inp; not d), with ® C and one
ms. (38), and lat., except pr : all else abrod.

VII. 1. xal xparoivras] 8o mss. 28, 73, 94: all
else om. xal.

&vépovs] The Greek copies, except ms. 38,
ins. 7fis v#s after this word, and so 3, &c.: a few
versions, including arm and other texts of vg [not cl.,
nor am, &c.], om.

2. &vaBalvorra] The 8yr. text is slightly uncer-
tain (see note on it}, and may be read either as pre-
terite, or present ptcp. If the former is adopted
(= 8s &véBy) it may imply that the original of 8 had
dvaBdvra (with ms. 1, and rec.). But 8 often uses
pret. for pres. ptep. (as in the closely parallel passage,
xviil. 1, &yyeAor xaraBalvorra is rendered as if it
were ds xaréBn). I therefore retain &rvaBaivorra,
with nearly all. 3 is doubtful.

&varoadv] So A and one ms. (90) ; 80 too xvi.
12 infr.: 3 with all else, -Afis. But the plural in 8,
being idiomatic, is not conclusive as to the Greek.

3. whire (bis)] Or undé (as w).

ufire 7& 3évdpa) Lit., xal ufire (or undé).

Expis o8] Or ¥xpis simply (cp. éws ob, vi. 11).
The Greek copies vury here and xv. 8; ii. 25 they
ins., xvii. 17 they om., o3.

14

oppaylowper] Or -ouer.
©¢ot] Without fudy following : so a fow mss.
and versions (not 3).

4. 8 alone om. doppayiguévor [-wr] after the

numerals; but a few mss. om. them and it together.
‘lopehr] 3 reads 'Iopaniirdv: all else vidw
IopahA.

6. 8 (with aeth. alone) om. doppayiouéror [-ai]
here (after the first x:A.) and ins. only in verse 8: 8 »n
and 3 / ins. here, but om. from verse 8 (with pr): rec.
ins, after every tribe (12 times), with a very few mss.,
g and ¢g; but all MSS. and most mss., 3 s p [d
doubtful], twice only—here and verse 8.

6. Notethat 8 (asalso 3) favours the spelling Neg-
Oax! (), and, perhaps, aleo Mavasij (Q), and in verse 7
"loaxdp (C Q and many mss.); and 8 transpoees
Issachar and Levi. 8 » om. Levi; see note on Syr.
text.

9. xaf] 8 alone ins. (see note on Syr. text).

SxAor woAir] 8o A, with pr and other forms
of vt (but not y), vy, &ec.: %, and the Greek generally,
have xal i30b 8xAos words, but C om. {Bov.

O &pibpficas abrdv] Lit., ob eis &piBudy abrov.
Cp. first note on ii. 21 supr.

¢uAfis] Or plural, as all else, except pr.

’



VI. 9—VII. 2.

éorates évdmiov Tob Bfpdvov kal
évamiov 700 dpviov, xal wepiBeShy-
pévoL orolas Aevkds' xai dolvixes év
10 7als xepolv adrdv' kal xpd{ovres
dwvy peydhy xai Aé 1 f
V) peydn kai Néyovres® ) cwtnpia
T¢ Bep Nudv kal 17¢ xabnpéve éml
11 700 Bpdvov kai 76 dprip. xai wdvres
¢ ¥ [] ’ 4 ~
ol dyyelot elomikeiTar KUk TOV
’ \ ~ ’ \ ~
Opdvov ral 7év mpeaBurépwr kal Tav
»
recodpov {dwv' Kkal ereaov évdmiov
~ 4 3 _\ \ ’ 3 A
100 fpdvov éxi Ta wpdowma avrdv
2 . s s [ ’ DY
1z \éyovres®  duyr 1) 86fa kal 1)
3 , \ e ’ \ e 3

eVloyia kai 7 oodla Kal 7) evya-
pioria xal N T xal ) Svvams
\ e \ ~ A e~ ) \
Kkal 7) LoXUS T Bew Nuwy €S Tovs
b Xod ~ E N4 k] Ié \
3awvas Ty awver apny. Ka
dmexpifn els éx Tav wpeaBurépwv

piom elis P P
Mywr pov  ofror oi wepBeSA-

ya \ \ |\ \ Id
pévor Tas oTolas Tas Aevkas Tives
1eloi; kal wéfev fNov ; Kai elpyxa
3 ~ ’ V4 \ \
avry®  kipié pov ov oldas. «kal

ATIOKAATVYIS,.

elmé pov odrol elow oi épxduevor
€k s O\ipews s peydhys, kai
» \ \ 3~ \
€mrlvvay TaS OTolas avrav Kai
k) 4 kd \ 3 ~ 9 ~
é\edkavay adrds év TQ aipari TOD

-

k] ’ 8 hY ~_ ) > F 4 ~
dpviov. dwa TovTd €low évdmiov Tod
Opévov Tov Beov, Kali Natpevovow

5

avre Npépas xai vuktds év T¢ vap
avrov”
Opdvov oxnrdoe. én’ alrods® ob mei- 16
8 , . > 8\
wnjoovaw® ovoe

\ [1 ’ 3 N\ ~
kal 6 kabyjpevos éml 70d

4 QN
vdoovow ovdé
py méop én adrods 6 nhios, ovde

~ ~ . L4 \ L] ’ \ 3 A\
way Kkadpa' OTL TO dpviov 7O dvd 1y
péaov tov Gpdvov mowpaver avrovs:

\ € ’ 3 A} 3 _\ hY |\
kal 68nyrfjoe. adrovs émi {wiv Kai
éml mnyas Vodrwv' kal éfaeiper wav

, s ~ 3 ~ s A
8dxpvov éx Tdv Odfaludv adrav.
Kai Grav sjvoife mp odpayida VIIL
™y ER3unw, éyévero avym év 1o

3 ~ e € ’ \ \
ovpavg, ds Nuidpiov. Kai eldov Tods 2
e \ ] C ] 4 ~ -~
érra dyyélovs ol évdmiov Tod Beod
e , . T\ s A’
elomikewocar' xal éddfnpoav adrois

éorares] So apparently 8 and X (with AP
and some mss.). But the Syriac (as also Latin) is
inconclusive here; and possibly éordras (of Q and
most mss.) may be intended by both; or éorérer
of C and ms. 38.

xal wepiBeBAnuévoi] Or -ous. The accusat. is
read by ® A C Q end most mss., and g: the nominat.
by P and a few mss.; also by pr and vg. The in-
sertion of xaf, in which 8 is supported only by pr,
and other early citations of v¢, seems to indicate that
this ptep. is meant to be of same case as the preceding
one. But the Greek of this passage is (if the best
copies may be trusted) so ungrammatical that one
cannot draw any certain conclusions as to the text.

¢olyxes] Or -xas.

10. xpd(orres . . . . xal Aéyorres] Or xpdfovos . . .
xal Aéyovew. But for Aéyovow there seems to be no
authority ; and Aéyorres with xal prefixed seems to
require xpd(orres, though the Greek evidence for it
is slight, and for xal (which X om.) slighter.

xal 7§ xad.] Kal is pecyliar to 8.

11. At end of verse, 8 alone om. xal xpocextrnoar
7§ Ocf.

12. 4 elroyla xaf] All else place these words
before % 3da.

14. etpnra] Or elwor.

16. 8, with ms. 36, om. ¥r: after both wewdaovay
and 3wjmoovow, supported in the first case by », and
in the second by P and a few mss. (1, 36, 38, &c.).
A Q and most mss. ins. in both places. 3 agrees
with ® [dIp; but n with Q), as do also pr and og;
but ¢ with P [C hiat, vii. 14-17]. .

oudd . . . 003t uh] Or od3¢ uf . . . 003 ob u#.

17. &l (whr xal &xl wnyds] 8 alone: for &wd
{wiis x. (M8S., most mss., lat. and other versions),
or éxl (doas ». (some mss.) ; X doubtful.

dtarelyer] 8 alune om. & 8eds after this verb.
VIIIL. 1. 3rar] Or &re. '
2. elorficeccar] So 8 and 3, supported by g, and
ms. 38 and a few others (with varying orthography).
All else have dorfixacs (pr and vg, stantes, which is
indecisive).

16



. ATOKAATVIZ.

\

3 énrra gdAmiyyes. Kal dM\hos fAfe rai
] 4 9 N\ ~ ’ . »
éorafn émi Tov OBvoaoTypiov Exwy
MBaverov xpvooiv: kai €860y adre
Ovpidpara wola Tais wpooevyals
TV aylwy wdvtwv, éml 10 .fvoia-

4 oTpLov 7o évamov Tov Bpdvov. kai
avéfn 6 kamvds 76~ Oupiapdrov Tais
mpooevyals TOv dylwy, ék Xeipds

~ k] 2’ > 4 ~ ~ \

5 70U dyyélov évdmiov Tod Oeod. kali
ei\yev 6 dyyelos 10 MBavwrdy, xal
éyépioer altd ék Tov wupds Tov émi

~ , \ ¥p > ~
T0v Bvoaomypiov, xai éBalev els ™

~ . \ ré \ \ \
ynv'  kai éyévero Bpovral kai dwvat
Kai doTpamai Kal CELTUGS.

6 Kai oi énra dyyelol oi éxovres Tas
érta od\wuyyas, NTolpacay éavrovs
L4

7 wa galmicwot. Kal 6 mparos éadh-

moe kal éyévero xdlala kal wip

vIII. 2—11.

pepiypéue év S8are kal éBMibnoav
els ™y - kal 10 TpiTov THS YIS
4 \ | ’ -~ 2
kaTexdn)' Kai 70 Tpitov TéV dévdpwy
KaTexan.
katexdn. Kal 6 Sevrepos éodhmioe
\ 3 27 € L4 2 4
kai éyévero @s Gpos péya kaidpevov
¥ s ’ . vy
éreaev eis v Qdhacoar' kai éyévero
70 Tpirov s @aldoons alpa kal
améfave 10 Tpivov mdvTOY TOV KTI-
4 . 3 -~
opdrev 7oy év 1 faldaoy 1O éxov
Yuxrv. kai 70 7pitov 7OV Whoiwy
dedfdpn. Kal 6 tpitos éodhmiare,
kai émedev éx TOV oOVpavoy doTp
péyas kabpevos @s laumds” Kal
énegev émi TO TpiTov TOV moTapGY
\ 3\ |\ \ ~ €
kal émi Tas wmyas Tév Vddrww,
\ \ .4 ~ 3 I ’,
kol 7O Ovopa TOU AOTEPQsS Aéyeral
6 "AYyuwlos «kai éyévero 70 TpiTev

3. ¥AAos] 8 alone omits Xyyeros after this
word,

Tais wpocevxais] Lit., &v rals xp., and o in
next verse; but as it seems probable that 8 treats the
dative as instrumental in both places, I think it best
not to translate the prefixed preposition. 3 [d n p;
but / doubtfully] uses the same prefix here; but in
next verse that of the genitive. 8 is alone in omitting
Tva 8dces [34op, or 5§] before these words.

Suoaorhpwor] S alone om. to add 5 xpvaoiy.

6. Toi éxl Tob Gusiaaryplov] All else om. o éwl
[C hiat, viii. 5—ix. 16].

dyévero] All else plural, except ms. 68.

7. & Bari] Or 8ari. 8o X [I«; for which d has
& obpar@]: but X p, with all else, é» aluar:. The
words afuars and 83ar: might readily be confounded ;
but the equivalent words in Syriac are more nearly
alike, and perhaps it would have been better to restore
*aluar: in the Greek text. See, however, note on
Syr. text.

éBAfoncar] So X, and a fow mes.: the rest
4Bri6y.

xdpros Tiis viis] All else have xAwpds instead
of Tiis yjis : but possibly the Syr. noun is meant to
represent xdpros xAwpds, as Mk. vi. 39 (Psh.). . See
note on Syr. text.

16

8. Jelrepos] Without Eyyeros following: so n
alone. i
dyévero ds] 8o ms. 95 : all else om. dydvero.
xadueroy] 8o Q and many mss.: the other
Greek copies, and nearly all the versions (including %),
prefix wupf.
E&xeoer] All else, #BA#0yn, which perhaps 8
intends.
9. wxdvrer] 8 and X alone ins. [/ with ¢].
75 Exor] All else, 72 ¥xorra.
yuxh»r] 8o n alone of Greek copies: all the
rest, and lat. and most versions, plural [A Aiat].
Siep8dpn] So rec., with Q and many mss., and
lat. ; the other mss. and versions (including 3) have
plural.
10. rplros] All else add &yyeros: so verse 12, and
ix. 1. :
Aauwds] The word here used in 8 usually re-
presents ¢AdE, and in the only other place where A.
occurs in Apoc. (iv. §) it is rendered differently. But
I see no reason to doubt that A. was found here in the
Greek original : it is & word which seems to bave had
no proper equivalent in Syriac, and is usually trans-
literated not only by 2 (as here) and Hkl., but by Psh.
11. 8”Ayurbos] 8 clearly distinguishes &y:rf0s here
from &yivéiow in next sentence. See next note.

kal 7wag xOpros TS Yis .

10

11



13abrijs’ kai 7 wé Opolws.

vIIL. 11—IX. §.

76y V8drwy ds dPlvbior' kal mollol

~
Tov dvlpanwy dméfavor: G&ri émi-

4
12 kpdvOnoav ra V8ara. Kaid rérapros

éodhmae, kal émhijyn 10 TpiTov TOD
’

N\iov kal 70 7pirov THs ceE\jvys
kal 70 7Tpitov TGV doTépwy' Kal
éokotiofnoar 710 Tpirov adrhow
kal 1) fuépa odk €pawe 1O TpiTow
Kai
¥ € N\ 9 ~ rd

nNKoOVoa €vOs deTov weTouévov év
~ 3 ~ / . 9 N\ 3 N\ 3 N\
7@ ovpave Aéyovros' ovai oval oval
TOlS KaTolKOVTW éml TS Yi)s €k THs
dwris TV oalTiyywv TAV TPLOY
dyyé\wy Tav pelvtov oalmilew.

IX. Kai 6 wéumros éodAmoe, kai eldov

”

k] V4 } ] ~ 3 ~ 4
AoTEPA €K TOV ovpayvov TETTWKOTA
éxi s v, kai €366n avr@ %) khels

ATIOKAATVIS,

v ¢Ppedrwv Tis dBvooov. kai
k] I \ ] ~ 4 ¢
avéBn kamvds ék Tav PpedTwy, ds
Kamvds Kapivov peydlns kaiouévns’
\ Ié e L4 \ ¢ 9N >
xai éoxorioly 6 fhios kal 6 diyp ék
700 Kamvol TGV PpedTwy. Kai €k TOV
kamvod éénhfov dxpides eis ™ Yy,
\ 3 ~ 9 Vd a ¥
kai €860y atrats éfovaia Hy éxovow
¢ 14 ~ -~ \ 1] 2,
ol oxopmio. s yns. kal éppébn
adrals a pi) ddwkrowo TOV XOpTOV
~ ~
s yis
ré " ] \ AY k] ’ \J
3évdpa’ €l pi) Tods dvfpdmovs oirwes
odx éovar ™y oppayida Tov Beod
\ N4
xai €360y

kal wav xAwpdy obdé

émi OV perdmwv altdv.

avrals va p1) GTOKTEWWOW avTovs,

d\\a Bacanobhjoovrar pnras wévre
\ [

| 3 A [ 4
kal 6 Bacaviopds avrov as Baca-
vigpds oropmiov otav wéoy én’ av-

&s &ylvbiov] (i) For &s, all else, except pr and
h, read eis. (ii) A few mss. (7, 28, 79) agree with 8
in reading &yiwlos . . . &yirbior: nearly all else read
&yuwv8or (for -1ov); w alone of Greek copies reads the
latter word in both places.

311 dwupdrOnoay & BBara] 8 alone, for éx rér
3dTwv, 371 dmixpdrinaar.

12. xal éoxorloéyoar] Or -fa6y, which is the read-
ing of the three mss. (35, 68, 87) which (with the Comm.
of Andreas [Cod. Coislin.], and the Amrenian version)
support S in substituting xaf with indicative for Iva
axotiod, the best attested and usual reading. 3 com-
bines both into a conflate reading: in In, Tva oxoTi00}
7b TpiTov abrév [] xal doxotlotngar: [kal] 4 Huépa uh
¢dwvp [or ¢arfi, or ¢palvp]: in d p more skilfully, va
axotio0fi 15 Tplroy abrav: xal doxoriobn % Huépa Wva
#h drp [or as above]. Bee note on 8yr. text.

obk ¥pawe] For ph ¢dvp [@aivp], with the
same three mss. (cp. note on xeuwp!, ii. 1) and Comm.

13. «xal #ixovoa] All else prefix xal el3ov.

¢ obpavg] All else pegovparfiuar: [-lopar:),
which probably 8 intends. Cp. xiv. 6, xix. 17.

Aédyorros] All else add pwrii [ueydap].

Tois xarowoiow] Or Tods xatowxoirras.

THs ¢arijs] All else Tédy Aowar ¢uréy,
except 3 [dnp; not 7], which reads riis pwrijs ré»
Aoway.

ey oarwiyywr] 80 3: all else 75js odA-
wiyyos.

D

IX. 1. &=} 7ijs iis] So mes. 38, 97, for els rh» iy,
of nearly all else. Cp. vi. 13.
Tér ppedrar] All else 7oi ¢péaros, here, and
next verse (dis).

2. peydAns xawopévys] So a few mss. (36, 38,
&c.) and g; but ® AP, many mes., A, pr, and vy,
and other versions, followed by rec., om. the latter
word ; Q and many mss., and %, the former.

3. abrais] Or abrois (here, and verses 4 and ).
8 and X are indecisive here, the Syrinc words for
dnpides and for agxdpwios buth being masc. Rec. has
the fem., following P and most mes., against ®, in all
these places ; A has fem. in verses 3 and 4 only; Qin
verse 6 only.

. % ¥xouvaw] All else have &s for #», and all
(except 3) add ¢Zovafar after ¥xovow.
4. &duchowai] Or -covau.
xal xdy] Nearly all else, 003¢ [undt] war.
3év3pa] All else, wiy 3évdpor.
abrév] 8o 3, with Q and most mss., pr, and
tg (cl, with most), and other versions: the other
MSS., a few mss., g, and am, arm, &c., om.
6. Baoavicbhoorrar] Or -6@g:. All else prefix Tva.
wéop é¢x'] 8 alone; but the MSS. and many
mas. read (by etacism) wéop without ¢wl: against
walop, which the other authorities give (except a few
mss., which bave wA#¢p). Cp. vii. 16, where one is
tempted to conjecture waloy for wéop éx’, in view of
this passage, and also of Esai. xlix. 10 (LXX].
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6 Bpwmov. «kal & Tats Npuépais éxei-
vais {nmijocovow ot dvfpwmor oV
Odvatov kai od wi) elpwow adrév’

\ 3 ’ 3 ~ \
kal émbumioovow dmofavew, xal
4 (3 ’ 9 3~ \

7 pevéerar 6 Odvaros an’ adrdv. kai
\ € ’ ~ k] ’ L.

70 Opoiwpa TGV dkpidwy Spoiov
irmois nroyuacpuévols €is woleuow.

\ \ \ \ 3 _~ (3 4
Kal éml Tas kepalas avTOV @S OTE-
davo. Gpoiol xpyvoe'  kal Td mPéTw-
wa adtov &s wpéowmre dvlpamwy

8 kai elyov Tpiyas ds Tpixas yvvaikdv'

\ [ 1 rd 3 A [ ’ \

9 kai ot 68dvres avTdY ws NedvTwy. Kal

’ [ ’ ~ e
elxov Oiparas ds fépakas oidnpovs
Kkai N pwr) Tév TTEPSywy abrév Gs
P dppdTev Umrmev WoAGY Tpe-

10 X6vTwy €ls wONepov. kal €xovaw

1x. §—14.

ovpas Opolas okopmip' Kkal xévrpa
t8é\ & rals olpals adrav’
& ] 14 k et ’8 ~ \ k]

7 éfovaia adrav ddufjoar Tovs dv-
Opomovs pavas wévre. Kai éxovow
én’ avrav *Laci\éa\ Tov dyyelov
™s &BvYooov: ¢ dvopa ‘Efpaiori
’ABad8év kal é& T ‘EMquup
¥ ¥ ’ 4 € s \ €
ovopa €xe. Amolvwy. m ovai 7
] \ b4 »

idov épxovrar €r

\
Kau

pla  dmMley,
dvo Mera Tavta 6 €kTOS
L4

ayyelos
dwry

KepATWY

k] rd
ovad.
> 4 \
€oalTioE. KAl
éx

Ovoaorypiov
) ] ’ ~ ~.
evomov Tov Oeov

fKovoa
TOV TETTAPWY
7OV

plav,
TOV
Xpvoov  Tov
, ~ @ £ ] € »
Aéyovra 7@ €kt ayyé\e o0 €Exwv
™y od\miyya, Adoov Tovs Téo-

8. ob ud efpwow] Or edphicovav (or -wav).
¢edteras) 8 and X, with Q and most mss., and
lat., followed by rec. ; against pedyei of AP (1 pvyn)
and a few mss., followed by rev.
7. 75 dpolwpa) All else 7& Spoiduara, except 3
and g.

Buotor] Or Suow, with nearly all authorities ;
or §uoior, with n alone. 3 apparently supports ®, but
its text shows signs here of conflation with 8. BSee
note on, Syr. text.

oréparvor Juowos . . . &vlpdwer] 8, by omitting
the points which mark the plural, appears to make
theee nouns singular; but I treat this as an oversight
of the scribe (and so in 3/ as regards the former), and
retain the plural, with all the otber authorities. The
word by which wpdowwa is here rendered is, though
plural in form, the usual equivalent of wpdowwor, but
is used also, as here, for the plural.

8. elxov] Or ¥xovo: (as verses 10 and 11, but not
9) ; but for this reading there is here no authority.
Aedrrwr] 8o h: all else add #oar, except ms. 73.
9. Odpaxas . . . 0dpaxas gidnpois] 8 (not I) writes
these words as singular (cp. verse 7, arépavoi . . . .).
10. exopwiy] All else plural. (C Aiat, x.10—xi. 5.]

xa) kévrpa 3¢ &v] The 8¢ is obelized in 8.
The reading xal xévrpa év is supported by many mss.
and versions, including vg, but v¢ is doubtful. But
the MSS., many mes., 2 and other versions, give xal
xévrpa xal év. The reading of rec., xal xérrpa #v &,
is weakly supported.

xal 4 ¢ovola abrav] A few mss.(1, 36, 79, &c.),

A, and pr, and vg [e¢l, with arm, &c.; not am, &c.]
give xaf : the rest (including all M8S., ¢, and 2) om.;
X, with Q and many mes., reading dfovalay Exovaw.

11. xal ¥xovow] P and some mss., lat., =, and
most versions, ins. kaf : -the rest om. The Greek copies
are divided between ¥xovoiv and ¥xovoa: : of the lat.,
A, pr, and vg, have habebant ; g, habent.

®Bagiréa] The word in S represents &yyeror:
but as it differs from that which represents Basiréa by
the insertion of but a single letter, I treat it as a cleri-
cal error (see note on Syr. text), and restore BasiAéa.

¢ dvopa] Lit., of Svopa [abrot]. One ms. (18)
reads as above, and 80 ® (with alrg added) ; A, pr, and
vg, cui nomen, as also X (41 p]. AP Q and most mss.
have only iroua airg, and 80 ¢; also X n (with xal
prefixed).

'ABal84r] See note on Syr. text.

‘EAArikf . . . "Awordwr] (i) Lit., Zvpiaxfi: so
vg adds latine . . . Exterminans (and o¢ similarly).
(ii) Two mss. (49, 98) read (as S) &woAdwy = Looser.
See note on Syr. text; and cp. verse 14 (Aioor).

12, 13. Merd radra & &cros] This reading is sup-
ported by w alone of Greek copies, and copt. alone of
versions. Q and one ms. (14) have Kal uera ratrad...;
many mss., Mer& ratra xalé . . .; but A P, and most
authorities (including X and ¢ and vg), followed by
rec., connect uerd tavra with the preceding verse and
place a full stop after, with Kaf following.

14. Aéyorra] Or -orros, or -ovoar.

3 ¥xwy] Or ¢ ¥xorri, but for this there is
little authority—and less (if any) for ds elxe of rec.

12
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’
18 kamvos.

IX. 14—21.

gapas dyyelovs Tovs Sedepévovs éml
¢ wotapg 74 peydlp Eigpdry.
15 kal éNvOnoav o Téoaapes dyyelot of
Nropacuévol e€ls ™y dpav kai €ls
™ Npépav kal els Tov ppra’ Kal €is
7oV évavrdy, wa dmokTelvwor TO
16 Tpitov t@v dvfpdmwv. kal 6 dplfpds
TOV OTPATEVMATWY TOD immukod, Ovo
pvpuadas puptddwv trovoa Tov dpi-
17 0pdv adrdv. kal Tovs xabyuévovs
én’ avrdv éxovras Odpaxas mupivovs'
xai todrwlov fesdn'\ kal ai kepa-
Aal Tdv immwv altGv, ds Kedalal
Aedvrwr' Kkai éx ToV oTdparos avTdV
éxmopeverar wip kai Oetort Kai
Kal dwd TGV TPLOY TAYYGV
Tovrwy dmexrdvnoav T Tpitov TGOV

ATIOKAATYIS.

avlpdrov: kal éx Tob TUpds Kai éx
to0 felov kai éx 70d Kamvod Tob
éxmopevopévov oTépaTos
€ \ 9 14 ~ v ]
7 yap éfovoia Tav irmwy év
T¢ OTopATL AVTOY Kal év Tals opais

éx TOV
avTov.

avTay, xal oi Nowrol 7@y dvlpdmwy
ot ovx dmextrdvOnoav év Tats wh\y-
yais Tavrais, ovre perevénoav éx
70D €pyov TAY XEpdV adTdv, Wwa py
wpooKkuoovaL Ta Sawpudvia kal Td
eldwha T4 Xpvod kal Td dpyvpd
kai Ta yahkd kai 7d EVAwa xal Td
AOwa, & olre BAémew *Svvavral
oUTE dKOVEWw OUTE wepLTaTEWw, Kai
ob perevénoav ék Tav Pévev alTdv
Kai éx TGV Pappakedv alrdv xai éx
T1)s mopveias avTdY.

15. eis Hy Huépar] 8o Q and many mss., and X:
but most om. eis TH».

elstdv . . . els 1év] 8 and X alone ins. the
preposition in these places.

16. 7ov lxwwoi] Lit., 7&» lxwéwr, but for this
there is no support, except pr.

nupidSas] So 3 [F], with n alone. All elsehave
pvpiddes, with or without 300 [or 3ic-] prefixed.
In 8, and X [d ! p ; not n] the punctuation shows that
the word is regarded as accusative, in apposition with
Tdv &piOudr.

17. xal Tods xabyuévovs . . . ¥xorras] 8 omits the
opening words of this verse, xal ofrws eldor 7obs Ix-
wovs &v 7j dpdoes. This text, with this omission,
rather represents xal of xa8fuevo . . . . ¥xorres [or
¥xovai]. See note on Syr. text. But I think it best
to treat the omission as casual (whether in the Syriac
or in its Greek original), and to leave the rest of the
Groek text unaltered. As it thus stands, the accusa-
tive may be regarded as pendent.

0dpaxas wupivovs] 8 (not X) writes theee words
in singular: cp. verse 9.

toduirfoy Geiddn] Lit., xapxfidova Oefov: all
else have daxiv@ivous xal BeidBers. See note on Syr.
text.

7&v Txxwy abrér] 8 alone ins. pron.

7o oréuaros] All Greek copies have plural:
also X and the other versions ; except the lat., which
agree with S : cp. next verse.

xal Oelor xal xawwés] All else reverse the

D3

position of these two nouns here; and so in verse 18.
The colon is superfluous.

18. xal &xd . . . xal & Tod wupés] 8 and X, and ¢J,
alone have xaf in the former of thése two places: 8
alone in the latter.

&x 100 Oelov] 8o X with P and a few mss. and
g: the rest om. .

&« rod xawvoi] So X with C P and some of the
same mss. ns in last, and ¢ and vg (¢, &ec. ; not am or
arm]: the rest om. .

roil oréuaros] Two mas. (91, 95) here support
8; also lat. : but all else plural.

19. # vdp] Lit., 8v¢ : but for this reading there
is no support.

oréuar: abrév] All else add substantive verb.

obpais abrér] 8 alone om. the concluding
clause, al yap olpal . . . &3wodot.

20. ofre] Or od3¢.

Tod ¥pyov] All else plural,

wpooxurhoovai] Or -cwar.

) E0Awa . . . Al0wa] So w alone: all else reverse
the position of these two adjectives.

®3ivarras] Or *#3évarai. 8 alone om.; but as
this appears to be accidental, I supply the word.

ofire mepixareiv] Lit., § wepixareiv.

21. xal d. . .«xal &] All else (inboth places) offre éx.

¢ &v] Or ¢papudxwr: but see note on

e

T

Syr. text.
woprelas abrér] All else (except pr) add obre
éx Té@y xAeuudroy alror.
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ATIOKAATVYIZ.

X. Kai €eldov dMov dyyelov kata-
Baivovra éx Tob ovpavod wepiBe-
B\uévov vepéhnqrr kai 7 lpis émi
™y Kepa\y adrod’ kai 70 wpdow-

3 ~ e ¢ @ \ ¢ ’
wov abrov ds 6 nAws, kai oi wédes
I L J. 1 7. )

2 avrod ws *orvhoN mupds' Kal éxwy
v T xewpi BiBrapidiov
k4 V4 o \ ¥, |\ '8
dvepypévor: kai €fnke Tov wida
avrov Tov defwv éml Tis Baldoas,
\ \ k4 9\ ed N oe \

37ov 8¢ eddvvpor émi Tis yis'  Kai
ékpafe Pwvy peyd\y aomep Aéwy

~ \ L4 ¥ b ) ’
pukarar kal ore éxpafev édAy-
gav ai émra PBpovral tals éavrav

4 povals. xal ore é\dA\noav ai émra
Bpovrai,éuelovypdpew. Kaifrovoa

\ > ~ k) ~ ~ [ 1 ’
dwrny éx Tov ovpavod Tov €BEopov
Nyovoav, odpdywgor & éNd\yoav

e ¢ \ \ \ \ 3\ 4
ai énrra Bpovral kai pi) avTd ypdymps.

9 ~
avTov

x. 1—9.

kai 6 dyyehos dv eldov éordra émi
s Baldaans xai émi s yis, bs fpe
™ X€tpa atTod €is TOV ovpavdy' Kai
dpocev v 7@ [avr €is Tovs alavas
Tév aldvev: bs éxrioe TOV ovpa-
vov kai Td év adT@, kal TNV YN Kai
76 év adry, OTL xpdvos odk €oTac
ere ®*a\a\ & rtais Nuépas TOU
éB3opov Lé\Np
galwifew, kal éreNéoly 10 pvori-
piov Tob Geov, b elnyyéhoe Tovs

o
oTay

k] ré
ayyélov,

Sovhovs adrod Tovs mpodriras.
\ \ » ~ E) ~
Kai pwrny njkovoa éx Tov ovpavov
wdAw Aalovoav per éuov kai Aé-
vmraye AdBe 70 BiBAapi-
Swov 76 év 1 xewpl Tob dyyélov Tob
éordtos émi TS Yis Kkai éml TS
faldoons, xkui kardpaye adrd kai

Yyovoav*

A)

X. 1. dyyeror] All else add ioxvpér.

#o7iA0i]) 8 has here a word = ¥»8paxes, which,
however, I take to be a misreading (see note on Syr.
text) on the part of the Syriac scribe for the similar
word = orvAos, which I therefore restore, as read by
most : but ms. 38 has orires, with 2, am, arm, &c.

2. Exwr] Or elxer.

8. 7als . . . ¢pwrais] Son, and one ms. (7), and
¢; prom.: all else, including % and vg, give accus.

4. Tob B36uov] Or Thy éB36uny: but no other
authority supports the insertion of either. It is un-
certain whether 8 means, ¢ from heaven, the seventh
[voice],” or, *‘ from the seventh heaven.”” Possibly
a marginal reference to verse 7, or lateral transference
from it, has here crept into the text.

% . .. abre] All else plural.

6. +fis] Lit., Inpds: but see note on Syr. text.

8s] 8o 8, but all else om. Probably the Syriac
prefix = &s has been inserted by mistake, and the word
ought to be obelized.

Thy xeipa abrod] So A, one or two mss. (1,
36), and vg : the rest, with v¢ and X, add Th» Sefidr.

6. S agrees with » A, a few mss., and ¢¢, in omit-
ting xal Thv 0dracoar xal Td &v abrj: against the
other Greek copies, 3, and vg.

xpévos obx ¥oras ¥r] 8 places &r: first; but
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there is no Greek authority for that arrangement of
the words, nor for any except that which I have given,
or xp. obwér: éorai, as all M8S., and nearly all mss.
The latter is followed by X, but it is clear that 8
means to separate 71 from odx—as also lat.

7. %&Aad] 8 has oix, but this is evidently due to
the accidental omission of a single letter by the Syriac
scribe.  See note on Syr. text.

" dmépass] All else add rijs pwrijs.

8] 8o a few mss. ; against &s, which is read by
all other copies, and versions (X included). Perhape
the pronoun in 8 is meant to represent §s—a possible
reading, but unsupported elsewhere.

ebnyyéhioe Tobs . . ] B is here indecisive,
(1) between act. and mid. ; (2) between accus. and dat.

3otAous abrod] So Q and many mss. : the rest,
éavrod 5. (X ambiguous; also lat.).

8. ¢wriy firovea] Une ms. (7), and v¢, and vg [¢!,
with arm, &c.; not am) support this reading ; against
all other copies and versions, including 3 and am,
which have # pwrh h» fxovoa.

70 BiBAaplSior 74] All else add Hreqpyuévor.

¥his . . . dardooys] All else transpose.

9. ral xardpaye] All else prefix (with slight
variations) xal &xfjA0or wpds TOv &yyerov Aéywr airg
Bovval uos 7> BiBAapiiov: xal Aéyer poi, AdBe.



XI. Bac\evor mwollots.

X. 9—XI 7.

mkpavel gou T ko\iav oov' aAN’ év

. ~ 4 I'4 ¥ [ \
10 T OTOpaTi OOV €0TaL WS péNL.  Kal

é\aBov 70 BiBlapidiov ék Tis xeLpds
~ ? \ r s 9 7,
Tov dyyéhov kai Karédayov avro
kal W év 1@ ordpari pov ds pél
,. \ e ¥ 3 v
YA\vky"  kal ore €payov airo éme-
1 kpavBy 17 xolkia pov. kai Aéye
~ ’ ~ 3\
pou 8et e md\w mpognrevoar émi
¥, \ ~ \ ’ \
€éfveay kai Naois kal ylwooais xai
xai é3d0n pou
kd\apos Spotos pdBde’ kal eioTijker
¢« ¥ , . \ ,
0 dyyelos Aéywv' €yewpar Kai pé-
Tpyoov 7OV vaov Tov Ocov, Kkal TO
Gvawaomipiov kal TovVs wpookvvoiy-
9 3 A N\ \ EAWAY \
tas é&v alr@. kal ™Y ad\py TNV
éowlev TOb wvaod, éxBale Efwlev
N A 3 A , R J 256
‘kal pi) adry perpijoys ore éddfn
~ .4 . \ \ ’ \
Tots éfveor kal T WA TV
dylay mamijooval pivas TECOoApd-

ATTOKAATVYIS.

xai dbow Tois dvoi
4 ’ 9 4
KAPTVOL pov wa wpodmreiTovow,
€ ’ ’ |\ ’ \
nuépas xhias kal Swaxoolas «kal
ébjrovra wepiBeBAnuévor  odrrovs.
odrol el vo

\ 4
Kovra Kkai dvo.

é\alar xal Ovo
Avxviar oi évdmov 7od Kupiov
maons Ths yis €0TOTES.
Oehev dduxijoar avrovs, wip éxmo-
pederar  éx TOV OTOpaTos adTOY

\ ’ \ } ] AY » A
kai rarecbie. Tovs éxbpovs alrov:

v
Kas €L TS

kal Goris Oéhe. dducijoar adrovs,
4 ~ 3 A} k] ~ \
ovrw del adrods dmokravfivar. kai
L ¥ \ 3 ’ ~
oVrou éxovor v éfovoiav khetoar
\ 9 Ié 9 \ y € \ b}
T0v ovpavay, wa wy Bpéxy verds év
~ (4 V4 ~ ’ 3 ~ .
Tats Nuépais Tis wponTeias avTLy
\ ] ’ ¥ ’ \
kai éfovoiav éxovol oTpépew 7o
*rardfa\
\ - ] ’ ~ [ 4
™y ynw € maoyp w\yyp o0aKis
3\ 4 N L4 ’
éav feMjcwor. kal orav TeNéowa

4 » \
vdara els alpa’  kal

@0 . . . . gov] All else read cov before, and
om. after, ™hy ro\fay.
¥orai] All else add yAud.

11. Aéyes poi] So P and many mss., X and v¢ and
vg [el, with arm, &c.], &c.: but the other Greek
[C hiat, x.10—xi. 3], and am, read Aéyovol por.

3ei ge wdAww] Lit., 3é3oral oot wdAwy xpdvos :
but see note on Syr. text, iv. 1.

¥9vea: xal Aaois] So ¢l (not am or arm), and X
with dx{ before Aaoils : all else place Aaois first.

XI. 1. xal elorfices & Eyyeros] So 2 [but ¢ pre-
fixes *], with Q and several mss.; also arm. The
other Greck copies, and versions (including lat. except
urm), om.

2. 1y Yowber] 8o nand a few mss. (1, 35, 87,
&o.) : nearly all the other authorities have Thy &wfer.
¥gwdev] So A, with some mss. (including 1, 35,
87, as in last note): Q and many, ¥w; P owler,
and » ow.
3. Tva wpopnreboovow] Lit., wpognretoms. All
else, except pr, have xal forya. See first note on ii. 27.
wepiBeBAnuévor] Or -uévous.
4. 300 ... 800o] Soapparently S, and probably X.
All else prefix af to the former word; and nearly all,
except ®, to the latter.

ol . .. dgréres) Oral . . . dorires.

wxdans] 8 alone ins. this word.

5. & is 0éAe] Or possibly (nrei, but for this
latter there is no support: see note on Syr. text.

0éres &3ixciioas abrobs (bis)] The position of the
pronoun after both verbs (in 8, not %) is probably due
to the Syr. idiom; but is supported, in the first
instance, by ms. 14 alone; in the second, by » alone.

8aris] Bo ms. 38: the rest ef [#] 7is.

3¢i airols] So ms. 87 : all else, 3¢i abrdy.

6. xal obrai] All else om. xaf.

Bpéxyp] Lit., xaraBalvy.

derdés] A few mss., and g, place this word thus:
3, and most Greck copies, and versions, place it be-
fore the verb; rg om.

&y 7ais Hudpais] So ms. 1; pr, in diedus: all
other Greek, ras Huépas.

arpépay 18 83ara] All else, éxl Tav $3drowr
arpépey abrd.

*xardta:] The verb used by B = rawewdoa:,
but an obvious correction of the Syr. text (see note on
it) restores wardfas. )

dodris ddv] So all authorities; lit., ¢¢’ Joor:
see note on Syr. text.

8erhqwaot] Or -cover.
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ATIOKAATVIZ,

A Y ’ 9y _~ | ’ \
™y paprvpiav adrav, 16 Bypiov 7o
k] ~ b 3 ~ ’ Id
dvafBaivov éx Tis Oaldoons mwou)-
ogev per adTdv wohepov, kal vikioe

3 4 \ ] ~ k) 4 \

8 alTovs kal dmoxTevel avrovs. Kai

\ ’ 9 A 3 N\ ~ ~
Ta TTOpaTa avTav émi TGV TAATEWHY

~ » ~ ’ . 9 ~

TS wo\ews TS peydAns” 1)Tis KaleiTal

~ ’ \ v o
mvevpaTikds Sodopa kal Alyvmros
omov 6 Kipios avrdv éoravpdby.

gxal BAémovow éx Tav Pukav kal

Aadv kal yhwoodv kai éfviv Ta
mrépara abtov nNpépas TPels Kai
L4 . \ \ ’ » A 3 k] ’
NULOV KL TA TTORATA VTGV OVK A1)~

10 covor Tebnrar els prjpara. Kai oi

KkaToikovvTes émi Tijs YNs XaprjTovral
énr’ alrots kal edppavbhjoovrar kai
dapa méupovaw d\\jhois’ S7i oi dvo
npodijrar éBacdvicar Tods Kartoi-

X1, 7—13.

KoUvTas émi Tiis yils. Kai METa Tpels
Nuépas kai Nuiov, mveipa {Ov éx Tob
Bcov eion\lev év adrols® kaiéoTnoav
énl Tovs wddas avrav: tral wvedpa
{wns éreoev énr’ atrovs'\ xal $pdBos
péyas éyévero émi Tovs fewpovvras
adrovs. Kal frovoar pwvis peydins
éx ToU olpavol Aeyovoms alrots,
dvdBare &de.

ovpavdv év Ty vedély' kai éfedpovy

kai avéBnoav els Tov
avrovs oi éxfpol avrdv. «Kal év
Id

éxeivy 1) Gpg éyévero oeopds péyas’
xal 70 Oékarov Tis wohews Emeoav
xal awexkrdvlnoav & 1o TeTpp Kal
ovépara avlpwmor xhddes émrd:
kat oi houoi év ¢dBy éyévovro’ kal

’ ~ ~ ~ 3 -~ 3 S Al
Ewkay 86fav ¢ Oep 70 év 7@ odpave

7. 8ardoans] All else have &B8dooov, which perhaps
is what 8 intends to represent here: so xvii. 8 infr.
(but not elsewhere, the reference in both places being
to ‘the beast out of the sea’’: cp. xiii. 1 ; Dan. vii. 3).

8. 7éy wAaradr] Solat. (Ppr): all else sing.

$xov] 8o mss. 1,7,14,35, 36,87,&c. The M8S,,
most mss., X and lat. and most versions, add xaf.

9. ¢uAdr xal Aaw@r] So » (alone of Greek), and vg
[¢!, with some; not am, &c.]: all else transpose the
two nouns. In 8, they are marked for transposition.

74 wrduara . . . 7@ wrduara] So P and some
mss., and X and lat. (pr om. the former; arm, the
latter) : the rest have 15 wréua . . . Td *rduara.

&¢hoovas] So rec., with Q and most mss. ;
and X and other versions: the rest, mostly, &piwoia.

urhuara] So rec., with a few mes., lat. except
g,8nd £ [dnp; not !]: the rest, singular. [A Aiat).
10. of xatowovrres &xl Tiis yis] Or [éxl] Thy yijr.
The Syriac does not determine the case, nor does it
express the preposition. The phrase is very frequent
in Apoc. (see iii. 10 supr.), usually with gen., and is
with little variation rendered by 8 as here.
xaphoorrar] 8o one ms. (38): but the others,
and the M8S., read xalpovaw : rec., xapoigw. 2 and
lat., and most versions, support the future.
ebppavbhoorrai] In this case Q and most mss.
support the future ; also most versions, as in last note :
against the present, which the other MSS. give.
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wéuyoverv] So A C and many mss.: Q and
many more, 3écovew: R P, and a few, wéuwovaw.
Versions as in the previous notes.

37 of 3bo wpopiiras] Lit., 3id [rods] 3do =po-
¢hras of (or 371). All else ins. oBro: after §7i.

11. 7peis] 8o apparently 8, with ® P, mes. 1, 14,
28, 85, 36, 38, 152, &c., and lat.: all else, vas 7peis.

& adrois] So A and some mss.; » Q and many
mss, have els abrofs. Between these readings, 8 and
X fail to decide, but are against abrois (of CP) and
éx’ abrols (of rec.).

tral wvebua (wis ¥xecer ¢w abrots] These
words are no doubt an interpolation, without Greek
authority ; see note on Syr. text. If accordingly we
om. them, we ought perbaps (with all else) to read
{wiis for {av in the sentence before, and ¥wecer [or
dxéxeaer) for dyévero in the sentence following.

12. d0edpovr] So two mss. (38, 97): all other
authorities ddedpnoar.
13. ¥xecav] All else, ¥wece. The punctuation of
8 connects this verb with &wexrdrénoar following.
xal dvéuara Evbpwwor] All else omit xaf, and
read &vOpéwwr.

dv ¢p6B¢] This is the reading of w, and of one
ms. (14), and is apparently represented by the render-
ing of 8; also of pr and vg. The other Greek have
EugoBot, and s0 X, and g.

7¢ & 7§ olparg] 3 om.: all else 1o obparoi.

-
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XI. 14—XIL. 3.

14 1’180V ai odal ai 8vo dmyAfor\: kai
iso\ € 9\ (1 ’ " ‘ 4
v 1) odai %) Tpiry *épxera® Taxv.
15Kal 6 €éBdopos dyyelos éodAmuoe,
kal éyévovro duwvai peydlar & T
kJ ~ rJ ) rd ¢ ’
ovpavg Méyovres, éyévero v Baaileia
10V ko pov Trai\ Tov Ocod Nudv Kai
~ ~ ] ~ A ) ’

700 XpioTod avrov, kai éBacilevoey

3 \ t Kol ~ E 4 \ ¢

16 els ToUs alGvas TOV aldvev. Kal ol
eikoa. kai Téooapes mpeaBirepor ot

) ’ ~ ~ ’ N\ \
évomov Tov Beov kdbnrrar émi Tovs
Opdvovs adriw, émeoav émi T mPéTW-
ma alTév Kkal mpoTextvnoay 7@ O
17 Néyovres, edxapiorovuév agor Kipie
e e ’, .. e

6 Geds 6 mavrokpdTwp® 6 dv Kai 6
fv+ orv e\pdas Ty Svvapiv gov
18 Ty peydny kal éBacilevoas. «ai
18 vy dpylonoav. kal f\0ev 7
dpy} oov kal & Kaipds TGV VeKpOV

ATIOKAATVIZ.

kpbjvar  kal OSovwar T piofov
70ls Sovois gov Tols TpodrjTass, kai
Tols ayiots kai Tois ¢oBovuévois Td
TOUS MLKPOLS META TAY
peydiwv' kai Siadleipar Tovs dia-
$leipavras Ty yiv.
vads €& 1@ ovpavg, kai GPln 7
kiBwrds Tis dwabijrns adrov év T@
vag"

b4 ’
ovopa oov’

\ 3 ’ ¢
KaiL nroiyn o19

kai éyévovro doTpamai Kai
Bpovrai kai ¢wvai kai *oeiopos\
kal ydhala peyd\n. kal omnpeioy XII
péya opln év 19 ovpavg' yury
wepBeBAnuém Tov hov Kal N
oeMjry Vmokdtw TAY Wodhv adrhs.
kai émi T)s kepalis avrys orépavos
*dorépwv\ Oddexas kal év yaoTpi 2
éxovoa kai kpdlovoa kai @divovoa
xai Bacavfopérn Texeww. kal Gdln 3

14. +idob al obal al 360 &xfirdor] All else om. iod
and read # obal 4 Sevrépa, with verb in sing.: and (except
ms. 7) om. the following xaf. But see note on Syr. text.

*fpxerai] Lit., éAfavde : but the changeof a
point in the Syriac (see note on it) restores the present,
which X and all else read.

16. Aéyorres] Or -ovoa.

xéopov trai] There is no other evidence for this
xaf, which I obelize as probably being an insertion
made in the 8yrinc. Cp. xii. 10.

©¢od] So one ms. (28), also pr: the rest read,
Kuplov.

dBacirevaer] 8o am (F): all else pres. or fut.

16. of évdmior . . . xdOprras] Or of dvdmioy . . .
xabfiueror. The latter is read by rec. with P; the
former by rev. with C. The other MSS., and many
mss., also 2, read the passage with variations; none of

¢~ whichagrees withthe renderingof 8: butlat. supportsit.

17. ¥ So all Greek, and X. Or s, as g, am, &ec.

18. xpibiivas xal Sotvas . . . Siapleipat] Lit., Wa
Kkpib&a xal Sdoess . . . Swaplepels.

Tois puinpois perd Tav umeydAwr] All else for
perd have xaf (with chunge of case of following words),
and some read both adjectives in accusative. 8inclines
to Tois uuxpois. Cp. Ps. cxiii. 21 (LXX.).

SiagpOelparras] So apparently 8 and X, with C .

andsomemss.(7,87,&c.),andlat. : therest Siapdelporras.

19. & rads] All else add 7ot @eob.

é&v 7¢ obpavg] So rec. with » P Q, and most
mss., and pr and vg, also 3: A C [Tisch. wrongly
adds P] and the other Greek copies prefix 8, which
also g and A confirm.

¢ vag] All else, except arm, add abrob.

Bporral kal pwral] So a few mss. (14, 28, 36,
38, 78, 87, &c.), 3, g, and A: vg om. Bporral xal
[except arm, which places it before &arpawal] : nearly
all else pwral xal Bporral.

*caiouds] S reads a word = xip: but an
obvious correction of the Syriac text (see note on it)
restores ceiguds. Cp. vi. 12.

XII. 1. *&orépwr] The word in 8 = &xavbiv: but
by the insertion of a single letter (see mote on Syr.
text) &orépw is restored.

2. ¥xovoa xal] So u C and ms. 95, v¢ and am: the
rest (including 2) om. raf. :

xpd€ovaa] So am only : the other lat., elamat,

or -abat, or -avit. But the ptecp. may represent
xpd(e, which is the reading of » A P and some mss.;
though the structure of the sentence in 8 is against
this, 3 supports ¥xpalev, with C and some mss.; not -
Ixpatev [as wrongly stated by Tisch.] with Q and
some mss.

xal &B{vovoa] This xal is supported by A
alone among Greek copies, and X among versions.
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AITOKAATYIZ.

¥ ~ ~
dMo onpeiov év 74 ovpavg® kal idod
Spdxwv péyas mupds' €xwv kedalds
€ \ \ ’ ’ . \ f S \
érra xai rxépata Oéxa’ kai émi Tas
4 kepalas avrov énra Sadrjpara. Kai
€ 3 \ 3 ~ 4 \ ’ ~
7 oUpd adTob OUPEL TO TpiTOV TGV
> V4 ~ ~ » ~ \ ¥
dorépwy GV év 79 ovpavg® kaiéBaley
abdrovs els Ty yv. kal 6 Spdrwy
eigTiikeL évdmov TS Yyvvaikds TS
4 ~ . L4 L4 ’ by
HENNIVO S TEKEW® a oTav TEKY) TO
s Tékvov adris xataddyp. Kal érexev
€\ » 4
viov dpoeva bs pélew woypaivew
wdvra 1o &fvy év pdBdp odnpg:
kai Npwdofy 70 Téxvov avrys wpos
Y \ \ \ \ 0 4 3 ~
Tov Beov kai wpos Tov Upovov avrov.
6 kai 1) yur) épvyev els T épypov,
Smov elyev éxel Témov NTopaTpévOy
3 N\ ~ ~ L4 g 9 _°
amo Tov Beod, wa Tpépwow alTNY
nuépas x\as xal Suakooias kal

7 é6frovra. Kkal éyévero moleuos év

xm. 3—II.

T ovpave' 6 Muxan\ xal ol dyyelo
adTod moleuodot perd Tod Spdkovros
*xai 6 Spdrwr' kai of dyyelow adrod
3 , [ S . 3 8\
émoléunoar Kai ovk loxvoar' ovoe
Témos evpély adrots év 7@ odpave.
Kkai éB\iln 6 dpdrwv 6 péyas 6 odus,
6 dpxatos 6 xahovpevos dudSBolos kai
¢ ~n Lt ~ \ ’ ’
6 Zaravas' 6 whavdy TV oikovuérny
oA kal éBMjln eis Ty yiv. kai
ol dyyelo. alrov per’ avrov éB\j-
fnoav. kai Nkovoa Pwry peydiny
Y -~ » ~ » Y. 4 ‘ » s
éx ToU ovpavov Néyovoar: *apr.’ éyé-
vero ) cwmpia kal 7 Svvauts xai )
Baoi\ela Tob Beod Nudv, ot éB\1jfn
0 KkaTiyopos 6 KaTyyoplv avTdV,
} N 4 -~ ~ e ~ € ’ \
évémov Tov Beov Nuav Npépas Kxal
VUKTOS.
alpare Tov dpviov, Kkal &ud TOV
’ ~ ~
Aoyov T)s paprvpias alrov:

\ 3 \ 4 3 ~
KaiL auTolL EViknoay € TQ

\
Kat

3. xués] 8o C Q and many mss., and 2 and
some versions : lat., and all the rest, have wuppds.
4. Tor & ¢ obparg] All else, Tob olparvei: cp.
xi. 13.
elorfixe]] C alone of Greek copies, and 2 of
versions, support the pluperf. ; the rest mostly perf.
5. &poeva] Or fpoev (P Q have masc., A C
neut.). There is nothingin 8 to support the solecism.
6. eIxer] 8o 3, 4, and some rg [¢/, with arm, &o. ;
but not am), and one ms. (38) ; the rest, ¥xew
Tpépwaw] All elee prefix dxei here. Possibly
the original of 8 read dxrpépwa: with Q, &c., and thus

came to omit dxei befure it.
7. woAepovot] Lit., woAeuovvres. The Greek have

{rod] woreusicas, and so X: A and pr, ut pugnarent ;
g and vy, praliadantur.

#xal & pdxwr] 8 has o Sevrépov in place of
these words, so that the sentence runs, woAepoio uerd
700 Bpdxovros Tob Sevrépov xal ol Eyytaos abrod
éxoréunoay xal odx Toxvoar. But 3pdxwr and Sedrepos
are in Syriac expressed by the same letters distin-
guished only by a point. By changing the place of
the point and prefixing the copulative (see note on
Byr. text), we recover the text as above restored.
For éxoréunoar (s0 X), most else read dworéunce, and
all plave the vbrb after & 3pdxwr.
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8. abrois] 2, and nearly all else, have adrds, or
abrg, and add (but 2» om.) ¥ri: two mss. (17, 36)
confirm abrols; a few (7, 28, 73,79, 152) om. ¥ri.

9. 6 3pdcay . . .] Of the seven insertions of the
article & in this verse, three only are certainly indicat.d
by 8—before 8¢us, karodueros, and xAardr. Note the
punctuation, dividing & 8¢us from & &pyaios, which
latter 8 mistranslates, as if = # &px4.

olxovpéryr] Lit., vijr.

xal dBAf0n eis] No other authority supports
xaf here, except X [d; not I n p].

10. &x T0d obparvoi] So ms. 95, and ¢ and pr (P, but
not A), also arm ; for &v ¢ obparg, of all else

#%p7r] The Syr. text (see note on it) by
dropping a letter, represents 306 : pr alone om.

700 @¢ov Huav] All else add xal # &ovola Tob
Xpiorod abrov.

rarhyopos] All else add, r&r &3eApir Huar

abréy] Or abrobs.

11. dvixnoar] All else add abrdr.

& 7¢ aluari . . . 8id Tov Adyor] Nearly all else
have 3ix 7> alua . . . 3i1d TO» Adyor. Possibly the
readiog of 8 is meant to represcnt this ; see note on
Syr. text. For 3id with accus. cp. iv. 11, and see
notes on the Greek and Syr. texts there.

. abrov] 8o mss. 48, 47, 87, for abrér.
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XI. 11—XNt. 4.

k] L] 4 A \ 9~ »
odk Nydmnoay T Yuxny atrev dxpe
12 favdrov. S 7ODTO €dPpaiveate
ovpavol kal oi év avrois oKnVovYTES'
3 N\ ~ ~ \ ~ 4 ¥
oval 1) ) xai 7 faldooy, or
’ € ’ \ » 4
karaBaive. 6 SudBolos mpds avTovs,
éxwv Oupdv péyav, eldws ore SNiyov
13 Kaupov éxe. Kkai ore eldev 6 Spdrwy
orL BNy els Ty Yy, édilwfe ™
14 yuvaika 17is érexe TOV dpoeva. Kal
€3dbn Ty ywawki 8vo wrépuyes Tov
k4 ~ ~ 4 ° L4 Y »
deToU TOU peyalov' wa wérnral €ls
™y épnpov els TOV TomOV avTYS,
L4 ’ ] ~ S\ \
omws TpéPnTal éxel Kalpov Kalpovs
Kal MoV Kawpod, Gwd WPOodToY
15 oV OPews. xal éBalev 6 ddis éx Tov
oréparos avrov' Omicw TS YUvaiKds
Vdwp ds wmorapdy, Wwa aim)y wora-
16 podpyrov wovjoy. kai éBorbnoev
9 vy ™) ywawi, kal frofer 1) yi
70 oTdpa avTis Kai karéme TOV
worapdv Ov éBaler 6 Spdrwy éx
~ ’ k) ~ |\ > ’
17 70b oTdparos avrov. kal apyioly

ATIOKAATVIS,

6 dpdkwy éml T yvvawi, kal drHide
wou)oaL WONEuoOV perd TAY Moumdv
70V owéppatos avris, TGV TNPOUVTWY
15 évrohas Tov Oeod, kal éxdrTwy
™y paprvpiav ‘Incod. kai éord- 18
Ongv éml mpy dppov 7is Oakdo-
oyns, kal eldov éx tis Oaldoons XIIL
Onpiov dvaBaivov, éxov képata déxa
kal kepalas éwrd: «kal émi
kepdTwy avrov déxa Sadrjpara’ kal
éml Ty xepalyy
Blacdypuias.
v Spowov mapddle «kal of wddes
adTob ds dpKov' Kal TO OTOpA avTOD
ds *AedvrwrV kai Edwkev adry 6

~
TWY

ovopa
kai 70 Onpiov & eldov, 2

avTov

’ \ 4 3 ~ \ Y
Spdrwr ™y SVvapw adrod Kxal TOV
Opdvov adrod xai éfovaiav peydinw.
kai piav éx TOV KepalGv adrod ds 3
3 ’, ’ ’, . \ e
éodaypévmy eis Odvaror Kkal 1)

hY "~ 4 9 ~ 3
wh\yyy 7od Oavdrov adrov éfepa-
wevbn' kal *éfavpdoln\ oAy 9 i)

3 ’ ~ 0 ’ o \ * N 2.
omicw Tov Onpiov: kai *wpocexivy- 4

12. 7§ 7f . . . 7fi 6ardoop] Or accusative.
xaraBaive] Bo 2 [I; not dp; n?]; for aor.
abrols] All else, duds (or Huas, ms. 162).

14. 866n] All else -noar, except a corrector of n.
360] Bo apparently 8 (not %), with PQ and

most mss., for af 0.

Sxws Tpépnrai] 8o 8 (lit. rpépeada), with Q and
manymss. The rest have §xov Tpéperas (s0 rec.), sup-
ported by X and lat. [Tisch.’s note on this place is defec-
tive, but for thereadingof Q see his App. N.T. Vaticani].

rapots] All else prefix xal.

17. dxdrrer] Lit., ¥xove:, but this is probably due

to the Syriac idiom ; see note on i. 16.
18. dordénr] So P Q, and most mss. The rest,
32, and lat. and most versions, dord8y.

XIIIL. 1. Ty ceparfy] All else plural.

Svopa] Bo nCP and a few mss., v¢ and most
versions : A Q, most mss., vg and %, plural. .

2. * Aedrrer] (i) All else, except one ms. (38),

and one or two versions, prefix oréua. (ii) 8 reads
Acafrys, as does X [p; but din have Acdrrer).
Both are expressed by the same letters in Syriac, and
only distinguished by points (see note on Syr. text).
As there is the support of » and two mss. (14, 92) for

- Aedrrer, and none for Aeafrys, 1 restore the former.

The authorities in general read Aéorros.

3. %é0avudadn] 8 bas a verb = 