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ABSTRACT

The so-called “Maria Story,” found in Josephus’ Jewish
War 6.201-13, represents an auspicious case study with
which to approach the question of the extent and nature
of the Syriac Josephus text tradition, understood here as
the portions of Josephan text preserved in part or inwhole

" The authors are deeply indebted to Prof. Lucas Van Rompay and Prof.
David B. Levenson for each lending their expertise to the criticism and
refinement of this article. Core aspects of the article’s argument were
informed by Levenson’s expert guidance, and dozens of details in the
article were corrected and refined by Van Rompay’s expert eye. We are
also grateful to the anonymous reviewer(s) who provided a number of
valuable comments and corrections.
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in Syriac translation. This is because this story is a
notable and important passage that appears not only in
the two Syriac translations of Book 6 of the Jewish War—
found respectively in Codex Ambrosianus B 21 inf. and
manuscript Deir al-Surian o9—but also in the Syriac
versions of Eusebius’ Church History, Eusebius’
Theophania (partially), and the Chronicle of Zuqnin. All
of these texts existed by the eighth century, making this a
study of an ancient Syriac Josephus text tradition. By
examining these different Syriac versions of the same
Josephan story side by side, we gain insight into the
nature of the extant Syriac text traditions that preserve
Josephan text, how they relate to each other, and the
diversity and/or unity that characterizes a broader
Syriac Josephus tradition on the whole. This article
undertakes a fine-grained, section-by-section approach
to this comparative task, drilling down into the
lexicographical, text-critical, and literary-historical
aspects of Josephus’ Nachleben in Syriac through late
antiquity. In so doing, it joins recent work by scholars like
Lucas Van Rompay in establishing the Syriac Josephus
tradition as a subfield of scholarly inquiry and also helps
situate the texts of the Syriac Josephus tradition within
the broader patterns of literary style and translation
techniques evident in the first half-millennium of Syriac
literature. In broader relief, this article exposes new facets
of an important and little-studied aspect of the reception
of Josephus, one of the most widely read and influential
authors of antiquity: namely, his reception in Syriac. This
article also shows that at least a part of Josephus’ Jewish
War existed in Syriac by the end of the fourth century.

INTRODUCTION

The writings of Flavius Josephus (c. 37-100 CE), the Jewish
priest turned general turned historian who produced our most
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important accounts of the later Second Temple Period and its
denouement in the destruction of Jerusalem and its Temple in
70 CE, became some of the most important texts for Christians
of the first millennium CE (and beyond)." Originally written in
Greek, Josephus’ works were enthusiastically consumed by
some of the most important figures of the early Greek Christian
tradition, such as Origen of Alexandria and Eusebius of
Caesarea. But Josephus’ texts were not to remain constricted to
their original language of writing. By the fourth or fifth century
Josephus’ earliest work, his Jewish War (or Bellum Judaicum =
BJ), had been translated into Latin,” and had also appeared in a

' Josephus’ four extant works include an account of the Roman-Jewish War
of 66—73 CE (BJ); an account of Jewish history from its beginnings through
the Second Temple Period (the Jewish Antiquities or Antiquitates Judaicae
= AJ); a brief autobiography addended to A/ called the Life or Vita; and a
two-book apologetic tractate defending Judaism against contemporary
cultural denigrations of it (the Against Apion or Contra Apionem = CA). By
way of introduction, see Z. Rodgers and H. H. Chapman, eds., A Companion
to Josephus (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2016).

On the text of the Latin War, see foundationally D. B. Levenson and T. R.
Martin, “The Ancient Latin Translations of Josephus,” in Rodgers and
Chapman, Companion, 322—44. For a wider context, see T. Leoni, “The Text
of Josephus’s Works: An Overview” (J§] 40.2 [2009]) 14984, updated in T.
Leoni, “The Text of the Josephan Corpus: Principal Greek Manuscripts,
Ancient Latin Translations, and the Indirect Tradition,” in A Companion to
Josephus, ed. Z. Rodgers and H. H. Chapman (Malden, MA: Wiley-
Blackwell), 307—21. The only critical edition of the Latin BJ to date is Book
1, in B. Bader, ed., Josephus Latinus: De Bello Iudaico, Buch 1, Palingenesia
19 (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2019). The conventionally cited edition of E.
Cardwell, Flavii Josephi De Bello Judaico libri septem, 2 vols. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1837), is unreliable and highly problematic—it should be
avoided. On Rufinus as an author sometimes imputed with authorship of
the Latin War, see D. B. Levenson and T. R. Martin, “The Latin Translations
of Josephus on Jesus, John the Baptist, and James: Critical Texts of the
Latin Translation of the Antiquities and Rufinus’ Translation of Eusebius’
Ecclesiastical History Based on Manuscripts and Early Printed Editions”

(JSJ 451 [2014]) 1-79, at 4—5n6.

N
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Christian Latin rewrite called On the Destruction of Jerusalem
(De excidio Hierosolymitano), or ‘Pseudo-Hegesippus.’® It was
also apparently translated into Syriac around this time. At the
very least its sixth book had been, for this text appears as the
“Fifth Treatse; (written) by Josephus” in the primary
manuscript of the Syriac Peshitta. * This Syriac Josephus
tradition, unrelated to the Latin tradition which would become
so important in ensuing centuries and millennia, has received
scant attention and is not well understood. A closer look at the
Syriac BJ tradition should thus expand our knowledge of the
Christian reception of Josephus, especially his B/, beginning in

% On Pseudo-Hegesippus see (with bibliography) O. Zwierlein, Das >Bellum
Iudaicum< des Ambrosius, Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und
Geschichte 157 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2024); C. Bay, Biblical Heroes and
Classical Culture in Christian Late Antiquity: The Historiography,
Exemplarity, & Anti-Judaism of Pseudo-Hegesippus (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2023); R. M. Pollard, “The De Excidio of
‘Hegesippus’ and the Reception of Josephus in the Early Middle Ages”
(VIATOR 46 [2015]) 65-100; C. Somenzi, Egesippo — Ambrogio: Formazione
scolastica e Cristiana a Roma alla meta del IV secolo, Studia Patristica
Mediolanensia 27 (Milan: Vita e Pensiero, 2009); D. Esteve, “L’Oeuvre
historique du Pseudo-Hegésippe: “De Bello iudaico”, livre I a IV” (PhD
Dissertation, Université Paris Nanterre, Paris, France, 1987); A. A. Bell, Jr.,
“An Historiographical Analysis of the De Excidio Hierosolymitano of
Pseudo-Hegesippus” (PhD Dissertation, University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, NC, 1977).

Borrowing the rendering of R. J. H. Gottheil, “Kottek’s ‘Das sechste Buch
des Bellum Judaicum” (Hebraica 3.3 [1887]), 136—51, at 137. Gottheil notes
that this “mistake seems to be an old one,” citing a catalog of Syriac books
by Abdisho bar Berika (d. 1318), recently treated by S. M. Stadel, The
Catalogue of Books of ‘Abdisho* bar Brikha: Translated with an Introduction
and Notes, Eastern Christian Texts 2 (Leiden: Brill, 2025), 41-42, 65, who
translates the titles of the five works that Abdisho credits Josephus with in
this catalogue: “Fables (of Aesop); history of the sons of Shmuni; book of
Maccabees; history of king Herod; book of the Last Destruction of
Jerusalem.” The latter (;ale.iars =isr< mmiasa oha) may have rendered
mepl dAwaews Tovdalag; Gottheil, “Kottek’s ‘Das sechste Buch’,” 137.

4
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late antiquity, and elucidate an underappreciated aspect of
Josephus’ influence on the early Christian historiographical
imagination and its varied literary expressions. At the same
time, an investigation of the Syriac Josephus tradition reveals
aspects of Syriac translation technique, literary taste, and
syntactic and lexicographical diversity between late antiquity
and the early medieval period.

To these ends, this paper examines by way of case study the
existing traditions of BJ 6 in Syriac and assesses the Syriac
translations in their surviving forms. The copy of BJ 6 in the
sixth-/seventh-century Peshitta of Codex Ambrosianus B 21 Inf.
(catalogued as ms 7a1 for the Leiden Peshitta project) (= Ayar)
is the earliest extant Syriac version of the text. Another (mostly)
complete copy survives in the ninth-century manuscript Deir
al-Surian og (= DSog) from the famous Monastery of the Syrians
in the Wadi al-Natrun, Egypt.® Beyond these two (mostly)
complete copies of B/ 6, fragments and portions of Josephus’
works survive in Syriac through the medium of quotations from
Eusebius of Caesarea’s Historia Ecclesiastica (= HE) and
Theophania, the latter of which survives only in Syriac
translation. ° It is well known that Eusebius’ quotations of

5S. P. Brock and L. van Rompay, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts and
Fragments in the Library of Deir al-Surian, Wadi al-Natrun (Egypt),
Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 227 (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 42—48; cf. L.
van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac: MS. Milan, Biblioteca
Ambrosiana B 21 INF. and Two Recently Studied Manuscripts from Deir
al-Surian,” in Gli studi di storiografia: tradizione, memoria e modernita,
Orientalia Ambrosiana 6, ed. A. Fedeli, R.B. Finazzi, C. Milani, C.E.
Morrison, and P. Nicelli (Milan: Biblioteca Ambrosiana/Centro
Ambrosiano, 2019), 425—41.

® For the HE in Syriac, see the critical edition by W. Wright and N. McLean,
eds., The Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius in Syriac Edited from the
Manuscripts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1898), 125—28 for
the Maria Story, the section of the HE assessed below. The Theophania
survives in two manuscripts: the oldest dated Eusebius ms in any
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Josephus are generally faithful representations of the textus
receptus of Josephus.’ Therefore, the Syriac translators of
Eusebius directly apprehended significant portions of
Josephus’ own Greek text. These portions of Josephus must be
studied alongside full translations of the works, such as found
in A7ar and DSoy, if we are to gain as full a picture as possible
of Josephus’ textual Nachleben within the late antique and
medieval Syriac milieu.

The present study’s more specific aim is to profile the known
techniques and traditions of translating Josephus into Syriac. A
full comparison of all the textual data is beyond the scope of a

language, BL Add. 12150, copied in Edessa in 411 CE; and a modern ms,
ASOM ms 40, copied in Mosul in 1941 (which can be viewed on the HMML
website: https://www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/135709 accessed 24
November 2023). A transcription and English translation of BL Add. 12150
was made by S. Lee, ed., Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea. On the Theophania
or Divine Manifestation of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ: A Syriac
Version, Edited from an Ancient Manuscript Recently Discovered (London:
Society for the Publication of Oriental Texts, 1842). Recent work on some
Greek fragments of the Theophania has appeared in A. Whealey, “The
Greek Fragments attributed to Eusebius of Caesarea’s Theophania”
(Vigiliae Christianae 69.1 [2015]) 18—29. See also a response to Whealey in
H. Szesnat, “Eusebius of Caesarea’s or Eusebius of Emesa’s Theophania?
Evidence from the Lemmata in Vaticanus Graecus 161" (Vigiliae
Christianae 73.5 [2019]) 507-15.
" This point has been made recently, for example, regarding BJ 2.261-63 and
Eusebius HE 2.21.1-2 in C. Bay, “On the Multivocality of the Latin Josephus
Tradition: A Comparison Between the Latin War, Latin Antiquities,
Pseudo-Hegesippus, and Rufinus Based on the Egyptian Pseudo-Prophet
Episode (War 2.261-263, Antiquities 20.169-172a)" (Medaevalia et
Humanistica 46 [2021]) 1-36. Some have also made the case that Eusebius
faithfully adapted the Josephus text of the famous Testimonium Flavianum
that was available to him: see D.S. Wallace-Hadrill, “Eusebius of Caesarea
and the Testimonium Flavianum (Josephus, Antiquities, XVIIL 63f)”
(Journal of Ecclesiastical History 25.4 [1974]) 353—62; most recently, see
now T. C. Schmidt, Josephus and Jesus: New Evidence for the One Called
Christ (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2025). We should also note here
that the Greek textus receptus of BJ is not particularly unproblematic.
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single article. Therefore, we have selected a particular sequence
for close comparative analysis: the famous account of Maria, a
beleaguered woman who reputedly killed, cooked, and
consumed her infant son during the siege-caused famine
within 70-CE Jerusalem. As a case study in the techniques of
translating Josephus which developed and existed between the
early-fifth century to as late as the ninth century, the so-called
‘Maria Story’ (or teknophagia) has particular merits, not least
because the story was not restricted to translations of BJ but
also existed in multiple texts of Eusebius and proved interesting
enough to be included in other literature which only rarely cites
select portions of Josephus’ and/or Eusebius’s narrative.® The
upshot is that the Maria Story presents a unique opportunity to
trace the maximum number of Syriac Josephus traditions (so
far as we know) side by side.

More than that, the Maria Story is arguably the ideological
centerpoint of B/, as Honora Chapman has suggested, distilling
more poignantly than anywhere else in the narrative the
devastation, tragedy, impiety, and horror of Jerusalem’s
destruction and the fate of the first-century Jews who opposed
Rome between 66 and 73 CE.? If this is so, then one might
reasonably hypothesize that this section of B/ in particular
would provide a fruitful window into aspects of Josephus’ later
reception history, namely into the Christian imaginary as it
targeted the destruction of Jerusalem within its variegated

® There are several sources of the HE used by Wright and McLean, but for the
sake of this essay we rely only on the version of the text from the earliest
manuscript, from St. Petersburg (dated to 462 CE).

9 Thus the fundamental argument of H. H. Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater
in Josephus’s Bellum Judaicum” (PhD Dissertation, Stanford University,
Stanford, CA, 1998), condensed in H. H. Chapman, “Josephus and the
Cannibalism of Mary (BJ 6.199—219),” in A Companion to Greek and Roman
Historiography, vol. 2, ed. J. Marincola (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell,
2007), 419—26.



206 Hugoye 29.1

ruminations over the Jews. This has certainly proven to be the
case with regard to the Latin and Hebrew traditions of
Josephus’ reception.” The Maria Story is thus both structurally
and conceptually desirable as a case study by which to examine
the Syriac Josephus tradition: it is the most widespread portion
of Josephus’ text in Syriac, having considerable enough length
to compare lexica and syntax across different translations, and
the Maria Story played an unquestionably central role in how
later Christians thought about Jerusalem and the Temple’s
destruction vis-a-vis theology, Jewish identity, history, and
prophecy.” As it happens, Lucas Van Rompay has shown that
this passage, given its representation in the manuscripts,
constitutes an appropriate site for examining the Syriac
Josephus tradition. Yet Van Rompay examined a somewhat
shorter passage, in just three different Syriac traditions, which
comes right after the Maria Story in B/ (i.e., B] 6.215-19).” The
present article follows Van Rompay’s lead, taking a closer
analysis of a more diverse comparative tradition a bit further
afield.

Van Rompay’s recent article represents the state of the art
regarding the Syriac Josephus tradition. As noted, this tradition
has received little and sporadic scholarly attention in rare yet
valuable studies like Heinz Schreckenberg’s passing treatment
within his larger study of Josephan text criticism and reception

'° C. Bay, “The ‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, & Hebrew: The Teknophagia
Episode (BJ 6.201-13) in Josephus, Latin Josephus, Rufinus, Pseudo-
Hegesippus, and Sefer Yosippon with Introduction, Texts, Translations,
Notes, & Commentary” (Judaica 3 [2022]) 1-105.

" In addition to a full translation of the Maria Story appearing in the Syriac
versions of B] 6 (A7ar and DSog), it appears in Eusebius’s HE in Syriac, in
the Theophania as well as in the Chronicle of Zugnin and is referenced by
Sergius the Stylite’s Disputation Against a Jew (XXI1.8-9) and by Ps-
Zechariah Rhetor (7.5.c).

*Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 435-38.



Jacob A. Lollar and Carson Bay 207

history and Silvia Castelli’s later article that catalogued
Josephus'’ literary presence in Syriac literature in response to
Schreckenberg’s laconic treatment.” Though there now exist
helpful summaries of Josephus’ Syriac legacy, scholars aware

¥ H. Schreckenberg, Rezeptionsgeschichtliche —und  textkritische
Untersuchungen zu Flavius Josephus, Arbeiten zur Literatur und
Geschichte des hellenistischen Judentums 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1977), 5-13; S.
Castelli, “Riferimenti a Flavio Giuseppe nella Letteratura Siriaca” (Henoch
23 [2001]) 199—226. Even earlier and even more briefly, see H.
Schreckenberg, Die Flavius-Josephus-Tradition in Antike und Mittelalter,
Arbeiten zur Literatur und Geschichte des hellenistischen Judentums 5
(Leiden: Brill, 1972), 61—62. Further notes on Josephus’ influence upon and
presence within the early Christian Syriac tradition appear in H.
Schreckenberg, “Josephus und die christliche Wirkungsgeschichte seines
Bellum Judaicum,” in Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt, Band
21/2: Halbband Religion (Hellenistisches Judentum in romischer Zeit: Philon
und Josephus [Forts.]), ed. W. Haase (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1984), 1106-1217,
at 126, 1132-33, 1137-38n65, 168, 195. All of these studies are
fundamentally catalogic rather than interpretive or especially critical or
analytical. Also to be noted here is L. H. Feldman, “Flavius Josephus
Revisited: the Man, His Writings, and His Significance,” in Aufstieg und
Niedergang der romischen Welt, Band 21/2: Halbband Religion
(Hellenistisches Judentum in rémischer Zeit: Philon und Josephus [Forts.]),
ed. W. Haase (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1984), 763-862, p. 771, briefly noting the
argument of H. Kottek, Das sechste Buch des Bellum Judaicum nach der von
Ceriani photolithographisch edirten Peschitta-Handschrift tibersetzt und
kritisch bearbeitet (Berlin: H. Itzkowski, 1886), the original editor of Syriac
War Book 6, to the effect that our Greek text is a modified version of the
Syriac (an argument taken seriously by no one today), and that of A. P.
Hayman, The Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew, CSCO 338-339
(Scrip. Syri152-153) (Leuven: Peeters, 1973), who recognized that the Syriac
was based on the Greek but had little respect for the Syriac translation,
suggesting that the Syriac should be compared to the Slavonic Josephus
because both were based on a similar manuscript (Hayman also thought
that the entire B existed in Syriac already in antiquity).

" See now the very good and very brief S. Minov, “Syriac,” in A Guide to Early
Jewish Texts and Traditions in Christian Transmission, ed. A. Kulik, G.
Boccaccini, L. DiTommaso, D. Hamidovic, and M.E. Stone (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2019), 95-137, at 112—14. See also S. P. Brock, “Josephus,” in
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of this milieu have tended, quite reasonably, to concentrate on
the perennially controversial “Testimonium Flavianum” of AJ
18.63—64, another important and influential passage in
Josephus.” Most often, the mere fact of a Syriac tradition of
Josephus is simply noted in passing, with a bibliography.'* What
is needed now is a clearer illustration of what the Syriac

Gorgias Encyclopedia Dictionary of the Syriac Heritage, ed. S.P. Brock, A.M.
Butts, G. Kiraz, and L. Van Rompay (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011),
232 and L. H. Feldman, Josephus and Modern Scholarship (1937-1980)
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1984), 47.

' See recently G. Petrantoni, “Una nota sul testo del Testimonium
Flavianum (Antiquitates, XVIII, 63-64) a confronto con le versioni siriaca e
araba: resurrezione o visione?” (Mythos: Rivista di Storia delle religioni 12
[2018]) 89101, which begins by noting the unsettled state of the question.
See further A. Whealey, “The Testimonium Flavianum in Syriac and
Arabic” (New Testament Studies 53 [2007]) 573—90. The Maria Story and
the Testimonium Flavianum may fairly be considered competitors for the
prize of the most popular portion of Josephus’ writing among later readers
and copyists. See also Feldman, “Flavius Josephus Revisited,” 829, 833-35,
noting the similarity between the Testimonium Flavianum as cited by
Jerome (De viris illustribus 13), the Arabic version, and that of the 12"-
century chronicle of Michael the Syrian (discussed in Whealey). Cf. S.
Pines, An Arabic Version of the Testimonium Flavianum and Its Implications
(Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1971); D. Flusser,
“The Evidence of Josephus on Jesus,” in Jewish Sources in Early Christianity:
Studies and Essays (Tel-Aviv: Sifriyat Poalim, 1979), 72-80 [Hebrew]; J.
Daniélou, “Flavius Joséphe: qu'a-t-il écrit sur Jésus?” (Les Dossiers de
U'Archéologie 10 [1975]) 56-57; E. Bammel, “A New Variant Form of the
Testimonium Flavianum” (Expository Times 85 [1974]) 145—-47; A.-M.
Dubarle, “Le témoignage de Joséphe sur Jésus d’apres la tradition
indirecte” (Revue Biblique 80 [1973]) 481-513.

16 However, see H. G. Zellentin, “Jerusalem Fell after Betar: The Christian
Josephus and Rabbinic Memory,” in Envisioning Judaism: Studies in Honor
of Peter Schifer on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday, vol. 1, ed. R.S.
Boustan, K. Herrmann, R. Leicht, A.Y. Reed, and G. Veltri (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2013), 319-68, at 320-21, 332, 346, 359, 36164, who occasionally
comments upon the Syriac alongside the Greek in comparing it to roughly
contemporaneous rabbinic literature.
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Josephus tradition is like in its linguistic, literary, and textual
character and, eventually, how it compares to other strains of
Josephus’ reception (e.g. in Latin, Hebrew, Slavonic, etc.).”
With that in mind, this case study assesses the diverse
translational techniques that pertain to Josephus’ BJ in Syriac
with an eye to the broader transformation of B/ within late
antiquity and to Josephus’ diversified literary legacy as a whole.

JOSEPHUS IN SYRIAC TRANSLATION

Of Josephus’ wider corpus, the only surviving Syriac
translations proper come from BJ."™ Because only Book 6
survives in full, the question remains open whether the entire
BJ was ever translated and, if so, when. A. P. Hayman’s
Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew clearly
demonstrated that in those places where Sergius quotes from
BJ 6, he was dependent on the Syriac translation preserved in
Aya1. However, Sergius also quotes from other places in B,
indicating, for Hayman, that Sergius’ Disputation is “an
important witness to the existence in the Syriac-speaking
church of a single, complete, Syriac version of Josephus’s War
of the Jews.””

Hayman knew only of A7ar for his comparative work. More
recently, Van Rompay has brought DSog into focus and
concludes that while Ayar and DSog contain the same

" An initial foray is C. Bay, “The Semitic Josephus Traditions: Maria’s
teknophagia in Syriac, Hebrew, Judeo-Arabic, Copto-Arabic, and
Ethiopic,” in C. Bay, A. Ellis, J. Mania, S. Moscone, and L. Troger, eds, The
Medieval Afterlife of Hellenistic Judaism: Reception & Reinvention in
Western Europe (Basel: Schwabe Verlag, 2025), 385—410.

8 For an overview of Josephus in the Syriac tradition, see now J. A. Lollar,
“Josephus as a Scriptural Author in the Christian East,” in Bay, Ellis, Mania,
Moscone, and Troger, Medieval Afterlife, 371-83.

' Hayman, Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew, 46—47.
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translation, they “reflect different developments of the text.
In Van Rompay’s assessment, the relationship between Ayaz,
DSog, and Sergius is quite complicated, but suggests the
possibility of two (at least) lines of transmission going back to
an original translation that, in agreement with Hayman, very
likely goes back to a full translation of B/ into Syriac.”

When this full translation may have occurred is unclear. The
terminus ante quem would be the late-sixth or early-seventh
century——the date of A7ar. Some factors indicate, however, that
it occurred much earlier. One indication is the style of the
translation. The history of scholarship has regularly lamented
the character of the translation, providing various
explanations. Kottek regarded it as a byproduct of translating
Josephus’ original Aramaic edition of B/, a theory which has
been disproved by the studies of N6ldeke and Hayman.* For
his part, Noldeke attributes the translation’s poor quality to the
translator’s deficiencies.”® Van Rompay is a bit more generous
and notes that the translation actually fits well within the
developmental history of Greek-Syriac translations up to
around the seventh century.” As we shall see, the technique of
Azar and DSog follows the Tendenz of a pre-seventh century
style, and apparently dates to the fourth century.

A further indication that Syriac B/ existed no later than the
seventh century is the possible existence of an Armenian

**Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 438.

* Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 438—41.

** See e.g., Hayman, Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew, 46.

3 Noldeke, “Review of Kottek’s Bellum Judaicum,” 882: “Der syrische Text ist
eben die ganz fliichtige und fehlerhafte Arbeit eines Mannes, dessen
griechische Kenntnisse auffallend mangelhaft waren und der sich mit
Rathen half, wo diese verstagen.” Probably the most important critical
review of Kottek is Gottheil, “Kottek’s ‘Das sechste Buch’.” Thanks to David
Levenson for pointing out to us the importance of Gottheil’s review.

**Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 429—30.
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translation of BJ. Several quotations of Josephus’ B/ occur in the
famous history of Armenia by Moses Xorenac‘i (who probably
wrote in the eighth century).” F. C. Conybeare argued that
these extracts were translated into Armenian from a Syriac
Vorlage (as were many of the Armenian translation corpus).
However, Conybeare also noted significant overlap between
the Josephan quotations in Moses and those in Eusebius,
suggesting that Moses may have used a Syriac translation of
Eusebius, which certainly existed by 462 CE (see below).*
Nevertheless, Conybeare maintains that, by studying certain
changes in the Armenian translation, “we trace the influence of
the old translator of Josephus adapting to the Greek a version
made from Syriac.” ¥ Conybeare’s study was enough to
convince Schreckenberg that a (complete?) Armenian version
of Josephus’ works “entwender Moses schon vorlag oder von

» 28

ihm angefertigt wurde. Thomson notes that Moses
“ransacked the Jewish Wars, not only adapting passages out of
context for literary effect but also giving Armenia an important
role in Roman-Parthian history [...].”” Importantly, Thomson
lists several quotations from Book 1 of the BJ, which was
probably available in Armenian. If such an Armenian version
existed and was, as Conybeare suggested, based on a Syriac
Vorlage, then it must have predated the eighth century, when

Moses composed his History.

* See the convincing argument for Moses’ date in R. W. Thomson, Moses
Khorenats'i: History of the Armenians (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1978), 56—61.

*FC. Conybeare, “An Old Armenian Version of Josephus” (Journal of
Theological Studies 9 [1908]) 577-83.

= Conybeare, “Old Armenian Version of Josephus,” 582.

*8 Schreckenberg, Die Flavius-Josephus-Tradition, 100.

*9 Thomson, Moses Khorenats‘, 57.
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VERSIONS OF JOSEPHUS MARIA STORY IN SYRIAC

The Maria Story in Syriac as a case study is especially interesting
since Syriac translation techniques underwent important shifts
and changes between the fifth and seventh centuries, *
especially around 500,* and the Maria Story appears in texts
that land on both sides of that divide. As a narrative, the Maria
Story is one of the more vivid, disturbing scenes of the Jewish
War as related by Josephus’ BJ. It was retold later by Christian
writers and historians like Eusebius and Pseudo-Hegesippus as
a means of demonstrating the debauchery of the Jews and
evidence of God’s abandonment of them as the Chosen
People.*” Eusebius’ opinions had a profound influence on his

% See S. P. Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” in
Illo Symposium Syriacum, 1980: Les contacts du monde syriaque avec les
autres cultures (Goslar 7-11 Septembre 1980), Orientalia Christiana
Analecta 221, ed. R. Lavenant (Roma: Pontificium Institutum Studiorum
Orientalium, 1983), 1-14 and, more recently, A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet,
eds., Les Péres grecs dans la littérature syriaque, Etudes syriaques 4 (Paris:
Geuthner, 2007); D. King, The Syriac Versions of the Writings of Cyril of
Alexandria: A Study in Translation Technique, CSCO 626, Subsidia 123
(Leuven: Peeters, 2008); S. Brock, “Charting the Hellenization of a Literary
Culture: The Case of Syriac” (Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 3
[2015]) 98-124, esp. 98-100. Many thanks to Lucas Van Rompay for
pointing us to some of these foundational studies on Greco-Syriac
translation technique in late antiquity.

1 . . .
% Lucas Van Rompay, written communication, January 3, 2024.

%2 On Eusebius see S. Inowlocki, Eusebius and the Jewish Authors: His Citation
Technique in an Apologetic Context, Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity 64 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), and cf. J. Ulrich, Studien zur Rolle der

Juden in der Theologie des Eusebius von Caesarea, Patristische Texte und
Studien 49 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1999). On Ps-Hegesippus see C. Bay,
“Writing the Jews out of History: Pseudo-Hegesippus, Classical
Historiography, & the Codification of Christian Anti-Judaism in Late
Antiquity” (Church History 90.2 [2021]) 265—85. Add to this the statement
made by Isidore of Pelusium in his Epistles that cites Josephus as evidence
that the destruction of Jerusalem/the Jews was divine retribution for their
killing of Jesus, cited by Kottek, Das sechste Buch, 5. A quotation of Isidore’s
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readers. Syriac Christians of the fourth and fifth centuries were
particularly interested in the writings of Eusebius and
translated them quite early, continuing to copy them well into
the Middle Ages. The earliest surviving copy of (some of)
Eusebius’ works (in any language) is found in the famous
Edessene codex dated to 411/12 CE and containing Eusebius’
Theophania and the History of the Martyrs of Palestine. By the
fifth century, the Historia Ecclesiastica was translated into
Syriac (by 462 CE at the latest), as apparently also was Josephus’
BJ, at least Book 6, if not earlier. The initial translation work for
the extant versions of Eusebius and B/ 6 appears to have taken
place in Edessa. In what follows, we provide a brief description
of each of the sources used in this study in the chronological
order in which the manuscripts were copied.

Theophania (411 CE)

The Syriac translation of the Theophania comes from the oldest
dated Eusebius manuscript in any language: British Library
Add. 12,150. Measuring approximately 14 x 11 inches, this vellum
codex consists of 255 folios and contains six distinct texts or
collections. According to the colophon, it was copied in Edessa
by a scribe named Jacob in the year 411/412. ® The texts
contained in the manuscript include:

Ep. 1692 also appears at the beginning of T. Kampianaki, “Perceptions of
Flavius Josephus in the Medieval Greek and Latin Literary Traditions”
(Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 [2020]) 290—316.

3 W. Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum acquired
since the year 1838, vol. 2 (London: British Museum, 1871), 631—-33. The
colophon on fol. 239v reads:

e[ sa] ¥e[pa]ar ue i izh st Ko Fhume healhe
il o] dus[1 i) ;i ] o fha

“This volume was completed in the month of the latter Teshri in
the year 723 (of the Greeks) at Urhai (Edessa), a city of Beth-
Nahrin (Mesopotamia).”



214 Hugoye 29.1

1. The Recognitions of Clement of Rome, also known as
the Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, in Syriac
translation (fols. 1r—72r)*

2. The Discourses of Titus of Bostra against the
Manichaeans, in Syriac translation (fols. 72v-155v)*

3. Eusebius’ Theophania (fols. 156r—235r)

4. Eusebius’ History of the Martyrs of Palestine (fols. 235v—
250v)*

5. A panegyric on martyrdom also by Eusebius (fols. 251r—
2521)¥

6. The so-called Edessene martyrology, organized
according to the Syriac calendar (fols. 252v—254r)**

The year 723 is reckoned according to the Seleucid calendar, which was used
by Syriac historians and writers well into the Middle Ages and beyond. See
M. Debié, “Syriac Historiography and Identity Formation” (Church History
and Religious Culture 89 [2009]) 93—114. The date 723 corresponds to the
year 411/412 CE.

3% Cf. F. Stanley Jones, The Syriac Pseudo-Clementines: An Early Version of the
First Christian Novel, Apocryphes 14 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2014).

% Cf. N. A. Pedersen, Demonstrative Proofin Defence of God: A Study of Titus
of Bostra’s Contra Manichaeos. The Work’s Sources, Aims and Relation to its
Contemporary Theology, Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies 56
(Leiden: Brill, 2004).

3% Cf. W. Cureton, History of the Martyrs in Palestine, by Eusebius, Bishop in
Caesarea, Discovered in a Very Ancient Syriac Manuscript (Edinburgh:
Williams & Norgate, 1861); H. J. Lawlor and J. E. Leonard Oulton, eds., The
Ecclesiastical History and the Martyrs of Palestine (London: Society for
Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1927-1928).

%7 Cf. B. H. Cowper, “The Encomium of the Martyrs: An Inedited Oration of
Eusebius of Caesarea — Syriac Text” (Journal of Sacred Literature and
Biblical Record NS V.10 [1864]) 403—408.

% F. Nau, Un martyrologie et douze meénologes syriaques, Patrologia
Orientalis 10.1 (46) (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1912); S. P. Brock, “Eusebius and
Syriac Christianity,” in Eusebius, Christianity, and Judaism, ed. H. A.
Attridge and G. Hata (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1992), 212—34.
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The manuscript is diverse, but there are some identifiable
themes. * The most obvious theme is martyrdom, which
occupies the latter parts of the manuscript. But Eusebian
authorship is also prominent, as texts attributed to the bishop
of Caesarea occupy fols. 156r—252r, nearly 200 pages of Syriac
text. A more complex theme may be reflected in the presence
of texts’ implicitly self-claiming of the status of “orthodox” (i.e.,
pro-Nicene) Christianity vis-a-vis other, competing religious
groups, explicitly Manichaeans as represented by the work of
Titus of Bostra, but others as well.*” This theme is consistent
with the dynamics of Edessa’s cultural and religious climate at
this point in its history, very close to the time when Bishop
Rabbula would take over and begin instituting his religious
reforms, which would result in Edessa becoming a major hub of
Christian activity.*

% On this manuscript and some questions it leaves open, see F. Millar,
“Greek and Syriac in Edessa: from Ephrem to Rabbula (CE 363-435)”
(SemClas 4 [2011]) 99—113.

*° Behind the antagonists of the Ps-Clementines, like Simon Magus, may be
the Marcionites and followers of astrology: H.-J. Klauck, Apocryphal Acts
of the Apostles: An Introduction (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2008), 226—
29.

* On Rabbula see R. Doran, Stewards of the Poor: The Man of God, Rabbula,
and Hiba in Fifth-Century Edessa, Cistercian Studies Series 208
(Kalamazoo, MI: Cistercian Publications, 2006); C. Rammelt, Ibas von
Edessa: Rekonstruktion einer Biographie und dogmatischen Position
zwischen den Fronten, Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 106 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2008); R. Phenix and C. B. Horn, The Rabbula Corpus: Comprising
the Life of Rabbula, His Correspondence, a Homily Delivered in
Constantinople, Canons, and Hymns, Writings from the Greco-Roman
World 17 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017). On the Pseudo Clementine
Recognitions and their role in Edessene religio-polictical conflicts, see N.
Kelley, Knowledge and Religious Authority in the Pseudo-Clementines:
Situating the Recognitions in Fourth-Century Syri, WUNT 2.213 (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2006), esp. 189—192; N. Kelley, “Astrology in the Pseudo-
Clementine Recognitions” (Journal of Ecclesiastical History 59 [2008]) 607—
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It is also worth noting that this collection consists primarily
of translations into Syriac, which is not surprising for early
Syriac literary culture.* The scribe was clearly interested in
translating Eusebius’ works, which appear to have been
representative of whatever themes he sought to preserve. In the
process of preserving Eusebius, the scribe also preserves (albeit
indirectly) the earliest extant translation of Josephus into
Syriac, whom Eusebius quotes in the Theophania (as well as in
the Historia Ecclesiastica). This translated quotation is also the
shortest of all those surveyed here: whereas in HE Eusebius
quoted BJ 6.193—213, the entire frame of the Maria Story (see
below), the Theophania only contains a quotation of BJ 6.199—
208 (corresponding to HE 3.6.23—28a), the meat of the story, as
it were. It is unfortunate that we cannot fully compare the
translation to a Greek text of the Theophania, since no full
Greek text of it has survived from antiquity. What fragments
there are have been the topic of major debate, and at least one
scholar has maintained that the authenticity of any of the
fragments must invariably be weighed against the nature of the
Syriac translation.®

29; E. Fiano, “From ‘why’ to ‘why not: Clem. Recogn. III 2/11. Fourth-
century Trinitarian Debates and the Syrian Christian-Jewish Continuum”
(Adamantius 20 [2014]) 343—65; and, most recently, L. M. Frenkel, “Peter’s
Dialogical Victories: Religious Leadership in the Pseudo-Clementines and
its Syriac Reception,” in In Search of Truth in the Pseudo-Clementine
Homilies, ed. MJ. De Vos and D. Praet, WUNT 2.496 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2023), 375-93.

428, P. Brock, An Introduction to Syriac Studies, 2" ed,, Gorgias Handbooks 4
(Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2006), 6 notes that the early translations of
Greek Patristic texts took place between the fifth and seventh centuries
and that many of these happen to be preserved, as in this case, in fifth-
century manuscripts in particular.

* See Whealey, “Greek Fragments,” and Szesnat, “Eusebius of Caesarea’s or
Eusebius of Emesa’s Theophania?” On the importance of the Syriac for
studying the Greek fragments, see H. Gressmann, Eusebius Werke: 3. Band,
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However, we do have the Greek text of Josephus, and it is
reasonable to hypothesize that in the Theophania Eusebius
showed the same care and concern for copying his sources as
he shows in his other works.* Whatever the Greek text of the
entire Theophania looked like, it is plausible that the text of
Josephus preserved in direct quotation in it faithfully preserved
its Vorlage. Therefore, when we come to this section of the
Theophania in Syriac, we will assume that we are effectively
dealing with a translation of the very same text of Josephus as
that preserved in the Greek HE.

Historia Ecclesiastica (462)

Only a few decades later, in the fifth century, Syriac scribes
copied Eusebius’ Historia Ecclesiastica. The National Library in
St. Petersburg, Russia, possesses a manuscript, completed in
462 CE, containing only the HE in Syriac, though it is slightly
damaged and incomplete.” A note on fol. 1r states that the
manuscript belonged to the Monastery of the Syrians (Deir al-

2. Hiilfte: Die Theophanie: Die Griechischen Bruchstiicke und Ubersetzung
der Syrischen Uberlieferungen (Leipzig: Heinrichs, 1904).

* Note Lee, On the Theophania, vi—vii: “For our Translator, anxious to shew
himself faithful in the discharge of his duty, has so closely followed his
original by endeavoring to render it word for word, that his translation
may occasionally be considered as obscurity personified; the Syriac very
ill admitting of either inversion, or involution, of style ... I think it must be
sufficiently evident, that our Work is a copy of the genuine Greek work of
Eusebius, so long lost.”

® N. V. Pigulevskaya, “Katalog Siriyskikh Rukopisey Leningrada”
(Palestinskiy Sbornik 6.69 [1960]), 95. This Russian catalog was translated
by G. Kessel (unpublished) and can be accessed at:

http://syri.ac/bibliography/1819386886. The colophon on fol. 123v states:
Mo @yara rdnaar ued o s wlr=ma R ER EN

“(This book) was written and completed in the month of Nisan in 773 year
(of the Greeks).”

See also W. Wright, “Syriac Manuscripts at St. Petersburg, etc.” (Journal of
Sacred Literature and Biblical Record NS X.20 [1867]) 461-62.
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Surian) in the Wadi Natrun of Egypt and was brought to the
monastery by a priest from Harran named Sahlun. * The
parchment manuscript measures 31 x 23.5 cm and contains 123
folios. The text was copied by a scribe named Isaac in a clear
Estrangela script in two columns of 29—34 lines each.

Although we cannot be sure, it is possible that this
manuscript came from Edessa.” The second half of the fifth
century was a time of burgeoning literary production in
Osrhoene, particularly of translations into Syriac.* There are
reasons to believe, however, that this 462 CE manuscript was
not the first copy of HE in Syriac. Eusebius’ work was already
translated into Armenian in the early-fifth century,” and this

% Gee Wright and McLean, Ecclesiastical History, vi.

*W. H. P. Hatch, An Album of Dated Syriac Manuscripts (Boston: American
Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1946, repr. Piscataway: Gorgias, 2002), 54
says the name of the place of writing was erased. Wright and McLean,
Ecclesiastical History, vi suggest that it was originally copied in Edessa.
Though the note mentions Harran, there are many examples of
manuscripts produced at Edessa and then moved elsewhere. See M. M.
Mango, “Patrons and Scribes Indicated in Syriac Manuscripts, 411 to 800
AD,” in Akten des XVI. Internationaler Byzantinistenkongress Wien, 4.—9.
Oktober 1981, Jahrbuch der osterreichischen Byzantinistik 31-32 (Vienna:
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaft, 1982), 3-12.

% See the analysis of the period by F. Millar, “Greek and Syriac in fifth-
century Edessa: the case of Bishop Hibas” (SemClas 5 [2012]) 151-65.

* A. Drost-Abgaryan, “The Reception of Eusebius of Caesarea (ca. 264-339)
in Armenia,” in Greek Texts and Armenian Traditions: An Interdisciplinary
Approach, ed. F. Gazzano, L. Pagani, and G. Traina, Trends in Classics —
Supplementary Volumes 39 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016), 215—30. See further
M. J. Hollerich, Making Christian History: Eusebius of Caesarea and His
Readers (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2021), 47: “The impact of
the HE may be measured by the richness of its manuscript tradition, by its
quick translation into Latin, Syriac, Armenian, and perhaps Coptic, and by
the way it dominated interpretations of early Christianity in both Eastern
and Western Christianity for centuries to come”; see also W. Treadgold,
The Early Byzantine Historians (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013),
372-73.
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Armenian translation was itself likely based on an existing
Syriac translation, suggesting that the first translation of the HE
from Greek into Syriac took place at the end of the 4™ century.*
While this manuscript was likely not the first attempt at
translating Eusebius into Syriac, neither would it be the last.

Eusebius copied the account of Josephus’ Maria Story (B/
6.193—213) directly into his HE (3.6.17—28),” as he probably also
did in the Theophania (though the latter contains a shorter
quotation, as mentioned above). Curiously, as our analysis will
show, the Syriac translations between these two manuscripts of
Eusebius’s HE and Theophania have significant differences. In
particular, the Syriac account from HE is more elaborate in
Syriac than the account from the Theophania. For his part,
Samuel Lee, who edited the latter text in 1843, had high praise
for its Syriac:

The language of this translation, [...] appears to me to be
the purest Syriac, and such as might be well expected in
awork of so ancient a date. I have already remarked, that
its order is very greatly inverted, and its collocation
involved, from its having been made servilely to follow
the Greek original. Of this any one will satisfy himself, by
comparing any of its sections with the places pointed
out, as found in Greek, in some of the still existing works
of Eusebius: which,—although it has had the effect of

5° The Life of Mashtots‘ by Koriwn mentions that Mashtots‘, who developed
the Armenian alphabet, was in Edessa when the earliest translation
activity took place. See R. W. Thomson, “L'historiographie arménienne,” in
L’historiographie syriaque, ed. M. Debié, Etudes syriaques 6 (Paris:
Geuthner, 2009), 197—209. See especially his comments on p. 198 and 204.

% See E. Schwartz and T. Mommsen, eds., Eusebius Werke, Zweiter Band,
Erster Teil: Die Kerchengeschichte, GCS 6.1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1999), 206—
11, also containing Rufinus’ Latin translation of Eusebius’ Greek.
Mommsen and Schwartz opined that “the Syriac translation showed a far
superior understanding of Eusebius’s Greek” than Rufinus (CCLI, XLIII),
as noted by Hollerich, Making Christian History, 56.
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giving me a great deal of trouble, as it will any reader of
the Syriac text,——is nevertheless a circumstance of
infinite value in other respects; and particularly, as it has
preserved to our times a most exact copy of an original
Greek word of our author, which has, no doubt, been
long ago lost.*

The present analysis puts Lee’s comments to the test by
comparing the Theophania’s translation of the Maria Story to
Josephus’s Greek, side by side with the Syriac translation of HE
containing the same episode.

Codex Ambrosianus (7a1)

The famous Codex Ambrosianus B 21 Inf. (Leiden Peshitta
manuscript 7ai, hereafter Ayar), composed at the end of the
sixth century or at the beginning of the seventh, contains a well-
known collection of texts that ends with a full Syriac translation
of Josephus’ B/ 6. (Many have thought that this text represents
anow-lost Syriac translation of the entire BJ.)* Interestingly, in
the context of Codex Ambrosianus, BJ 6 serves as the final text
of the Maccabean corpus, as noted by several scholars.* What

% 1ee, On the Theophania, xvii.

5 Zellentin, “Jerusalem Fell after Betar,” 320—21: “At least the entire War was
translated from Greek into Syriac in the fourth or fifth century; one book
of this translation, and citations of most others, survive”; see now van
Rompay, “Flavius Josephus Jewish War in Syriac,” 44z1; earlier, see Gottheil,
“Kottek’s ‘Das sechste Buch’,” 137—-38; cf. Stadel, ‘Abdisho‘ bar Brikha, 65—
66n31. The evidence for a broader or complete Syriac translation of
Josephus’ Jewish War is derived from the many Syriac quotations from War
in Sergius the Stylite and other texts, such as MS Deir al-Surian 28, fol.
132r—-v, on which see van Rompay.

 W. Van Peursen, “La diffusion des manuscrits bibliques conservés:
typologie, organisation, nombre et époques de copie,” in L’Ancien
Testament en syriaque, ed. F. Briquel-Chatonnet and P. Le Moigne, Etudes
syriaques 5 (Paris: Geuthner, 2008), 202—203; P. Forness, “Narrating
History Through the Bible in Late Antiquity: A Reading Community for the
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is today identified as the sixth book of BJ is called in Ayar the
“fifth book relating to the final destruction of Jerusalem” in the
running title of fols. 328v and 329r.% This identification appears
in several other Syriac manuscripts as well.

This codex measures 36.5 x 26 cm and contains 330 folios,
with text divided into 3 columns of 50-70 lines each.
Conveniently, Gorgias Press has recently reprinted a large
facsimile edition of the entire codex published in the
nineteenth century by Antonio Maria Ceriani.”” More recently,
Liv Ingeborg Lied has provided the most comprehensive
codicological analysis to date. ® The contents of Codex
Ambrosianus include:

Syriac Peshitta Old Testament Manuscript in Milan (Ambrosian Library,
B. 21 inf.)" (Le Muséon 127 [2014]) 41-76; van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus
Jewish War in Syriac.”

% alriors wain[w] []oias Jo aum e iaw

5 See the list in L. 1. Lied, “2 Baruch and the Syriac Codex Ambrosianus (7a1):
Studying Old Testament Pseudepigrapha in Their Manuscript Context”
(JSP 26.2 [2016]) 67-107, at 91n84. Other Syriac manuscripts to link B 6 to
the Maccabean books include BnF Ms 1 (fols. 329v & 337r) and BL Ms.
Egerton 704 (fol. 351v).

57 A. M. Ceriani, ed., A Facsimile Edition of the Peshitto Old Testament Based
on Codex Ambrosianus (7ar) (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2013); earlier:
A. M. Ceriani, Translatio Syria Pescitto Veteris Testamenti ex Codice
Ambrosiano Sec. Fere VI: Photolithographice Edita (Milan: ]J.B. Pogliani,
1876), 660—79; earlier still, the text appears in: A. M. Ceriani, “Flavii
Josephi, De Bello Judaico Liber Sextus: Syriace Versus,” in Monumenta
Sacra et Profana: Opera Collegii Doctorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae, Tom.
V - Fasc. II (Milan: ].B. Pogliani, 1871), 181—92. See also Kottek, Das sechste
Buch and P. Bedjan, ed., Homiliae selectae Mar-Jacobi Sarugensis, vol. 1
(Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz, 1905), 770-837. Both David G.K. Taylor
(Oxford) and Jack Tannous (Princeton) have been rumored to be working
on a text/translation of Syriac B/ 6 from Ambrosianus for George Kiraz’s
Antioch Bible Project.

% See chapter one of L. I. Lied, Invisible Manuscripts: Textual Scholarship and
the Survival of 2 Baruch, STAC 128 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2022).
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e Peshitta Old Testament, including Apocrypha (Gen, Exod,
Lev, Num, Deut, Job, Josh, Judg, Sam, Psalms, Kings, Prov,
Wis Sol, Qoh, Song of Songs, Isa, Jeremiah/Lamentations,
Ep. Jer, Ezk, Minor Prophets, Daniel, Bel and the Dragon,
Ruth, Susanna, Esther, Judith, Ben Sira, 1—2 Chr, 2 Baruch,
Ep. Baruch, 4 Ezra, Ezra, Nehemiah)

e The Books of Maccabees (1-4)

e Josephus, B/ 6

Philip Forness has convincingly argued that this manuscript
was one means by which a seventh-century Christian
community approached the retelling of history. In particular,
Forness draws attention to how the destruction of Jerusalem
figures thematically in the manuscript’s ordering of books. This
theme likely reflects the Syriac anti-Jewish polemic so common
in late antiquity.” It is tempting to read this manuscript and its
interest in Jerusalem against the background of the sack of
Jerusalem by the Sassanians in 614 CE, in which many sources
implicate the Jews as collaborating with the Persians. *
Josephus’ account of Jerusalem'’s revolt in 70 CE would have

5 Forness, “Narrating History,” 61—62. See also Lied, “2 Baruch and the Syriac
Codex Ambrosianus,” go: “it is likely that 2 Baruch was included in the
Codex Ambrosianus due to its narrative focus on the fall of Jerusalem and
its temple, as well as the destiny of the tribes of Israel.” Another key source
for this discursive context is the Syriac Julian Romance, written at around
the same time Ayar was produced and “probably reflect[ing] popular
narrative traditions arising in the context of the conflict between Jews and
Christians in the region of Edessa,” per D. B. Levenson, “The Ancient and
Medieval Sources for the Emperor Julian's Attempt to Rebuild the
Jerusalem Temple” (JS] 35.4 [2004]) 409—60, at 427. Thanks to David
Levenson for reminding us of the importance of this source for
understanding Jewish-Christian relations in late ancient Syriac.

% See G. Greatrex and S. N. C. Lieu, The Roman Eastern Frontier and the
Persian Wars: Part II AD 363—630 (London: Routledge, 2002), 190-93.
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resonated with what was taking place right in front of seventh-
century readers in Syria.”

The sack of Jerusalem in 614 could explain why the scribe
was interested in B/ 6 in particular rather than the entire Jewish
War. Book 6 specifically addresses the fall of Jerusalem, which
the contents of the codex trace in different periods of history.
The seventh-century reading community of the codex would
then have been watching history come full circle: the
manuscript documents the many times Jerusalem fell, and they
were watching it happen once more. The text of B/ 6 would thus
have been immediately salient to the events taking place at the
time, serving as a historical interpretive lens for framing and
comprehending current events.”

The Chronicle of Zugnin (Vat. Syr. 162)

This universal chronicle (hereafter CZ) from the Vatican Syriac
collection begins at creation and ends at the time of its
composition in 775/776 CE.® The codex’s dimensions are

% The location where the codex was copied is not known, though some have
suggested it was at one point in Takrit based on a note on fol. 33or. What
is certain is that it was brought to Deir al-Surian probably in the eleventh
century. It likely was taken from there to Italy, where it has been in the
possession of the Ambrosian library since 1611. See Lied, “2 Baruch and the
Syriac Codex Ambrosianus,” 81-83.

%2 Eor more on this theory, see J. A. Lollar, “Witnessing a World Crisis ...
Again: 2 Baruch and Codex Ambrosianus in the Context of the Fall(s) of
Jerusalem in the Seventh Century,” paper presented at the conference New
Perspectives on Apocalyptic Literature: The Case of 2 Baruch, Evangelisches
Stift Tiibingen, Tiibingen, Germany, 12—15 June 2023; Lollar, “Josephus as a
Scriptural Author,” 371-83.

% See A. Harrak, The Chronicle of Zugnin Parts I and II: From the Creation to
the Year 506/7 AD, Gorgias Chronicles of Late Antiquity 2 (Piscataway, NJ:
Gorgias Press, 2017). Most of the lone copy of the chronicle is located at
the Vatican Library, while six folios are in the possession of the British
Library (Add. 14,665).
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approximately 23.5 x 17.5 cm. It is a palimpsest, and the text of
CZ appears in a single column, although slightly mutilated
especially at the beginning and end. The preface of the work
has fortunately survived and reveals that it was composed in
the year1087 of the Greeks (= 775/6 CE), “in which (year) Mahdi
son of ‘Abd-Allah is ruling over Syria, Egypt, Armenia,
Azarbayjan, all of Persia, Sind, Kho[rasan], as well as over the
Arabs, and over the Greeks Leo son of Constantine, and over
the Romans Pepin.”* The manuscript was purchased by the
Vatican Library from the Deir al-Surian monastery in the
nineteenth century, and the other six folios were purchased by
the British Library between 1839 and 1842.%

Harrak argues that this manuscript is actually an autograph
by the author, whom Harrak believes to have been Joshua the
Stylite of the monastery of Zugnin.” A note in the third part of
CZ mentions that the codex was repaired in the ninth century
by a man named Elisha at the monastery of Zuqnin, indicating
clear connections to that monastery. If Harrak is correct about
all of this, then we have a clear provenance for the manuscript
and must assume that it was at some point transported to Deir
al-Surian in Egypt, perhaps by Mushe of Nisibis in the first half
of the tenth century.”

Important for our purposes is the chronicler’s use of sources.
He mentions Eusebius many times in the chronicle and seems
to have used both the Historia Ecclesiastica and the Chronici
canones, a lost work that survives in a Latin translation by
Jerome and in Syriac, serving as the basis for an extant

64 Harrak, Chronicle of Zugnin, xi.
% Wright, Catalogue, vol. 2, xxix—xxxi.
% Harrak, Chronicle of Zugnin, xii—xiv.

% On the importance of Mushe of Nisibis for manuscripts in Egypt, see S. P.
Brock, “Without Mushé of Nisibis, Where Would We Be? Some Reflections
on the Transmission of Syriac Literature” (Journal of Eastern Christian
Studies 56.1-4 [2004]) 15—24.
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Armenian translation.* The chronicler relies on the portions of
Eusebius that contain the story of Maria. Harrak comments on
his use of Eusebius:

As for Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, it covers early
church history in the Chronicle from the time of Herod
(year 5 AD) to Constantine the Great, including
calamities befalling the Jews after the Passion of Christ,
material borrowed by Eusebius from Josephus. Eusebius’
EH is extant in Syriac, but the version used by the
Chronicler differs slightly from the one published by
Wright and McLean, and in any case he was selective in
copying events from this largely quoted source.*

This observation by Harrak holds more or less true for the
version of the Maria story that it contains, which is evaluated
below. As we show, the Maria Story of CZ is remarkably similar
to that contained in the Syriac HE, over against the similar
effective pair Ayar + DSog. At the same time, the vocabulary and
syntax of CZ and HE do not always correspond, testifying to a
variant textual tradition and/or diversity within the translation
and/or transmission of the Maria Story in(to) Syriac.

68 . L L , ..
See M. Debié, Lécriture de [lhistoire en syriaque: Transmissions

interculturelles et constructions identitaires entre hellénisme et islam, Late
Antique History and Religion 12 (Leuven: Peeters, 2015), 42—43. Harrak,
Chronicle of Zugnin, xvii—xviii. A mutilated translation of the Chronici
canones in Syriac by Jacob of Edessa has survived, so it was probably
available to the chronicler in Syriac. See E. W. Brooks, Chronicon Jacobi
Edesseni in Chronica Minora III, T. CSCO 5/Syr. 5, 261-330; V. CSCO 6/Syr.
6, 197258 (Paris: CSCO, 1905-1907).

6 . _ .
9 Harrak, Chronicle of Zugnin, xviii—xix.



226 Hugoye 29.1

Deir al-Surian g (DSog)

Syriac manuscript 9 remains in situ at Deir al-Surian in the
Wadi Natrun in Egypt.” In its current state, the codex consists
of two different manuscripts bound together at an unknown
date, both measuring 18.5 x 14 cm. The two halves (DS gA and
DS 9B) contain the following texts:"

e DSogA

o

Josephus BJ 6 (fols. 3r-30v)
o 3 Maccabees (fols. 31r—44v)
o The Book of Ruth (fols. 44v—47v)
o The Book of Susanna (fols. 47v—51v)
o Summary of Esther (fol. 51v)
e DSogB
o The Book of Esther (fols. 52r—59r)
o The Book of Judith (fols. 59r-74r)
o The Book of Thekla (fols. 74r—83r)
o The Book of Tobit from LXX (83r-94r)

Lucas Van Rompay has provided an analysis of how the
different texts relate to one another.” The second manuscript,
DS 9B, appears to be a form of the Syriac Book of Women which,
in this case, included Thekla and Tobit.” The two separate

" For the manuscript collection at the monastery, see Brock and van
Rompay, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts, and 42—-48 for this
manuscript. The manuscript was formerly labeled Manuscript 27 by
Kamil. See Kamil’s unpublished catalogue: https://archive.org/details/
KamilHandlist.

™ A comprehensive codicological analysis of this manuscript can be found
in J. A. Lollar, Thekla in Syriac: The Acts of Thekla and its Reception in the
Syriac Traditions, STAC (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, forthcoming).

" Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 426—27.

8 On the Book of Women see C. Burris, “The Syriac Book of Women: Text and
Metatext,” in The Early Christian Book, ed. W. E. Klingshirn and L. Safran,
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manuscripts may have been bound together due to their
common interest in biblical women. In any case, it is certain
that DS 9A began with BJ 6. Although the first two pages are
missing, the original quire numbers confirm that this
manuscript began with a copy of Book 6 of Josephus’ Jewish
War.™

According to Van Rompay, DS 9A may be confidently dated
to around 8oo. It contains “the same translation of Josephus’
Greek text” as Aya1, though Van Rompay argues that “we can
rule out a very close relationship between the two
manuscripts.” He writes further:

Ms. DS 9A was not copied from ms. B 21 inf. [Codex
Ambrosianus] and neither were the two manuscripts
copied from the same Vorlage. My initial collation of the
two texts yielded about 200 variants (not including
orthographical variants) - ranging from minor
additions, omissions, or changes, to issues of word order,
vocabulary, and minor stylistic changes. The variants are
not sufficient in quantity and quality to allow us to speak
of a more or less systematic revision of the text, either
solely based on the Syriac, or with renewed consultation
of the Greek. But we have to reckon with a process of
transmission in the course of which a number of changes
took place, either accidental or intentional, some of
which reflect the struggle of scribes with a text that they
must have regarded as difficult.”

In DS 9A (hereafter DSog), then, we have the same
translation as that of B/ 6, though the two manuscripts cannot
be said to be from the same manuscript family. In our analysis
below, we will offer our own opinions on the comparison

CUA Studies in Early Christianity (Washington, DC: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2007), 86-98.

™ Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 427.

7 Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 428.
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between the two versions in conversation with previous
theories about the translation of Josephus into Syriac
altogether.

Since DSog and Ayar are the only two (more or less)
complete, extant versions of B/ 6 independent of Eusebius, one
last observation by Van Rompay is worth noting. The format
and style of the two manuscripts differ substantially. Aya1 is a
“deluxe” manuscript, written in three columns in a clear,
Estrangela script and was probably used occasionally in the
liturgy.76 DSog, by contrast, is much smaller, written in a less
formal style, in a Serta script, and was likely for personal use.”
The contrast between the forms of each manuscript indicate
something about how Josephus—or at least B/ 6—was used by
different reading communities.” In any case, both DSog and
Aya1 suggest a (to some extent) broad readership interested in
Josephus’ B/ 6 in particular.

The texts listed above—from Ayai, DSog, Theoph, HE, and
CZ—encompass the extant versions of Josephus’ Maria Story
(BJ 6.201—213) in Syriac, filtered through Eusebian and biblical-
translation traditions. In what follows, we go to work on these
sources to bring out what can be learned from them about the
Syriac Josephus tradition itself, Josephus within Syriac
literature and translation, and the particular texts and
manuscripts to which the extracted passages belong. In each
case, we provide the Greek text (following the section markers
of BJ) followed by the texts of the four or five different Syriac

7 ¢f. K. D. Jenner, “A Review of the Methods by Which Syriac Biblical and

Related Manuscripts Have Been Described and Analysed: Some
Preliminary Remarks” (ARAM 51-2 [1993]) 255-66. Perhaps more
convincing and more nuanced is the conclusion of Lied, Invisible
Manuscripts, 117—25, who bases her conclusions on direct examination of
the manuscript.

" Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 429.

7 On this point see also Lollar, “Josephus as a Scriptural Author.”
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versions, as the case may be, providing English translations for
each. After the texts and translations in each section, we offer a
close, technical analysis under the umbrella of “textual notes.”
After this section, which constitutes the bulk of the article, we
collate and summarize our findings within a “commentary”
section, which directly precedes the conclusion. These
analytical sections deal respectively with philology, syntax,
grammar, linguistics, lexicography (“textual notes”) and larger
literary, historical, social, and cultural issues (“commentary”),
together providing an in-depth overview of the Syriac Josephus
tradition as epitomized in the Maria Story.

As it proceeds, this study will clarify several tentative
conclusions regarding Syriac lexicography, textology, and
translational techniques at work in these texts and their
interrelations. We observe a translational discrepancy between
the fuller translations of B/ 6 (A7ar and DSog), which we label
the ‘Maccabean’ translation/tradition, and the quotations of
Josephus mediated through Eusebius, which we label the
“Eusebian” translation/tradition.” In terms of evaluating these
translations, their faithfulness to the Greek text of Josephus
(either directly or through Eusebius) is a key factor for assessing
the techniques employed by the translators. “Faithfulness” here
is not intended as a measure of reliability or value of the text,
but rather a benchmark for attempting to understand the
translation modes. Within the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’
traditions, we pay particular attention to lexical idiosyncrasies
and syntactic discrepancies that reveal the particular choices
made by scribes/copyists as they wrestled with Josephus’
distinct and often difficult Greek.

™ In both Ayar and DSog the text of BJ 6 is listed as a Maccabean text (note
the colophon in DSog fol. 31r which mentions that the copy of 3 Maccabees
was written by “this same Josephus”). The various quotations of Josephus
appear first in Eusebius’ HE, which was subsequently used by the Chronicle
of Zugnin, Sergius the Stylite, and Ps-Zechariah Rhetor.
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Finally, for reference, this story occurs as a part of the climax
of Josephus’ narrative in BJ, an integrated prelude to
Jerusalem’s destruction and the Temple’s burning (69-70 CE).
The native population in and around Jerusalem is being pressed
from all sides by the stresses of war with Rome, including civil
insurrection, widespread starvation and want, and other
travesties. Josephus relates in precise detail the sufferings
experienced by the Judeans at this time, both individually and
collectively, and is manifestly describing what he understands
as the great woe of Jewish history (cf. B/ 1.12). In the midst of a
war-torn landscape, therefore, the narrative in the text we are
analyzing picks up.

(N.b. — Throughout this section, we refer to Ayar and DSog
as the ‘Maccabean’ text traditions—named from Ayar's
“Maccabees” label within Codex Ambrosianus—and to HE and
CZ as the ‘Eusebian’ text traditions, based as they are ultimately
on a Greek text mediated by Eusebius.)

TEXTS, TRANSLATIONS, & NOTES*

s Images of Ayar may be accessed here: https://ambrosiana.comperio.it/
opac/detail /view/ambro:catalog:28065. For Eusebius’s HE we relied on

Wright and McLean’s edition, which may be accessed here:
https://archive.org/details/WrightAndMcleanTheEcclesiasticalHistoryOf
EusebiusInSyriac/page/ni31/mode/2up. For the CZ we relied on the text of
Harrak. For Eusebius’s Theophania we relied on Lee’s edition, which can
be accessed here: https://books.google.de/books?id=38RCAAAAYAA]&
printsec=frontcover&hl=de&source=gbs ge summary r&cad=o#v=onep
age&qg&f=false. The 411 manuscript had recently been uploaded by the
British Library at the time of this initial writing, but was subsequently
taken down. For Deir al-Surian og we consulted high-quality manuscript
photographs. For the Greek text of Josephus we consulted the standard
edition of B. Niese, ed., Flavii Iosephi Opera, Vol. VI: De Bello Iudaico Libros
VII, editio secunda lucis ope expressa (Berlin: Weidmann, 1955 [1885]), and
the Greek text and our English translation are occasionally informed by H.



https://ambrosiana.comperio.it/%20opac/detail/view/ambro:catalog:28065
https://ambrosiana.comperio.it/%20opac/detail/view/ambro:catalog:28065
https://archive.org/details/WrightAndMcleanTheEcclesiasticalHistoryOfEusebiusInSyriac/page/n131/mode/2up
https://archive.org/details/WrightAndMcleanTheEcclesiasticalHistoryOfEusebiusInSyriac/page/n131/mode/2up
https://books.google.de/books?id=38RCAAAAYAAJ&%20printsec=frontcover&hl=de&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.de/books?id=38RCAAAAYAAJ&%20printsec=frontcover&hl=de&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.de/books?id=38RCAAAAYAAJ&%20printsec=frontcover&hl=de&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
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Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.193

A countless multitude fell
from those who were being
destroyed by the famine
throughout the city, and the
suffering became
indescribable.

Tév 8¢ 0o T00 Apod
@Oetpopévay xatd Y TOAWY
dTmElpoV eV ETITTTE TO
mATj0og, ddmynTa 3¢
guvéBatve Td ady.

Codex Ambrosianus 7az, fol.

324v col. 2 [Ceriani p. 668]

And those who were being
destroyed by famine could
not be numbered, nor could

their sufferings be recounted.

w'h“’*"* aan a1 ( Quma
~<\ a~a .(nméc\m <\ cam
.tu}néx\:m ~Omirs

Deir al-Surian og, fol. 14r

And those who were being
destroyed by famine could
neither be numbered, nor
could their sufferings be
recounted.

(.l:m).f\:m ~ian =3 ( Quma
o @i ~a~ com
.(u)i\k\:m ~Omirs

Eusebius, Theophania

N/A |

N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.20 (Wright and
McLean p. 125)

Among those who were
being destroyed by the
famine in the city, people fell

without number, and it is

aloshs en o @l oo
~aom \as . huams aam

el « 0Tu¥Na . a1 et s
.aaarsn &\ caddaa

St.J. Thackeray, Josephus — The Jewish War, Volume III: Books 5-7, LCL 210
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1928), 234—39.
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not possible to describe their
sufferings.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 110 (fol. 30r; Harrak p. 179)

Of those who were being alashs en oo gl
destroyed by the famine in cam @l . huams aam
the city, a great amount of e A o s
people fell without number, <\ Laahdua @1 LoouEsa
and it is not possible to .aavs

describe their sufferings.

Textual Notes

All four Syriac text traditions render the prepositional phrase
0o tod Awod with e =i According to Carl Brockelmann,
~han is a very common way to talk about famine/starvation in
Syriac, and it also appears to be the biblical way to do so, as
opposed to the non- or post-biblical .«fcuax® R. Payne Smith
explicitly lists Aipds (as well as aitodein) as Greek Bible term(s)
rendered in translation with ~1as, beginning at 4 Kingdoms
4:38 (“et passim”).*

Overall, the translations in A7ar and DSog are quite similar.
The subtle distinction between <lar ...dlare and awa ...\
~\ is difficult to articulate in translation, as the expressions are
essentially identical. The inclusion of .a~ by DSog might be
slightly more faithful to the uév...0¢ construction in the Greek,
but not enough to alter the English translations. Syriac’s

o Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, editio secunda aucta et emendata
(Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1928), 340.

®R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, Tomus I (Oxford: Clarendon, 1879),
1796.



Jacob A. Lollar and Carson Bay 233

inability to render Greek’s alpha privative forces translators to
decide on the best manner to convey negative words.*

The texts of HE and CZ share much of the same content
against the other two manuscripts. Both include ~¥w.a>s (“In
the city”) for the Greek xata v méAw, and both use the verb
dey (“to fall”) to translate the Greek mimtew. Neither A7ar nor
DSog contain either of these terms, omissions as surprising as
they are substantial.

Overall, HE and CZ preserve a more polished rendering of
the Greek Vorlage. Even their opening phrases, als~ o3,
replicates the genitive plural participial construction that
begins the Greek sentence. Between HE and CZ, the latter has a

% In short, Greek alpha-privatives (also called ‘N-Words’) like dmetpov are
impossible for Syriac to render with the same kind of grammatical
economy. Consider the comments of P. J. Williams, “On Matching Syriac
Words with their Greek Vorlage,” in Foundations for Syriac Lexicography I:
Colloquia of the International Syriac Language Project, ed. D. Forbes and D.
G. K. Taylor, PSL1 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2006), 157-66, at 160—61.
“The Syriac language underwent considerable shifts, especially during the
fifth century and following, under the pressure to represent the technical
vocabulary of Greek theological works in Syriac. Now whereas Greek puts
anegative alpha at the beginning of a word to negate the word, the Syriac
of the earliest translations cannot do anything similar. A negative would
not only negate the word that immediately followed it, but also often
subsequent words in the context. However, as can be seen from the
writings of Philoxenus of Mabbog in the sixth century, by his time any
noun could be negated simply by prefixing Syriac ~\, as one might use the
English un-. Because of the situation with Syriac negatives, when the
earliest translators came across a pair of items in Greek, the first one of
which had alpha privative in front, the Syriac reversed the order of the pair
so that the Syriac negative would not be applied to both words in the pair.”
Willams then provides some examples of this phenomenon in action. See
also A. Merx, History of the Syriac Grammatical Tradition, ed. D. King
(posted unpublished on academia.edu), 127; see more broadly D. A.
Walker, “The Semitic Negative with Special Reference to the Negative in
Hebrew” (The American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures 12.3/4
[1896]) 23067, at 242.
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clearer, more faithful connection to the Greek in one sense:
while both translations have ~as (“people”), CZ includes
i\ s, Which nicely captures 1o mAfjfog. The author of
CZ seems to have known Greek. However, it is technically fair
to read HE's 3"-person singular verbal construct— ~om lau
~ns—as a more direct iteration of the Greek’s émimte 106
AR Bog.

It is noteworthy that all Syriac witnesses use the same verb,
Ao, to represent @Beipetv. This Greek verb is used to translate
the Hebrew 9217 in the Piel at LXX Isa 54:16 and the Aramaic 720
in the Ithpael at LXX Dan 2:44 and 7:14, though its usage in the
Greek Jewish Scriptures more often reflects the Hebrew nnw (in
the Niphal, Piel, or Hiphil).*

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.194
For in every house, ifa xad’ Exdatyv Yap oixio, €l
shadow of food appeared IOV TPOPHG Tapaavely oxid,
somewhere there was a TONEQOS MY, xatl St XELp@V
battle, and the best of gxwpouv ol piATaTol TPog

8 1t also translates ppa in the Niphal, 723, and o1; E. Hatch and H. A.
Redpath, A Concordance to the Septuagint and the other Greek Versions of
the Old Testament (Including the Apocryphal Books), Volume II: K-Q
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1897), 1429. None of the 221 passages are accounted
for in J. Lust, E. Eynikel, and K. Hauspie, comp., Greek-English Lexicon of
the Septuagint, revised edition (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2003), 646, and T. Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint
(Paris: Peeters, 2009) only mentions the Dan 2:44 passage (at 714). In other
words, moder scholarship may not fully appreciate the erstwhile 22n-
@Oeipew correlation in the biblical translation tradition, whose inverse,
from Indo-European back into Semitic (¢8eipetv-1aw), is currently under
consideration. Note also that the larger Peshitta text of Codex
Ambrosianus contains one other instance in which the Greek @8eiperv—
namely the aorist passive indicative €¢0dpy from LXX Gen 6m1—is
translated with the Syriac \as, namely the Ethpael ®\auhe in the sense
of “to be corrupted” (fol. 4, col. 2). See J. Payne Smith, ed., A Compendious
Syriac Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon, 1903), 124.
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friends came to blows (lit.
moved toward one another
with hands), snatching away
the most meager necessities
of life.

aAAAoug eEapmdlovteg Ta
Todaimwpa ThS Puxis Epddia.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 324v cols. 1-2)

For in every house, when a
shadow of nourishment
appeared a battle broke out,
and friends were assailing
their friends with the sword,
and they were snatching
from them the poor
provisions of their life.

i | s Jao
oio ~amioh hall) hom
L miny oiuno . <am
.Qam ‘:;m \C\(n.\:u:\.n

i ( aou= aom e&\v.uo
e omrany ol

Deir al-Surian og (fols. 14r-v)

For in every house, when a
shadow of nourishment
appeared a battle was taking
place, and friends were
assailing their friends with
the sword, and they were
snatching from them the
poor provisions of their life.

AT C TR NN 2 W B
~oio - ~Aaoiody r\’}\.‘_\ﬂv o
~ainn oiuoa Kam Kam
.00M QA ( OMimunw AN
~ioy ( aou= aom V‘ASV_»)C\

. omhEay oy

Eusebius, Theophania

N/A

N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.20 (Wright and

McLean p. 125)

For in every house where
even a shadow of food
appeared, a battle was taking

W NG 2 W B

~hall) @ sk
.~Fam Kad oin hinuma
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place, and friends came
upon one another and they
were snatching the poor
provisions of life.

Kouds 00m O I AT T

a1 10\ aom (naxv_uo

.~Zeany

The Chronicle of Zugnin 110 (fol. 30r; Harrak p. 179)

For in every house where
even a shadow of food
appeared, a battle was taking
place, as friends came upon
one another and they were

LW N 2 PER B
~hall) @ sk
.~am Kam oio hinum
aam oA In AT TN
~id com (.AXV_\,O Tty

snatching the poor .~ran aa

provisions of life.

Textual Notes

Lucas Van Rompay has noted a discrepancy in the ways the
Syriac texts render the Greek’s méAepog fiv: while A7ar has the
perfect am ¢oia (“a battle broke out”), the supraliner dot in
the phrase used in HE and CZ—~am ~am ois—denotes the
imperfect, durative (“a battle was taking place”), making it
closer to the Greek. While DSog has no supraliner dot in its first
~am, it should likely be read as HE and CZ are.*

Josephus’ strange Greek idiom did yelp@v €xwpouvv, not a
particularly common phrase,* may here be the source of the

% Lucas Van Rompay, written communication, January 3, 2024. We have
amended our translation to account for this important point and are
indebted to Van Rompay for the insight.

% The idiom constructed with the genitive plural for “hands” in particular is
rare, i.e. from 3id xep@v + &xew or AaPetv. This usage, at least with the older
spelling of yxeip&v with the dropped 1, appears to be peculiar to the
canonical tragedians (Aeschylus, Suppliants 193: &ovoar S xepdv;
Sophocles, Antigone 916: ), as does the prepositional phrase Sia yep@v itself:
see Euripides, Antiope fr. 48.91; Tragic Fragments 10.85, 11.223.120;
Iphigenia in Tauris1352; Bacchae 733,1071; Aeschylus, Seven Against Thebes
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type of misunderstanding of the Greek mentioned by Van
Rompay. To begin with, A7ar and DSog both add that friends
were attacking each other “with the sword” (~¢=1s5) on account
of the famine. Where did “sword” come from? While Benedict
Niese’s critical edition of Josephus’ Greek text contains no
variants here,*” and while the Latin translators do not seem to
have misread the phrase,* it is not difficult to imagine a scribe
mistaking dia xetp@v for some form of pdyatpa in the process of
translation and transcription.* Or perhaps the Syriac transla-
tors, reading the Greek morphology correctly, simply assumed
that i yewpdv ywpelv implied swordplay. Or, alternatively
again, perhaps the original Syriac translator added ~=iss for
drama or entertainment value—Ayar and DSog are the more
dramatic of the translations under examination here, and often
depart from the Greek in this vein.

Equally interesting is the apparent absence in HE and CZ of
anything corresponding to did xetp@v; both text’s uses of ohre

433; Agamemnon 424—25. There it means something like “literally, to have
or take between the hands,” per H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English
Lexicon, 9™ ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1940), ad loc., 6¢. Other
than this, the phrase i yep@v appears late and idiosyncratic, restricted
to Plutarch—who uses it 6x with &yew, 2x with (mpoc)xopiletv—and
Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae (where it is used once, with épeidew). It may
be significant that Plutarch is perhaps the effective contemporary of
Josephus who produced a substantial Greek corpus.

87 Niese, De Bello Iudaico, 538. However, note that none of the Greek
manuscripts of BJ that antedate any of the Syriac manuscripts under
discussion are still extant.

It is rendered literally as ad manus veniebant in the Latin of BJ 6.194 in
early manuscripts (remember no critical edition exists): Cologny Bodmer
99 (9™ century), fol. 181v and St. Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek, 627 (9™ century),
fol. 214.

% Indeed, all one would need would be a 8t that looked liked a u—an easy
feat in Greek paleography—and/or the assumption of the genitive plural
poxap@v (which can also take io: Zenobius, Centuria 319 [with pintew];
Posidippus 1.10 [with &pyopat]).
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+ a» )s 1w may be read as corresponding to éywpouv ... Tpog
dAANAovg in the Greek (the rendering aso ( omininws Is ains
in Ayar and DSog is clunkier and further from the Greek).”
Could the omission of the hand phrase in these traditions stem
from an interpretive aporia vis-a-vis 8i& xetp@dv? Or might the
translators have seen the addition of the qualifier “by hand” as
unnecessary? In any case, it is unusual for A7ar + DSog to retain
a feature of the Greek that HE + CZ totally omit, which marks
this as an exceptional circumstance.

The enclitic <o inserted at the end of the first phrase in
DSog, HE, and CZ creates the situation of DSog agreeing with
HE and CZ (all have <am <am ~oia) against Ayar (which has
only <om ~oia). * The insertion of @, which we have
translated as “even (a shadow),” emerges only in HE/CZ and is
without a clear equivalent in Greek, though it may be
attempting to articulate the combination of €f mov. We translate
the Greek as “somewhere,” but mov also exhibits a widely used
conjectural meaning in antiquity,” something which may stem
from its indefiniteness,” and thus there is no guarantee that an
ancient reader would have apprehended it only in its indefinite
locative sense.

%° The difference between aam wso (A7a1/DSog) and the idiomatic as Ax s
o~ (CZ/HE) is indeed striking, though it may be that these phrases
would have appeared as virtual synonyms to ancient Syriac readers.

9 This could be read as a periphrastic participle + copula, but we follow
Harrak, Chronicle of Zugnin, 178—79 in reading it as an enclitic. Note,
however, that A7ar and DSog agree together against HE + CZ in including
Nom in the earlier part of the first phrase.

9%1. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1954), 492.

% “The indefiniteness of its signification with regard to place is transferred
to other things, and hence arises its conjectural use, in which it is rendered
perhaps; it may be; if [ mistake not; &c.” J. Seager, ed. and trans., Hoogeven’s
Greek Particles (London: AJ. Valpy, 1829), 172.
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The addition of a~ before as s as is unique to CZ here and
creates a kind of triple alliteration to the phrase.? In addition,
this particle creates a participial phrase that is not present in
the Greek, rendering HE the most faithful Syriac translation at
this syntactical juncture.

The additional and gratuitous (oom=» and the suffix
attached to ( omM#ass in the final line in A7ar and DSog, not
present in HE and CZ, reinforce a picture of the style of the
former two translations already hinted at above: namely, by
their very syntax these texts evince a more dramatic, in this
case more personal, tale of woe. Of course, the verb a\ w is
often paired with = in such contexts, similar to English: we
typically snatch something from something or someone else.
But the significance of these additions here is that they are
additions: the Greek syntax neither necessitates nor
recommends them, which likely explains why they are not
supplied by HE or CZ.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.195
It was not believed even of miotig 8" dmoplag 0vde Tolg

the dying that they were Bwjoxovaty A, AN xal Tog
without resources, but éxmvéovTag ol Ayotal
thieves were constantly Smpedvawy, p Tig U7 *6ATOV
searching even those who €YWY TPOPNV TXNTITOLTO TOV
were breathing out [their Bavatov adTd.

last breath], lest someone
pretend to be dead while

% Double in the sense that 1) both the guttural beginning and 2) the dental
endings of a~ and s appear in triplicate, turning double alliteration (as +
) into a kind of triplet (as + as + 1a). All of this may or may not have been
intentional, and we mark it because literary aesthetics can be overlooked
in philologically-oriented studies of translation technique and
comparative textual criticism.
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clutching food under the
fold of his garment.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 324v col. 3)

And they did not trust even
those who were dying, but
rather even the bodies of the
slain they were searching,
lest a person end his life
while there was food on him.

~a~a com QLT ] A
<L\ el ara A i)
1 n 2\ .aom N
N ,mC\.\.; ~om M
ale ,omaisd

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

And they did not even trust
those who were dying, but
rather even the bodies of the
slain they were searching,
lest a person end his life
while there was food on him.

o aam QITLND ) fra
<L\ o\ ao A il
1w pe &\ .00m eisam
~Ninuw ,;mals. Kam

aly s;maisa

Eusebius, Theophania (411)

N/A

N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.20-21 (Wright and
McLean p. 125)

They were not believed to be
impoverished, not even
when they were dying, but
those robbers were
searching even those who
were dying, lest there be
something found at the
breast of one of the dead.

D A0 MTLOR 3 A
1n A e (omhansi oo
omﬂ ax rdr( .00m N>
o <O 0m iy \C\_\oﬁ
r<l¥.m3 \C\.\m \C\m& aoam
21 Moo furd 1a &l

Rham maiar o ( aou=
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The Chronicle of Zugnin 110 (fol. 30r; Harrak p. 179)
They were not believed to be o com @wiLmihs @1 A
impoverished, not even n ar .Fohasi oo
when they were dying, but ) ar A ohix
the robbers were searching 00 & a2 QO ehimn
even those who were dying, | 1 &als .\ &\ (cudh Lom)
lest there be something o> B Moass
found at the breast of one of .~ham i o
the dead.

Textual Notes

The Ethpa’al wsn.m¥d= used by HE and CZ to render the Greek’s
noun + copula + dative construction (mioTiS ... T0lg BvjooVTY
7v) seems slightly more apt (in its passivity) than the pe’al
axuom> used by Azar and DSog. A much more striking
divergence is the total lack of a qualifier in Ayar and DSog
regarding what it was that “they” did not trust or believe (in)
concerning the dead. The object marker ) (in ~di=))
encourages a rather ambiguous reading, like “they did not trust
the dead.” Conversely, HE and CZ actually do justice to the
Greek’s genitive dmopiag with the construction ( amhasii oo
(plus the redundant w),” and thus these translations alone
specify what these searchers did not have faith in.”

% Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 637 lists dmopia as a Greek correlate of
the \\i & word family (namely =uaia o).

% One interesting aspect about the ‘faith/belief language in this passage is
that Josephus, writing before the earliest Christian writings began to affect
the vocabulary and language usage of the Roman world, uses the term
miotig in what may be called a classical sense: the term refers to trust in
the basic sense often applicable to diplomatic, military, or political
contexts. Consult D. R. Lindsay, Josephus and Faith: Ilictis and ITiotedery as
Faith Terminology in the Writings of Flavius Josephus and the New
Testament, AGJU 19 (Leiden: Brill, 1993). By the time Syriac began to
develop as a Christian language, the term had acquired massive
conceptual weight within the Christian imagination. Thus, while any
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The o added to ~\a~a only in Ayar appears insignificant,
though it could be meant to convey the “even” implied in the
sentence and/or to capture the particle d¢ packaged within
003¢.

The way that A7ar and DSog express the idea of dying at the
very end of this passage—xle ,mains\ = “end his life"—
constitutes flowery language, especially compared to the much
more common verb has used by HE and CZ at the same place
in the sentence.”” The prepositional phrase ,mais\ may be an
attempt to convey the somewhat puzzling Greek reflexive
abt®. The verb xle may not be particularly unusual, but one
should note its presence in the passion narrative of the Peshitta
at Mark 15:37, 39,” where it is usually taken to constitute a
somewhat ornamental way of talking about death.” It may be
significant that there xle translates the Greek éxmvely, and in
this passage Josephus refers once to those who are dying as todg
éxmvéovtag (translated by A7ar and DSog with =\u\ a\, “the slain

Syriac author would immediately think in terms of a.c» when confronted
with the Greek mictig, the latent potential for religious valence—what we
might call ‘faith’ or ‘religious ‘belief—was never absent from the Syriac
term (or idea, perhaps), whereas the pre-Christian Greek term looks rather
more mundane in retrospect. On the development of these words and
concepts following the advent of Christianity, see T. Morgan, Roman Faith
and Christian Faith: Pistis and Fides in the Early Roman Empire and Early
Churches (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015).

97 Using ha> at both the beginning and end of the sentence also replicates
better the Greek’s use of 8vjoxew and then 8dvatog, both of which
represent the same ®AN root.

S w. Jennings, Lexicon to the Syriac New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon,
1926), 224. Noted also by J. Childers, trans., The Gospel of Mark According
to the Syriac Peshitta Version with English Translation (Piscataway, NJ:
Gorgias Press, 2012), 123n6: “died’: lit: ‘came to an end’ (also in v. 39).”

9 There the English translations tend to render the Greek ¢Eémvevaey with
correspondingly ornamental language, like “(and Jesus) breathed his last”
(NKJV and often thereafter) or, more literally and more famously and
more flowery still, “(and Jesus) gave up the ghost” (KJV).
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[ones],” whereas HE and CZ use iy, “those who were dying,”
to render both the Greek’s tolg Gwoxovowy and its Tolg
éxmvéovtag; neither Syriac tradition, therefore, provides a
satisfactory translation of Tovg éxmvéovtag).

Ayar and DSog completely omit any equivalent to ot Ayorai,
the primary actors in this scene (!), whereas HE and CZ include
the transliteration .\ @\. Perhaps the omission in A7ar and
DSog was made with an eye to democratizing the abominable
behavior on display in this scene; a hunt for an antecedent
confronts one with the “friends” (~¢=inw) who were said to have
been turning on each other in the previous passage. The
omission of these characters here, so central to Josephus’
narrative and particularly at this point in B/ Book 6, is jarring.

Azar and DSog seem here to capture the word order of the
Greek better than the Eusebian traditions, e.g., by leaving the
“searching” (com oiso=) verb until the end in the second
clause (just as the Greek ends with dipeivwv). Note also the
structural similarity between «<himuew ;;mals <om dure and 070
xOATOV Exwv Tpo@v. Remarkably, HE and CZ neglect to offer any
correlate for tpogvv, whereas Ayar and DSog both include
~ i,

The use of pronouns in HE and CZ help to create a text up to
50% larger than that found in A7ar and DSog (the latter contain
20 Syriac words each, whereas HE has 31 and CZ 28). This
feature of the Eusebian translations is not following precedent
set by the Greek but is rather a “feature of idiomatic Syriac.””

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.196

They [the thieves], gaping ol 3" U’ évdeiog xeynvoTeg
from want like stray dogs, WITEP AUTTRVTES XVVES
staggered and stumbled into | éo@dAAovTo, xal Tapepépovto
doors, shaking in the ol Te Bdpag Evaelduevol

100 . . .
Lucan Van Rompay, written communication, January 3, 2024.
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manner of drunkards, and,
being at a loss, they would
burst into the same houses
twice or thrice in one hour.

ueduévtwy Tpémov xal U7’
aumxoviog €ig Tobg adTOvg
olxovg elomnddvreg Jig 1) Tplg
wpg pud.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 324v col. 3)

And their mouths were
gaping from famine like
those of drunkards. And in
their distress they kept
running back again and
again and entering into a
house twice in one hour.

aam (.M ~han =a
N0 .01 e ( omimaa
ohiho oy vﬂSXoK

c\% (Arixo aam elvcni

S ays o

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

And their mouths were
gaping from famine like
wretches. And in their
distress they kept running
back again and again and
entering into a house twice
in one hour.

aam (.M ian <o

N0 AT e L auhaa
(.Svm"\ chida oy vﬂSXoK
ars o aad (Arixo aom
A~

Eusebius, Theophania

N/A

N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.20-21 (Wright and
McLean pp. 125-26)

Others, with their mouths
gaping out of want of food
like dogs and foolish people,
were going around
wandering into doors, and
were shaking like

1 Lomhanii o > Aiea
~ali Lo Lomimaa glase
(.;Xvo aam (m'\aé\:m ~iavao
Ke aam elia . aih AT
L A Ao =0 .~aod
\ocnl BN \ooﬁ .\ooﬁ ~am
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drunkards, and out of the a0 com eiax KRa\
distress that surrounded e Chares hho @aoy ohik
them they were entering the
same houses twice or three
times in one hour.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 110 (fols. 3or—3ov; Harrak p. 179)

Others, with their mouths 1B Lomhansi o > isa
gaping out of want of food, ©IT (L OMiMA2 00m olana
were rushing around like ~iara.almimo Al v
slobbering dogs. Fools were | .~sih s s 0 cam @aiakh
going around wandering 0 .01 K 00m elisa
into doors, and were o Kam KL = Ao
shaking like drunkards, and claz #Hal Lom) 1a (om)
out of the distress that Ao dov ohih Ao aom
surrounded them they were i hays

entering into the same
houses twice or three times
in one hour.

Textual Notes

The most significant detail in this section is the curious
discrepancy in the Maccabean translations between ~.ai and
~aa. There are two likely solutions. First, DSog could have
made an understandable (and common) mistake between a ri§
and doleth, in which case it is a simple punctuational error.
Such errors were regular in the copying process and thus the
text could easily be amended.” A second possibility is that the
scribe of DSog has chosen to use an active participle of the word
~aoy, “to be sad/wretched.” Instead of “drunkards,” as in Ayai

and the Greek, the word would be “wretches.” Both solutions

101

On this type of error see examples in G. A. Kiraz, The Syriac Dot: A Short
History (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2015).
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are feasible, but we have opted for “wretches” here, given that
the scribe of DSog has also omitted the additional doleth.

The Eusebian translations once again render the Greek
more precisely. The addition of “others” (~4ine) accounts for
the ambiguity of the Greek oi 3¢, which grammatically refers to
the robbers of the previous section. The phrase { amhasii o =
perfectly captures the Greek O’ évdeiag. At the same time, this
section contains some distinct differences between the two
Eusebian texts, particularly the insertion of the odd term
\mix in CZ. This term has the sense of “putrefying” in the
Peal, while the Aphel has the sense of “o0ozing.”*”* We have
followed the translation offered by Harrak, but, in noting that it
is grammatically linked to the “dogs” in the context, we admit
that it could be rendered as “hurling around like slobbering
dogs.”

The addition of w\mi» in CZ causes a punctuational
difference for the word ~iavw, which in HE clearly refers to the
“dogs,” but is more ambiguous in CZ. The term can refer to
something childish or foolish. We have opted for the latter
(contra Harrak) since it seems to fit with the contextual usage
in HE and the Greek. Finally, the addition in CZ of wax creates
a slightly different structure compared to HE. In the passive (a
la Harrak) it refers to being thrown out or cast out. Actively, as
we have taken it, it refers to “throwing oneself around.”

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.197

Necessity brought all sorts | mdvta 8¢ O’ 886vtog Ayev ¥
of things under their teeth, | dvdyxm, xal ta unde tolg
and collecting things not PUTTAPWTATOLS TAV AASYwWY
even acceptable to the {wwv Tpéapopa TUANEYOVTES
filthiest of irrational beasts, | ¢gbiew Omépepov {wothpwy
they endured to eat it. yodv xal VTodMUATWY TO

'* Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 532.
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Indeed, at the last they did
not abstain from belts and
shoes, and stripping the
skins from their shields,
they gnawed on them.

TeAevTaiov 00X ATETYOVTO Xal
Ta dépparta T@V Bupedv
ATOJEPOVTES EUATAVTO.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 324v col. 3)

And out of their distress
they ransomed all they had.
And they were eating
stinking carcasses of
animals and their
excrement. They were in the
end sustained even by their
girdle straps and their shoes,
along with the skins of their
shields [which] they were
scraping off and chewing.

ey da \om_\jlor( o
~ilra.cao \oml ~am
cmihoha .o hais

“ 005 o W .0am (.l;r(
0o il ~oomardma
\C\mL:\ oocxlvno&'\w:\ ~Aa¥=a
.(-m;.\.:zzo Q0@ iy

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

And out of their distress
they ransomed all they had.
And they were eating
stinking carcasses of animals
and their excrement. And
they were in the end
sustained even by their
girdle straps and their shoes,
along with the skins of their
shields [which] they were
scraping off and chewing.

ey da \om_\_sAoK R
~ls.a.cao \ooﬁ ~am
comhoha i Fhain

1 w05 o0 W .aam] .\_Jir(
i il «omiardma
\oan QQSVC\AQZM ~a¥=a
.(..m;l::no M

Eusebius, Theophania

N/A

N/A
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Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.22 (Wright and
McLean p. 126)

Necessity turned anything
into food, and things that
even the filthiest beasts
would not eat, people were
gleaning and eating. Nor
did they abstain in the end
from eating leather girdle
straps and stirrups, and
they were stripping the
skins covering their shields
to chew.

hom du> pweala oi Kau?
<\ a1 pa .hlaan
Al . Jaw duio hais
M o~ .(-l;r(o faYaYep)
i K aw Wy Kol

.00m culah hisl rd\"i
@alo Fiaw ls =i agsa
.V‘.m;l:z\o aam

The Chronicle of Zugnin 110 (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 179)

Necessity turned anything
into food, and things that
even the filthiest beasts
would not eat, people were
gleaning and eating. Nor
did they abstain in the end
from eating leather girdle
straps and stirrups, and
they were stripping the
skins covering their shields

to chew.

hom um pala o1 Kau?
~lary maa .hlaan)
el dar huio hais

I A TANG o~ .(.hr(o aam
Tumio © aw Wy Kois

00m calahd hisnl r{\.\i
aalo Fiaw ls a>uion Kagma
.v‘mgl:mo ~<am

Textual Notes

Perhaps the most interesting feature of this passage is the use
of a Latin term by the Maccabean texts. The term wo\,was
or w\,ono comes from the Latin scutum, according to
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Brockelmann and Sokoloff. ™ The Eusebian texts choose a
native Syriac (or at least Semitic) term, 10, instead. The use
of Latin loanwords in Syriac has been traced by Aaron Butts,
though in at least one study his data pool consists of original
Syriac compositions, not translations.”* He concludes that the
use of Latin terms in Syriac reached its apogee in the sixth
century, followed by a sharp decline in usage in the seventh
century. The term scutum does not appear in Butts’ catalogue,
but the striking use in the Maccabean texts could indicate that
the original translation of Josephus’ Jewish War was completed
at an early period when the use of Latin terms in Syriac was
more common.'”®

The use of i\ ~lar~ in the Eusebian texts nicely
corresponds to the Greek yodv xat compared to the Maccabean
translation. Likewise, the use of ~aur~, a transliteration of
avdyxn, once again shows a concern on the Eusebian
translator’s part to represent the Greek base text as accurately
as possible, and/or points to a cultural-linguistic context where
this loanword had already been established as a Greek-to-
Syriac transfer.”® The Eusebian translation, once again, is quite
literal, though we note the use of the prepositional phrase
~xXaan\, which attempts to render the odd Greek

'3 M. Sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon: A Translation from the Latin, Correction,
Expansion, and Update of C. Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syriacum (Piscataway,
NJ: Gorgias Press, 2009), 967; cf. Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 459.

"°* A. M. Butts, “Latin Words in Classical Syriac” (Hugoye: Journal of Syriac
Studies 19.1 [2016]) 123-92.

"% The Latin Jewish War 6.197 has coriaque scutis detracta mandebant, while
De Excidio 5.39.2 has detrahebant coria scutis ut cibo essent sibi quae
praesidio non essent.

"% The integration of Greek terms into Syriac comprised mostly nouns and

included abstract nouns (such as ~aure), as explained by A. M. Butts,

“Greek Loanwords in Syriac,” in Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Language

and Linguistics, Volume 2: G-0, ed. G. K. Giannakis (Leiden: Brill, 2014),

124—25 (with bibliography).
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prepositional phrase Um’ o3évtag (lit. “under teeth”). The
peculiarity of this Greek expression may have seemed too
bizarre to translate literally into Syriac and the translators
decided to provide a more idiomatic rendering. One more place
here where the Eusebian translation is closer to the Greek than
the Maccabean is in using aam culad edare (“did not refuse”)
instead of ainuhwwre (“were sustained by”) to render the Greek’s
olx dméayovTo.

Finally, the use of . \ar¢ in the Maccabean texts may have
biblical overtones, as in Matt 24:29 and Rom 5:3. We have traced
a tendency in this translation to intensify the drama of the text,
possibly targeting the reader’s emotions and capitalizing on the
readerly experience of an already intense narrative. This may
be a subtle attempt at moving the reader, but we should not
underestimate the potency of biblical language to do more than
heighten intensity for a reading community like the one
behind, for example, A7a1."” The use of biblical language could
enhance the perceived quality of a text, could signal
intertextuality with biblical episodes, concepts, and
terminology, could lend literature theological importance, etc.,
and thus need not be read here prima facie as a mechanism for
boosting narrative intensity.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.198
Even fragments of old grass | tpogy 8’ v xai xdptou Tiol

became food and it was oAt oTAPAYRA TAS YAP
possible for those collecting | tvag #viot cuAAéyovTeg
the fibers to sell a small g LaTov aTafuoy EmwAovy

quantity for four Drachmae. | Attix®v tecadpwv.

10' . . . . .
7 On this community see Forness, “Narrating History,” and Lied, “2 Baruch.”
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Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 324v col. 3)

And they were even eating
hay. For many, gathering
thin strips of animal leather,
were selling them off at
heavy prices.

s ad o1 com (.l;r(

Qo0 r(rﬁ'*m LI NS JE

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

And they were even eating
hay. And many, gathering
thin strips of hay, were
selling them off at heavy
prices.

i o o com (Jar{

iy i e o3 i

QLOa ¥ RENLD 00M @avia>y
<o, oo

Eusebius, Theophania

N/A

N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.22 (Wright and
McLean p. 126)

For wisps of old hay became
food for them, while each
person was collecting
stubble and selling a
measure at four assarion.

1 wom) hop dlaan
Nasdhs Ky Kieo o’

nnmt{ur{"\.&oomesvnx_‘m

qd.nk\:m Qo0 rc\\
~:~v-imr< ~aoido

The Chronicle of Zugnin 110 (fol. 30ov; Harrak p. 179)

For wisps of old hay became
food, while each person was
collecting stubble (and)
selling a tiny measure at four
assarion.

~hro oo hlaa=
alal> .o sy e
r{\.\ I o R ) 0om
~iasny oh> QIO
oo anids
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Textual Notes

Here, A7a1 and DSog do not agree on what all non-food items
are being eaten and sold, it seems: while both mention “hay”
(=4 ) to render Josephus’ wordier yéptov madatod omdpoayua,
Ayar then mentions what we have translated as “thin strips of
animal leather,” compared to DSog’s “thin strips of hay.” The
distinction comes between isns (A7a1) and <isns (DS09);
technically, the former could refer to something animal-
related, something like “that of animals.”** The words are
phonetically close enough that an orthographic slip seems not
out of the question, nor is it impossible that A7ar's author had
something like “hay” in mind—we have translated it as we have
to mark the possible distinction rather than to posit a definitive
translation of an ambivalent term.

In the passage’s second sentence, Ayar elects the particle
i\ _ where DSog has the particle o™ The former is more

'Osjennings, Lexicon, 165 glosses ~is=ns as both “grass” (at Matt 6:30) and
“hay” (at1 Cor 3:12).

'°9 Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 8s. cf. also Payne Smith, Compendious
Syriac Dictionary, 50. Sokoloff, Syriac Lexicon, 170 simply has “animal” or

“beast.”
10

W. van Peursen and T. C. Falla, “The Particles ia\ and o1 in Classical
Syriac: Syntactic and Semantic Aspects,” in Foundations for Syriac
Lexicography I: Colloquia of the International Syriac Language Project, ed.
D. Forbes and D.G.K. Taylor, PSL 1 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2006),
63—98 argue that “the formal and syntactical equivalence of Syriac
i and o1 and Greek ydp and 3¢ should not lead to the assumption that
they are also semantic and functional equivalents, an assumption that is
pervasive not only in Syriac grammars and dictionaries, but also in
modern editions of the Greek New Testament” (63). We think this
argument overstated, as in the present passages under examination, as
also in the Greek versus Syriac NT, these terms very often function under
the auspices of such equivalencies, or are at least are arguably designed to
do so. While these terms are original Aramaic words, their usage gradually
began to mimic the Greek equivalents, especially in religious text
translated from Greek. See the argument in ch. 6 of H. Gzella, Aramaic: A
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phonetically and transliterally appropriate vis-a-vis the Greek’s
Yap.

A notable departure from the Greek in Ayar and DSog
concerns precisely how much the mentioned people were
selling their semi-edibles. While the Greek's (Attix®v)
teoodpwy is replicated directly in HE and CZ ( wsoinds
o) —discussed below—both A7ar and DSog have the hay
(or leather?) being sold “at a heavy price” (~4in. ~amao).
Though less specific, this description is more interpretive, and
arguably more poignant in context. Incidentally, the phrase
“heavy price” is the same phrase used in the Peshitta to describe
the “pearl of great price,” though there the word order is
reversed.™

An orthographic difference distinguishes the first word,
“food,” in HE (~¥\aar) versus CZ (~3\as=); I-aleph verbs
can easily drop their initial weak root letter.”

The directional/possessive preposition + pronoun phrase
o\ only appears in HE, which therefore alone renders the

History of the First World Language, trans. B. D. Suchard (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2021), and cf. p. 66 for a discussion of the particles’
classifications (as conjunctions, adverbs, etc.) and the rest of the article,
with bibliography, for a summative discussion of these small but
significant words.

" The Syriac preposition = does the work of the genitive case in the Greek.
112

Matt 13:46: “...but who, when he had found on pearl of great price ( ®ians
), went, sold all that he had, and bought it.” Also incidentally, the
participle =, used here to describe these sellers, also describes the
money-changers whom Jesus confronts outside of the Temple in the
Peshitta of John 2:14.

"8 The dropping of the first radical in I-aleph roots is at least as old as some
of the Dead Sea Scrolls in Aramaic (e.g. at 1QapGen 20:10), though “in
classical Syriac, the ’aleph is generally elided but not assimilated.” M.
Morgenstern, Studies in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic Based upon Early
Eastern Manuscripts (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbraus, 2011), 130.
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Greek’s Tiol." The presence or lack of ( om\ does not disrupt
the sentence’s semantics, but it does change them by either
specifying or generalizing those who were privy to the new fare.
Notably, only HE/CZ reproduce the Greek’s wooden (though
not unusual) predicate construction in the first sentence: noun
(tpog) + copula (Wv), plus the elective dative (tiol/om\); A7ar
and DSog, alternatively, opt for the simpler aam olaw (“they
were eating”), a phrasing perhaps more graphic yet less poetic.
The construction found in HE and CZ, we should note, is native
to Greek but sounds odd in Syriac.

The a~ that corresponds to xat in both HE and CZ has an
odd placement in the latter. In HE, the particle couplet iy
aw, correlated to 8’ [Av] xai in BJ, separates the predicate
phrase, which takes first place in the sentence, from the subject
phrase, which comes last. In CZ, however, the same syntactic
order is disrupted when .o~ divides the subject phrase, cutting
off the term “wisps” (~¥xa) from its modifier, “of old hay”
(~oshs iasa).”™ This unusual structure probably does not

" Niese, De Bello Iudaico, 538 notes one Greek ms with the variant Tt for tiat,
which would therefore modify omdpayua (“some fragments”) instead of
marking the indirect object of the copula clause.

"It would be tempting to see the adjective ~a. here as another case of
Syriac borrowing from Latin, in this case the adjective antiqu-us, -a, -um.
This would admittedly be a translation faux pas, as the natural Latin
adjective would be vetus (thus LBJ 6.198 has foeni vetus laceramenta, and
DEH 5.39.2 the superlative, and thus more dramatic, vetustae paleae), but
such things are common in the industry of loanwords. But in fact, in this
case the etymological history seems to operate the other way round: the
Semitic roots of the Syriac adjective are well-attested in Hebrew (P°ny),
Arabic (3:¢), and Aramaic (XP°R¥Y). M. de Vaan, Etymological Dictionary of
Latin and other Italic Languages, Leiden Indo-European Etymological
Dictionary Series (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 45 posits that antiquiis goes to the
Sanskrit and Gothic, whereas O. Szemerényi, “Quellen des lateinischen
Wortschatzes mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der
Bedeutungslehnworter,” in Latein und Indogermanisch, Akten des
Kolloquiums der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft, Salzburg, 23.-26.
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affect meaning, but it does invite questions about the
relationships between the usually identical texts of HE and CZ.

CZ alone appears to render intentionally the Greek’s
superlative €éAdyiotov, with the adjective ~ias. Both HE and
CZ slightly change the Greek’s &viot (“some [people]”) by
translating it into the idiomatic Syriac s 1s.™

The gloss wicre, which comes at the end of both HE and CZ,
has been identified by Aaron Butts as a Syriac term borrowed
from the Latin assarius (and also present with virtually the
same pronunciation across Greek, Palmyrene, Hatra, CPA, JBA,

17

Armenian, Coptic, and Ethiopic).

September 1986, ed. O. Panagl ad T. Krisch, Innsbrucker Beitrage zur
Sprachwissenschaft 64 (Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenshact, 1992),
311—226 had identified it as a calque of Greek’s mpéafug, meaning inter alia
“more or most important” in the comparative (p. 315), which comports
with de Vaan’s etymological explanation. However, the phonetic
correlation between the Semitic words and the Latin antiqu- seems
suggestive. K. Vollers, “Uber die lautliche Steigerung bei Lehnwértern im
Arabischen” (Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 45
[1891]) 352—56 argued that the Arabic (s£e, at least, had an old Semitic
meaning of “high, noble, separated” yet took the meaning “old” from the
Latin antiquus (p. 354), a suggestion with which W. Muss-Arnolt, “On
Semitic Words in Greek and Latin” (Transactions of the American
Philological Association 23 [1892]) 35-156, disagreed in a footnote when
illustrating old Greek dental pronunciations, where he mentioned that
“Utica, Ttoxy (in Africa), is the Greek writing for P1n¥” (“old town;” p. 64,
with fn. 6). However, antiquus does not appear in Muss-Arnolt’s list of
Semitic-to-Latin loanwords at the end of his book-length article (pp. 155—
56).

6 of, Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 215; Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus,

1194; Jennings, Lexicon, 69.

"7 Butts, “Latin Words in Classical Syriac,” 137, who also classes this noun as
one of the Latin loanwords that first appears in the Syriac New Testament
(see Matt 10:29; Luke 12:6). Butts’ analysis here is notable, as it has been
typical of Syriac NT lexicography to implicitly trace wicore back not to
Latin but to the Greek doadptov (as one might do by inference from the
present passage); e.g. Jennings, Lexicon, 27. Interestingly, the Latin Jewish
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Josephus, Bellum

Judaicum 6.199

And why is it necessary to
relate the shame of famine
applied to lifeless things? For
I am about to recount a deed
such as has never been
recorded among the Greeks
or the barbarians, awful to
tell and unbelievable to hear.

ol Tl Ol v €’ dpiyotlg
avaidetoy oD Atpnod Aéyery;
elut yap adtod dnrwowy
gpyov olov pnte ap’
"EAAnow unte mopa
BapBapors iotdpnTal, QeixTov
uév elmely, dmioTtov de

dcodoat.

Codex Ambrosianus

7a1 (fol. 324v col. 3)

And why is it fitting to speak
of the shamelessness of
famine, which concerns
those things which are not
alive? Because I am about to
reveal a deed the like of
which has occurred neither
among Greeks nor
barbarians; for it is dreadful
to tell and unbelievable to

hear.

~aeny mhads owd ~\o >0
Ao wras i L can das
Am A\ M K ass

Yuo <\ ohaas

~ioio us Mlaatics
o s on.<am
T‘zx..mé\:m ~\a i
v\

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

And why is it fitting to speak
of the shamelessness of
famine and concerning those
things which are not alive?

Because I am about to reveal
a deed the like of which has

DRA. o) ~\o >0

ran A\ (e Lo whann
W\ RAR s i

Yus <\ mhoards Ko
~om dinis hus Karkias

War of 6198 relates that these things “were being sold for four Attic

drachmae” (quatuor atticis venundab

ant).
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not occurred among Greeks
nor barbarians; for it is
dreadful to tell and
unbelievable to hear.

A dan Wy _om ~ N on
i\ L ~\a

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

And why is it fitting to speak
of the shamelessness of
famine which concerns those
things which are not alive?
Because I am going to make
known a deed the like of
which is not recorded among
the Greeks or the barbarians,
for it is dreadful to tell and
unbelievable to hear.

1aa1 mhads et o ma
I Lray ~\a ~Qam AR
alorl MK Khr

Yuo &\ mhaads Ko
inin dus o uds
o s on.ohah
Sumin o i
e\

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.23 (Wright and McLean
p- 126)

But what requires us to
speak about what was
afflicted by the famine on
those things which are not
alive? Because I have to
reveal a deed the like of
which is not said to have
occurred among the Greeks
or barbarians, but it is
dreadful to tell and difficult
to believe its hearing.

L it A ashes G i
ol iaas cam @szshon
W\ e i ras A
<\ mhaai . 1nd Kana
~aioio duo o nds das
om haon i oy Wsohes
Dy hasnesla . Msdun o
.o\
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The Chronicle of Zugnin no—1n (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 179)

But what requires us to L oot A ok e
speak about what was ~12as aom 118 aruruhiina
afflicted by the famine on A e @ ras Ay ol
those things which are not mhaara ans Kas
alive? Because I have to s o ids s am <A
reveal a deed the like of As oy Mshen ainis
which has not happened ka1 o i on
among the Greeks, nor is .ol N\ s hasaesla

said to have occurred
among the barbarians, but
it is dreadful to tell and
difficult to believe its
hearing.

Textual Notes

The interrogative structure of the opening sentence in Ayar and
DSog—i=ne...\a wma (“and why is it necessary/fitting...to
speak”) ——is a direct reiteration of the Greek »at ti Jel...Aéyew.
The language shared by HE and DSog is virtually synonymous
yet literally different: i1 Q aodn o == (“what compels
us to speak...?”). Particularly notable here is that the first
glimpse we get of the Syriac version of the Theophania
(hereafter Theoph) corresponds to the ‘Maccabean’ traditions
of A7a1/DSog, not the Eusebian HE/CZ. Theoph shares with the
former texts the language of this passage’s opening question,
yet the manuscript containing this text is much, much older
than either Ayar or DSog. Hereafter, Theoph largely agrees with

18 See Harrak, The Chronicle of Zugnin, 179, who has this reading in the text,
but in n. 499 says: “C' 111:1 and n.1 changed to aesizssdns (wrongly reported

as (::_u:_uk\m)

»
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Ayar and DSog,"™ usually against HE and CZ throughout this
passage, providing evidence that Theoph was using the text of
A7a1 (or an identical one), which he occasionally corrected
against the Greek, as we shall see.

Ayza1, DSog, and Theoph all elect to speak of =iana mhaa o,
a literal rendering of mv...dvaideav tod Apod.™ HE and CZ
instead reference “those who were afflicted by the famine”
(<12as acam  awsrshd=). This more personalized, graphic
referent is something one might have expected to find in the
‘Maccabean’ traditions, prone as they are to drama and affect.

The way that all five traditions here render én’ dioyoig—
namely ~ras \3——reminds us once more of the work Syriac
translators must do to mirror the Greek’s alpha privative.

DSog’s placement of a conjunctive waw after «has instead
of Ayar's dalet—i.e. \s o instead of Axa——radically changes the
sentence’s sense. Instead of “lifeless things” modifying the
previously mentioned objects of discussion (the
“shamelessness of famine”), these now constitute a new, other
topic to be related. Theoph agrees with Ayar against DSog. A
distinguishing feature of HE and CZ is the consecutive -
prepositional phrases toward the end of the first sentence
(el maano).

One striking disjuncture between Ayar + DSog versus
Theoph is that the latter repeats the Greek’s (future)

"9 Theoph agrees verbatim in 25 of 28 its words (including order) with Ayar
and DSog respectively, sharing Ms 1 uniquely with A7ar and ~\a uniquely
with DSog (instead of <a~a). This 90% agreement between Theoph and
the ‘Maccabean’ texts confirms from the outset that Theoph, A7a1, and
DSog belong to the same text tradition.

120

The term ~haa o is taken in the sense of “pertinacity, importunity,
boldness, insolence” in relation to urgent exigencies in the Peshitta (Luke
11:8) and in biblical Aramaic (7% in Dan 215, 3:22); Jennings, Lexicon, 81.
We translate it as “shamelessness,” a point on the term'’s broad semantic
range (Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 154) that aligns more
closely to dvaideio.
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periphrastic construction: saors = e = elpt MADTWY.™
This is a notable departure from the simple use of the verb ~auss
by A7ar and DSog (=4 ~am=) or the more complex
deployment of the same verb by HE and CZ (< as~a )\ dure). In
articulating this statement, Theoph is the only Syriac tradition
that meets the Greek verbiage where it is. The phrasing of HE
and CZ, by the way, places the focus more on the
author/narrator than do the other traditions: “it falls to me to
reveal ...” In the same vein, in the next phrase Theoph alone
contains an appropriate parallel to the Greek verb iotépnton
(namely, =hane). Is Theoph here undertaking correction-by-
addition, or might it be a witness to an earlier text tradition
than found in the ‘Maccabean’ translations? A7ar and DSog do
not even try to render this verb per se, whereas HE and CZ have
the superfluously ornate i~ hwwrs Madin. As with the previous
phrase discussed above in these two later traditions, the Syriac
appears unnecessarily wordy and complicated vis-a-vis the
Greek.

Aya1, DSog, and Theoph have the same approach to the final
clause in Greek, introducing the particle 1.5_to account for the
uév...0¢ structure of the Greek. By contrast, HE and CZ opt for a
more complicated structure vis-a-vis the Greek by substituting
the substantive ~hs>ne= (“a hearing” or possibly “an ear”) for
the Greek infinitive dxoboai, and an Ethpa‘al infinitive
(cxuomdn)) for the Greek substantive dmiotov. This switch
again evidences the propensity of HE/CZ sometimes to incline

" For the state of the art regarding verbal periphrastic constructions in

ancient Greek, see K. Bentein, “Verbal Periphrasis in Ancient Greek: A
State of the Art” (Revue Belge de Philologie et d’Histoire 9o [2012]) 5-56,
who notes (p. 7) inter alia that some research has identified a Semitic
influence on verbal periphrasis in Greek (in the LXX and NT). More
interesting is the comment (13n86) that the periphrastic combination of
elpl + future participle—the construction used here—is “as good as non-
existent” in ancient Greek. Cf. P. F. Regard, La phrase nominale dans la
langue du Nouveau Testament (Paris: Editions Ernest Leroux, 1918), 112.
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toward dramatic flourish as well, though this remains more

consistently characteristic of A7ar and DSog (and often

Theoph).

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.200

As for me, lest I seem to
posterity to spread fables, I
would gladly have left this
tragedy aside had I not
innumerable witnesses of
those beside me. In any case,
I would be doing a feeble
favor to my homeland by
suppressing the account of
what it suffered in deeds.

ol Eywye pn oEaput
tepareveafol Toig adbig
avBpwToLg, &V TapPEAELTTOV
TNV TUUPOPAY NSEWG, €l UY)
TV Xt EPAVTSY ElYOV
amelpoug pudpTupag. GAAWG TE
ol Puypav av xatabelpny ™
matpidt xdpwv xafugéuevog
OV Abyov Qv mémovhey Ta
gpyaL.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 324v col. 3)

And ], lest I appear to the
rest of humanity to be
making much of a tale, no
doubt would gladly omit the
suffering, were it not that I
have, like me, many
witnesses. Moreover, |
would do a sorry favor to the
land of my fathers were I to
omit in this account what it
suffered in deed.

- Lo A N\ = ira
~air) MK oias Khuseda
uom AR anv i0a .~Zraiiny
A\ A\ Munams el @\
<o ,\ Kom ur haas
A .ol Mudniny G\

~ainds hiara fhana
duom anvd . duom ans oy

S rC10a s el (ucn RN

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

And , lest I appear to the
rest of humanity to be
offering a tale, no doubt
would gladly omit the

N ohor i N\ ia
~air) K oo Khuseda
o\ Xuom aar 1aa .~riioy
Aol utums el
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suffering, were it not that I
have, like me, many
witnesses. Moreover, |
would do a sorry favor to the
land of my fathers were I to
omit in this account what it
suffered in deed.

1w L\ M yhaa

A o Murdunine Il
~aids hiaza hana,
oo anvd . duam 1l ;o

100 el (ucn hls

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

And 1, that I not appear to
have expounded lies to
humanity afterwards,
without question would
gladly have abandoned the
[account of the] suffering,
were it not that I have many
witnesses. Such things in due
time; moreover, I would do a
sorry favor to the land of my
fathers by abandoning in the
account these things it
suffered in deed.

o ,in\ oo Ay a
e il @i

o\ Yuom Kaim ina s

=\ A\ Surtums el

o\ N i iz

e Fuuine fowa el
1 hiara hans)) ax
A1 ;oY A indS Yuam
frsy @i hl=s duom

N S )

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.23 (Wright and
McLean p. 126)

But let it not be thought that
I have introduced to
humanity a new marvel of
my own accord. For I would
have gladly neglected and
avoided this blemish, were it
not that there are countless
witnesses to it. But I would

do a negligible favor to my

dim sxan o1 b o
Aa\ hae hiasah
= e .o
~an\ @\ i5sa duom

~om My &\ A\ .~viam
a A ~@> A1 1w
STAN ;10 KX\L_S.: r(k\cxzulv
il o s o aas

S 1AL 0] 0 add
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nation if I were to neglect
from the account the thing
that was perpetrated in deed.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 111 (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 179)

But so that it not be thought | Ji> ,za1 =01 iohwor @3 s
that I have introduced to ~hie hiamah
humanity a new marvel of o fa_ Nardais ranal
my own accord. For I would <1\ a\ iasa duam
have gladly neglected and ~om s A\l . Auloh
avoided this abomination, ar A . A idw )\
were it not that I had A 180 il oo hana),
countless witnesses. But I il o s duam
would do a negligible favor 18501 1A% AN
to my nation if I were to 122 avadere
neglect from the account the

thing that was perpetrated in

deed.

Textual Notes

Concerning the first clause in these Syriac translations, Van
Rompay has noted that “there appears to be a real variant
between 7ar (oia= “make big, aggrandize”) and DSog (=ia=
“offer”) — albeit based on a scribal error. Both readings are more
or less acceptable.””® Theoph avoids the problem by opting for
an entirely different verbal phrase.

Otherwise, Ayar and DSog are nearly identical in language
and structure here. Or at least, almost: the past tense-marker
~am in the third clause (i.e., ,\\ <om d versus ,\ h.w) is of
practically no significance. HE/CZ follow the syntax of the

122

See Harrak, The Chronicle of Zugnin, 179 for the final o- that marks the
mysterious plural usage here.

12, . . .
3 Van Rompay, written communication, January 3, 2024.
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Greek more closely, beginning with the subjunctive
prohibitive. Theoph, for its part, has about 75% of its language
represented verbatim in the ‘Maccabean’ texts,”* confirming its
belonging to the same tradition.

There is significant variation among the translations of the
Greek tepateveafat (“to tell fables, to speak of marvelous
things”). The ‘Maccabean’ texts use the common term sk
(“story, history”), which is often used in the titles of apostolic
narratives.” Theoph renders the Greek with the more overtly
negative “lies/falsehoods” (q\a_i).”® Alternatively, HE and CZ
use “marvels” (~hia=ak), which captures the outlandishness
behind the Greek term: LS/ defines tepatebopar as “to talk
marvels” or “to indulge in strange gesticulations.”

Theoph alone includes a correlate to a6 in the first clause,
namely aihs.

"% Theoph’s 38 Syriac words find 29 matches (76%) in Ayar and 28 (74%) in
DSog.

"5 This term is ubiquitous in the titles for apocryphal acts, such as the
History of John, the History of Thekla, the History of Philip, the History of
Paul, and the History of Simeon Cephas Chief of the Apostles. The term is a
typical moniker for those narratives that are considered true and
authoritative with respect to the history of Christianity (though
delineating ‘true’ from ‘fictional’ narrative within late antique literature is
not so black-and-white). See M. Debié, “Les apocryphes et T'histoire en
syriaque,” in Sur les pas des Araméens chrétiens: Mélanges offerts a Alain
Desreumaux, ed. F. Briquel Chatonnet and M. Debié, Cahiers d’Etudes
Syriaques 1 (Paris: Geuthner, 2010), 63—76, esp. 66.

" This might also be rendered “vanities.” Cf. the range of terms related to
the root in Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 83.

T 1.§] ad loc. cites the tragedians in particular as frequenters of this verb. J.
Henderson, trans. and ed., Aristophanes: Birds — Lysistrata — Women at the
Thesmophoria, LCL 179 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000)
translates mabdoacbe TGV TepatevpdTwy at Lysistrata 762 as “enough of your
horror stories,” an address made to “nutty girls” (Satpdviar). This
translation gives an idea of the term’s potential connotation of outlandish,
ridiculous, and/or inconceivable ‘tall tales.’
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HE and CZ refer to the event being referenced in this passage
with two different terms for the Greek cupgopdv, ~imiaw
(“blemish”) and ~¥.\o¥, an orthographically different form of
~halok (“abomination”). ** Alternatively, Ayai, DSog, and
Theoph specify the rather generic Greek term (which can mean
“tragedy, misfortune,” or even just “chance, event,
circumstance”) * with the more concrete “suffering” (~xs),
which is a more natural translation for a term like mdOypo than
for ouugopd.™

As with the language of faith (&wum/mioTic) mentioned
above, the terminology for “martyrs” (~ad/pdptupes) in this
passage represents a point in the cultural lexicon where
substantial development had occurred between the penning of
Josephus’ Greek text and even the earliest of these Syriac
narratives. Josephus, along with the Greek books of 2 and 4
Maccabees, each written within a century or two of B/ and
covering some of the same narrative material, stands as the
early core of a highly idiosyncratic Judeo-Christian discourse of
martyrdom that will develop across the early centuries of the
Common Era. In other words, the term 1w will have had a
technical, specified nuance to the Christian readers and writers
of these Syriac texts that did not yet exist as a (pre-Syriac)
concept at Josephus’ time of writing circa 75 CE.

All the Syriac texts use the same formula to capture the
Greek negative conditional clause (gi un): <\ a\r. At the same
time, A7a1 and DSog include the preposition haare (“such as,
like”), which, along with the pronominal suffix ,-, attempts to
capture the reflexive pronoun éuovtév. At the same time, xot’
éuavtév does not necessarily convey precisely what ,haare does
(“like me”), raising the question of whether the Syriac

28 Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 617.
9 18] ad loc.

139 Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 1391.
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translators knew that Josephus was himself also a witness to
these things.” In this single instance, Theoph appears more
closely aligned with the ‘Eusebian’ translations, presumably
accidentally yet due to translational choice.

Josephus says it would be a “feeble favor” (Yuypav...xdpw) to
his countrymen to pass over the matter. The Syriac translations
are divided as to how to render Yuypd, whether with «hiaxa
(A7a1, DSog, Theoph) or ~%is oo (HE, CZ).' The Syriac
rendering of xdpig, which all five translations share—
~fa=u\,—will have become a staple of the Syriac lexicon on
the basis of biblical translation.*

The Syriac presents three different approaches to the Greek
xabupépevos (“suppressing”). Ayar and DSog opt for the same
verb they use earlier in the section, a=ax (“leave out, omit”). HE
and CZ use the Aphel of == (“neglect”). Theoph stands apart,
using an Aphel participle of ~ai (“leave out, neglect,
abandon”). At the level of linguistic correspondence, Theoph
agrees with the ‘Maccabean’ texts semantically, but its lexical
divergence once again marks a concrete independence from
the ‘Maccabean’ tradition to which it is related. The author of
Theoph relied upon a tradition reflected in Ayar/DSog but
improved it at will, especially in certain places.

The traditions use different language to mark to whom
Josephus would be doing a disservice were he to pass over the
episode he is about to relate: “the land of my fathers” ( =i~
o) in Aya1, DSog, and Theoph has a different ring and a
different focus from “sons of my people” (,=~ ,15), employed by
HE and CZ. Both, however, signal native Semitic idioms for
articulating (what we would call) racial, ethnic, and/or national

"' We owe this insight to Lucas Van Rompay.

¥* The difference between the two adjectives seems to be between the idea
of lack of sense or substance (~Miaxa) or lack of size, quantity, or extent
(~<Xis oo); see Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 52, 467.

'3 The term appears all over the NT, for example; see Jennings, Lexicon, 86.
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identity that are rather distinct from the Greek’s matpic (which
they translate here) or matpid or matplog (e.g.).

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.201

There was a certain woman
among those who dwelled
beyond the Jordan, Maria
by name, her father
Eleazar, from the village of
Bethezouba (which means
house of hyssop),
significant by means of
genealogy and wealth,
who, having fled with the
rest of the multitude into
Jerusalem, was under siege

along with the rest.

T'uw) Tig Té@v OTtep Tov Topddvnv
xatoovvtwy, Mapia tolvopa
natpds EAealdpou xwpng
Bvfeloupa onpaiver 8¢ todto
olxog oatymov Sid Yévog xal
mAoDTov émionpog petd tod
Aotrod A Bous eig Ta
‘TepogdAvpa xataguyodon
GUVETTOALOPXETTO.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fols. 324v col. 3-325r col. 1)

A woman from the
inhabitants of the other side
of the Jordan——her name
was Maryam, daughter of
L‘azar, from the village of
Beth Araob, and this points
out her well-known lineage
and her wealth——had taken
refuge in Jerusalem, along
with the rest of the people.™*

~idma > Kas Khlued

Hio i e, gricel Koy
.20 fuod uio 0.4
iy s ;o3 aiam
~aie s et dihaso
oo M nlriords tasa

'%4 The translations for Ayar and DSog benefitted from corrections by Lucas
Van Rompay, who raised the possibility that the Syriac translator read
énionpog, which here is feminine, as masculine and therefore syntactically

problematic.
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Deir al-Surian og (fol. 14v)

A woman from the
inhabitants of the other side
of the Jordan——her name
was Maryam, daughter of
L‘azar, from the village of
Beth Araob and this points
out her well-known lineage
and her wealth——had taken
refuge in Jerusalem, along
with the rest of the people.

~idma > K K’
i e - aiicey Kinsa
uon uio 0w his
AT o) e L oo i
R o dihas o damay
nlriods auy Kade
*hwa I’

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

A woman from those who
inhabit the farther bank of
the Jordan, whose name was
Maryam——famous because
of her family and her
wealth——had taken refuge
with many others in
Jerusalem and was confined
with them.

D M s Kl

fep LR R U TN R TV I, g ETNC
dnma)y, I\p> i xais
R\ L .hihasa
howay = xlrions
Arashd L ooasa

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.24 (Wright and
McLean pp. 126-127)

A woman from the
residents of the Jordan’s
other side——whose name
was Maryam, daughter of
L‘azar of the village of Bét-
Hezor (which means
‘hyssop’s house’), and in
lineage and wealth was a
well-known woman—-had

e (am > K Khda?
~am gard lQiicul minss aam
~io > inll ;ohis neim

A iAo o dus oavs
~ma),o0 irfans ;mdus
s oo i Kihasoa
amar ==\ N ns Nois
.0 Aeznuha xlrias
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fled with many to seek
refuge in Jerusalem and
she was confined
therein.™

The Chronicle of Zugnin 111 (fol. 30ov; Harrak p. 179)

A woman among the eI L m 1 s Khdu
residents of the Jordan’s ~am el . Al Kinas aam
other side——whose name iuio > .inls ;ohis aeis
was Maryam, daughter of B INh1 .iows dus daeas
L‘azar of the village of Bét- Eamalyoao .aon s
Hezor, (which means i Moo Khdue Kihassa
‘house of hyssop’), and in AN B ol Mois
lineage and wealth was a snlrionds amay el
well-known woman—-had . hrasha

fled with many to seek
refuge in Jerusalem and
she was confined therein.

Textual Notes

Theoph, more independent of Aya1/DSog than in the previous
two passages,” uses the active plural particle i to apply
the verb “to live” (i=as.) to the entire group of those living across
the Jordan, signaled by ( cs earlier in the first sentence, along
with HE and CZ. This looks structurally more like the articular
genitive plural participle in the Greek—t&v xatowodvtwv——
than does the plural noun ~ia=s (“inhabitants”) used by Ayar
and DSog, though the verbal connotation of that noun and the

%5 Thanks to Lucas Van Rompay for informing the final clauses of the
translations of HE and CZ.

3% 0f the 19 Syriac words in Theoph here, 11 appear (effectively) verbatim in
Ayzar and DSog (a 58% match).
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preposition >, employed similarly in all five texts, render the
semantic difference negligible.

Theoph uniquely in this passage fails to name Maria’s
lineage, though it precedes her naming with a s, along with HE
and CZ.® Ayar and DSog are remarkably succinct in their
identical introductory formula, matching four Greek words
with four Syriac ones, nevertheless citing her role as daughter
(Mio) in place of the Greek’s more strictly patrilineal label:
moatpds. In their brevity, these ‘Maccabean’ texts neglect the
typical Syriac double possessive marker (= suffix + a prefix)
used by both ‘Eusebian’ texts—thus, 112\ his versus il mhis
—just as they drop the not-strictly-necessary verb of being
(~<om) used by the latter. The economy of language used by

7 An interesting linguistic concurrence between textual traditions emerges
here: the Syriac’s x.i= e signals a peculiarity of the Semitic grammar
of naming that is distinct from the Greek’s. Thus we have “her name (was)
Maria” rather than “Maria by name” (Mapia totvopa) with the accusative
of respect. The Latin translation traditions (LB and LHE) mirror the Greek
with the ablative: Maria nomine; see D. B. Levenson and T. R. Martin, “The
Place of the Early Printed Editions of Josephus’ Antiquities and War (1470—
1534) in the Latin Textual Tradition,” in Sibyls, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John
Collins at Seventy, ed. ]. Baden, H. Najman, and E. J. C. Tigchelaar, JSJSup
175 (2 vols; Leiden: Brill, 2017), 765-825, p. 774n34. However, DEH, the
periphrastic Latin adaptation of BJ, includes no naming formula at all, yet
the first Hebrew rendition of this story, which emerges in the early-tenth
century text called Sefer Yosippon (Chapter 86/10) and which is clearly
based upon the version in DEH (which itself is very different from what is
found in any of the Josephus traditions proper), names Maria in a way
identical to the Syriac: 2 anUM (“and her name [was] Maria”). See Bay,
“The ‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew,” 16, 20. It has not been
shown that Sefer Yosippon knew any other Latin version of this story than
that presented in DEH, its author apparently did not work with Greek
sources, and it seems highly unlikely that he would have known of the
Syriac traditions. Thus, what we have here is identical phraseology across
languages between two totally unrelated traditions of this story facilitated
by a universal norm of Semitic linguistics. See further Bay, “Semitic
Josephus Traditions,” 393—96.
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Ayza1/DSog in this opening line is more austere than the relative
verbosity of HE/CZ, which makes it technically closer to the
Greek.

Theoph also omits Maria’s place of origin. HE and CZ, as with
Maria’s name, not only name it but do so self-consciously: “its
name (was)” (g=axa). Once again, this goes above and beyond
the laconic Greek. And once again, Ayar and DSog do not do
this. They do, however, provide an ostensibly odd iteration of
the place-name: HE's and CZ’s iow ¥us is prima facie much
closer to BnfelovBa than is Ayar's and DS0g’s oo dus. The
lack of a fricative (‘z’) is puzzling. It should be noted here that
this town name is a sticking point within the broader context
of ancient textual traditions in which the Maria Story appears,
particularly in Greek and Latin.”*
confusion is testified across other ancient texts.” It should also

Similar, related place-name

3 The full range of Latin textual variants has been collected by David B.

Levenson and Thomas R. Martin in their underway project on a critical
edition of Latin War Book 6, but see already Levenson and Martin,
“Ancient Latin Translations,” 326 (including a short discussion of Greek,
Latin, and Syriac variants a la Niese) and Levenson and Martin, “Early
Printed Editions,” 784, who call Vatechor in place of vatezobra as Maria’s
home town the most interesting difference between the 1475 Rome
edition and Vatican 1992 (a reading based on Bafeywp in Niese’s
manuscripts P, A, V, R, and C); cf. 768n1; 793; 798; 815 (the critical Latin text
with textual variants)

"9 Namely regarding “Beth-abara beyond the Jordan.” See J. D. Hofstra,
trans., Isho‘dad of Merw: Commentary on the Gospel of John, CSCO 672
(Leuven: Peeters, 2019), LIV-LV; cf. G. Kiraz, A Comparative Edition of the
Syriac Gospels Aligning Sinaiticus, Curtonianus, Peshitta and harklean
Versions, New Testament Tools, Studies and Documents 21 (4 vols; Leiden:
Brill, 1995), IV.11. This confusion has some overlap with the disagreement
of the place-name cited in John 1:28 (implicating a different Maria)
discussed in L. J. Dorfbauer, “Bethania, Bethara, or Bethabara:
Fortunatianus of Aquileia and Origen's Commentary on John, with
Particular Reference to John 1:28,” in Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical
Tradition: Papers from the Ninth Birmingham Colloguium on the Textual
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be noted that the Greek textual tradition attests a version of the
toponym without {.*°Only the ‘Eusebian’ traditions copy the
Greek’s etymology for the town as “House of Hyssop.”*

All five versions agree that Maria was “famous”—~san.
(A7a1; DSog) or <xs.a. (Theoph; HE; CZ)—and all five versions
agree that this notoriety owed something to Maria’s “wealth” or
“opulence” (i%ax). Thus, all five texts record the Greek’s
adjective énionuog and the modifying clause di mAodtov.

The ‘Maccabean’ tradition retains the Greek yévog via
transliteration (e ), which is relatively common in Syriac
translations.”” By contrast, the ‘Eusebian’ texts and Theoph use
the native Syriac ~=&ama), (“family, stock”). There have been
only a few transliterated Greek terms to this point,* and the
use of such terms is inconsistent across the translations.

This section may provide evidence of parallelism between
HE and Theoph since they agree on certain glosses (like
~»ma),) over and against the texts that certainly bear some
traditonary connection to Theoph (the ‘Maccabean’ ones).
Whether this bespeaks similarity of translation technique, or
possibly even intertextual influence, is difficult to tell; if the
latter, which text influenced which is anyone’s guess; in any
case, it is worth noting that these texts are near-contemporary
(Theoph and HE attested by manuscripts dating to 411 and 462
respectively) and may both have come from Edessa. It is also
worth noting that comparing the Syriac renditions of the
Testimonium Flavianum found in HE (1.11.9) and Theoph (5.44)
shows that these texts can agree in vocabulary and disagree in

Criticism of the New Testament, in association with the COMPAUL project,
ed. H. A. G. Houghton (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2016), 177-98.
"4 Niese, De Bello Judaico, 539.

"'For waa in the Syriac NT, see John 19:29; Heb 9:19; and Jennings, Lexicon,

65.

'#* Butts, “Greek Loanwords in Syriac,” 124.

3 See above: o in 6197 (HE/CZ); =31 in 6.199 (passim).
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vocabulary—in both cases departing from/correcting a
(presumably) identical Greek Vorlage—within the very same
passage.'*

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.202
The tyrants plundered all TaOTNG TNV UEV BAANY X THTY o

of her possessions carrying | topavvol Smpmagay Sany €x Tig

away everything she had [Tepaiag dvaoxevagauéw
carried from across the METNVEYXEY €I TNV TTOALY TA OE
Peraia into the city. And Aelpavor TRV xetunAlwy xal €l Tt
the leftovers of her Tpogtig Emvonein xad’ Nuépav
heirlooms, and any food elomddvres Hpmadov ol

was contrived [by her], the | Sopugdpot.
guards, breaking in day
after day, kept on
plundering.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)

The plunderers each day were |  »as daa 1610 daun ama
robbing this [woman’s] M LK .00m AR

" Schmidt, Josephus and Jesus, 46-48, making several important notes: 1)
Eusebius states (Theoph 4.37) that the TF in the Theoph was mostly a
reworking of its presentation in Demonstration of the Gospel, the Greek of
which is extant (3.5.107-108); 2) the Syriac translator HE does a “better job
witnessing to the ambiguity of the TH” than does Theoph; 3) Theoph,
however, also evinces its own distinctive reworkings; 4) both HE and
Theoph tend to improve the same Greek sections, and sometimes agree
verbatim in doing so, i.e. in turning “the prosaic ‘truisms’ (tdAn84)” of the
Greek “into the more profound ‘truth’ (~1ix),” though there may have
been dots in the transcription history which would distinguish between
the singular and plural of “truth”; 5) significantly, HE and Theoph “translate
the resurrection appearance with the same grammatical syntax and
vocabulary: ‘he appeared to them alive’ (0 1 ... {om\ ;uedre).” Based on
this evidence, it does indeed seem possible that HE and Theoph were
somehow connected as Syriac translations.
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possessions, which she had
brought with her from the
other side [of the river] to the
city. And the rest of the things
that had remained with her
for scanty food evil-doers
were plundering.'®

Nom ud s Ko
RS L1 ade s
i oo <aviodl .l azan

.~xrin aom T-ASV»

Deir al-Surian og (fols. 14v-15r)

Each day plunderers were
robbing this [woman’s]
possessions, which she had
brought with her from the
other side [of the river] to the
city. The rest of the things
that had remained with her
for simple food evil-doers
were plundering.

<1610 paula dune ama
M L .00m AN
Nom dur o ins
axal I At Chnasl
O T A A AN
.~rin aam

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

The other possessions
belonging to this [woman],
as much as she had moved
from the other side [of the
river] and brought to the
city, the tyrants plundered.
And the rest of her treasures,
which would have been
sufficient for daily
sustenance, the soldiers were

o Mo s Kama galaa
aduo uir ins o o
~ade el s oty s\
~hinum\ @t du o0 ot
cam i Baalas wiakhh

ala e sa

' Once again, the translations of A7ar and DSog were improved by insights

from Lucas Van Rompay.
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springing forth and
plundering.
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Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.25 (Wright and
McLean p. 127)

And those tyrants plundered
the possessions of this
[woman| that she brought
with her to the city from the
river’s other side. And the
rest which was left to her,
from her utensils of service
to any food, if it was found
on her, those clothed in
armour were springing forth
and entering in and
plundering it.

ey o Kamy o) cun
mins > i\ g
QD Aam ,cad) s i
o ) yan o1 aiva .ol
~Hinuwa ihhene iy A
.\ ham aadhes (o
AN (‘&Xv_uo T‘Arﬁ.o fa¥alo J YaU )

N, <N} ,.1.-:\3 \C\.\d')

The Chronicle of Zugnin 111 (fol 30v; Harrak p. 179)

And those tyrants plundered
the possessions of this
[woman|] which she brought
with her from the other side
of the Jordan to the city. And
the rest that was left to her,
from utensils of service to
food, if something was found
on her, those clothed in
armour were springing forth
and entering in and
plundering it.

Yudul amd ama o) dusn
QlicLl ;mins >0 g
—Qd smaal s . ham\

o o yan o1 aiva .ol
~iinuwa I ey A
.\ am sadem ( « pa
AN (.AXV.\:O ,\_PLO aam oiae

N, <N} ,.1.-:\3 \C\.\d')
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Textual Notes

By leading with the demonstrative possessive ~ams, which
Theoph intensifies by adding the possessive particle &\, A7ar
and DSog mirror strictly the Greek’s significant word order: by
beginning with tadtyg, BJ ties this sentence to the previous
description of Maria while also accentuating her character as
the center of the ensuing sentence.*® The rearranged word-
order in HE and CZ carries the exact same meaning, especially
as “possessions” (~nn) is already appended with the possessive
suffix for “her” (=-), yet remains a less word-for-word reflection
of the Greek syntax.

All traditions render this section with two sentences and a
break in between. Interestingly, A7ar and DSog move from the
adverbial modifier “daily” or “each day” (c. Maa or pa.ls) to
the first sentence, whereas Theoph puts it (wculas) in the
second sentence, in line with the Greek (xa8’ yuépav). HE and
CZ omit the phrase completely.

The ‘Maccabean’ texts use a native Syriac term (~d1o) to
capture the Greek oi tOpavvol, while the ‘Eusebian’ texts and
Theoph transliterate the term ).~10i\ (" The translations have
been inconsistent in the use of transliterated Greek terms. In
the previous section, we saw the opposite case, in which the
‘Maccabean’ texts transliterated a Greek term, while the
‘Eusebian’ texts used a native Syriac term.

Strictly speaking, only Theoph contains an exact replication
of the Greek’s 8anv (“as much as”), namely ~aa. The ~ur of
Aza1/DSog (“whatever”) is quite close, but distinct from the
inherently comparative éoog.

4% In this section Theoph is at its least similar yet to A7ar/DSog, whose Syriac
matches only 36-40% (9 or 10 out of 25 words) of that of Theoph, even
ignoring mistmatches in word order and presence or absence of a.

" See Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 1513.
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Taken together, these last three points strengthen the
impression that Theoph is the oldest tradition (i.e., best Syriac
translation per the Greek)."**

Both the ‘Eusebian’ texts and Theoph capture the action of
“breaking in” or “leaping in” (eicmnddvteg), with “springing
forth” (wiax), and the ‘Eusebian’ text doubling with “entering
in” (@\rta), the term they used in 6.196. It is striking that the
‘Maccabean’ texts miss the opportunity on this occasion to
heighten the tension of the scene with “evil-doers” who “burst
in” and take the rest of Maria’s possessions, destabilizing our
hypothesis about these texts’ penchant for stylistic
dramatization and affect.

The Syriac texts render the Greek xeynAio (“treasures,
heirlooms”) and tpog¥ (“food, nourishment”) in different ways.
Ayzar and DSog denote the latter with a highly generic term for

“food” or “sustenance,”'*

~aoiok, and the former with a very
specific term, «4s, which Payne Smith defines as “a crescent-
shaped ornament worn by women, also by camels; a
necklace.” ™ Whence such specificity? Theoph is much less
specific, collapsing both entities into the universal category of
“nourishment” (~»izuo). Concerning the snatching of said
food, HE and CZ use the phrase sae. + (< % to account for
the Greek ef Tt ... émwvonOely (“if any[thing] ... was contrived by
her”). Significantly, HE places sax in the ethpeel feminine
third-person singular, while CZ has the masculine third-person
singular. The anomalous verb sax can have multiple meanings
in the ethpeel, including the active “to be present/exist” or the

S Our thinking about this has been significantly helped by the guidance
and insight of David Levenson.

149 Cf. Acts 14:16; 27:36.

"5 Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 115; See also L. Costaz,
Dictionnaire syriaque-frangais / Syriac-English Dictionary (Beyrouth: Dar
el-Machreq, 2002), 87. Cf.1Esd 3:6.
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passive “to be found/discovered.”” The two texts thus have
slightly different frames of reference, separated by an all-
important conjunctive o here. HE thus has “food” (~hinuw) as
the subject of s.av, whereas CZ has the genderless indefinite
pronoun “some/anything” (»a=a) as the subject. Thus, on a
literal reading, according to HE Maria was robbed of whatever
was found on her of her “utensils of service’ —mhemne.hiz i
being a rather ambivalent phrase’”—and any (kind of food),
whereas CZ implies that she was robbed of the utensils, food,
and anything (else) that was on her, the a creating three classes
of plundered products rather than just two. Aesthetically, this
balances with the triple verbs at the end of both HE and CZ
describing what the plunderers did: “springing forth” (aiax),
“entering in” (\ra), and “plundering” ). ol s( ™

There are multiple ways the texts deal with the Greek ot
Jopupdpot (“guards,” literally “those bearing spears”). The
‘Maccabean’ texts render these figures ‘evil-doers’ (~xis), a
scribe seemingly having misread the base of the noun as g.s

" Thus, what we have translated in the Greek “if any food was detected (or
‘perceived’)” could also be translated “and if any food was contrived [i.e.,
by Maria].”

* The term often carries connotation of cult service or other forms of
ministry; see Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 622; Jennings,
Lexicon, 243. Could the idea be that these included whatever implement
Maria must by implication have used to cut her son in half a few lines
hence?

"% Concerning the latter, Lucas Van Rompay (written communication,
January 3, 2024) has expressed interest in the fact that A7ar and DSog in
this passage render the simple verb #jpraov with the pe‘al (com aalw)
but the composite verb dwjpracav with the pa‘el (aom aal =), suggesting
that “Syriac translators saw composite verbs (at least in some cases) as
expressing intensity, somewhat comparable to the pe‘al/pe‘al constrast”
and noting a parallel case in the NT text of the Vetus Syra: Luke 7:45
renders xatagiéw (as the participle xatagdobod) with the pa“el
(infinitive) of aes (aaxs=n\), while it renders the simple form of piAéw (i.e.
@{Anud) with the pe‘al perfect (2ms): sas.
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(“bad, evil”) instead of =\ (“to be clothed”) and perhaps
understanding \ as some sort of prefix rather than a part of the
consonantal root. HE/CZ give a better representation with
“armored men” (=1 ,vin\).”* Theoph still stands apart from the
other text traditions with its own, arguably better, “soldiers”

(renl3).

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.203
But terrible vexation Sew) 8¢ 6 yhvatov
entered into the woman Qryavaxatlg loneL xal

and, with much reviling and | moAAdxig Aodopodoa xal
cursing, she was provoking | xatapwpéw Todg dpmayag €’
the plunderers against her. | adm 9pébilev.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)

And this woman became AR Khim e i od
filled with bitter rage and, as 1 Ao oo s o
she was greatly reviling the Lo slwad), ham s o=
robbers, she was provoking nral A\ A hom
[them] against herself.

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 151)

And the woman became Rl Fhim an 1y od
filled with bitter rage and, as 1 \Wa  hom alsh
she was greatly reviling the Ao aal s hom s o

mral &\ 1\ hao

'>* Compare to the cognate Hebrew term w3 (“to don, put on”), often used
of armor in the Hebrew Bible. Thus, for example, Goliath is described as
being garbed (12%) in scale-armor at 1 Sam 17:5. The term is a standard
gloss for describing putting on or being clothed in armor across the
Semitic languages: compare the Aramaic ¥°37, Assyrian labdsu, Arabic .3
Ethiopic ANA; F. Brown, ed., The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English
Lexicon — With an appendix containing the Biblical Aramaic (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1996), 527.
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robbers, she was provoking
[them] against herself.

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

And severe anger entered
into the woman and, many
times while despising and
cursing the robbers, she was

. hoo s K duro K hasa
~hh\ o r(ém:no ~hads

A\ ham G CVC R EN
hom ri\\ya als tﬂcﬁvul

provoking them against her. <o\

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.25 (Wright and
McLean p. 127)
And she grumbled bitterly,
and she was continually
insulting and cursing the
robbers in order to provoke
them against her to kill her.

Mo =i oV om
DA Hia e Liz
o) A \a hom s o>
M aal s o cad
mllvn:zﬁ o

The Chronicle of Zugnin 111 (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 179)
And she grumbled bitterly, Nom s i @3 o
and she was continually AW o, e Lz
reviling them and cursing o) Ao hom s o>
them in order to provoke iy ax\ Mo (i i
them against her to kill her.

Textual Notes

Here the ‘Maccabean’ texts both have the woman (<) as
the subject of the first clause, while the ‘Eusebian’ texts omit
the noun and replace it with the pronoun (,»). Between the
‘Maccabean’ texts, there is one small difference, however: Ayar
includes the demonstrative pronoun 1, whereas DSog does
not. Thus, A7ar may be read as picking up the Greek definite
article T¢. Syriac’s lack of a true definite article makes both
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Ayzar's inclusion and DSog’s exclusion of ~1 reasonable ways
of dealing with the Greek.””

“Bitter rage” (<13 ~13_od) is an interesting rendering of
ey dryavdxtyaig. In translation, the noun ~1\_oi would more
usually translate some form or derivative of dpyy, with which it
shares some alliterative affinity. ™ The comparatively rare
Greek noun dayavdxtyoig traditionally referred, per LS/ (ad loc.),
to “physical pain and irritation,” e.g. that “caused by teething”-
in other words, “vexation” or annoyance.”’ The Syriac adjective
~iim (“bitter”), apparently a rather imprecise rendering of
dewvy), would likely cue the Semitic reader to recall another
famously bitter woman of the Bible: namely Ruth’s mother-in-
law, formerly called Naomi, who changed her name to Mara
(X7n), that is, “Bitter.”® The same is true of the adverb “bitterly”
(M~1im) that describes Maria’s grumbling in HE and CZ. Since

%5 On Syriac vis-a-vis definite articles, see A.D. Rubin, Studies in Semitic
Grammaticalization, Harvard Semitic Studies 57 (Leiden: Brill, 2005),
67n14, 68, 86—88 and Z. S. Solomon, “The Definite and Indefinite Articles
in Assyrian Aramaic” (Journal of Assyrian Academic Studies 20.2 [2006]) 1—
12, at 4-6.

50 ¢t Jennings, Lexicon, 203 and the Greek and Syriac of Rom 2:5; 3:5; Eph
4:26.

7 Plotinus Ennead 4.419 uses the term to describe the “distress”
experienced by the body when cut up during surgery; in Julian Against the
Galileans 171a the term refers to the ‘wrath’ or ‘resentment’ of God, i.e., that
which he relinquished following Phinehas’ famous, violent, pacifying zeal
displayed in Num 25:6-13.

'5® Ruth 1:20: “[Ruth] said to them, ‘Do not call me Naomi; call me Mara, for
the  Almighty  has  dealt  very  bitterly  with  me’

(78 °2 *7w 27 2 R °7 1XP).” The latter phrase in the Peshitta: “call me

‘Bitter Person’, because El Shaddai has embittered me greatly”

(a), »imim nelads N\ o= -mes Riaim ,u.ia). Text and translation in D.

M. Walter, G. Greenberg, and E. Tully, trans., The Syriac Peshitta Bible with

English Translation — The Book of Women: Ruth, Susanna, Esther, and

Judith (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2020), 6—7, though the same Syriac

text appears elsewhere in A7ar: see Codex Ambrosianus 7az, fol. 437.
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the Greek gives no reasonable grounding for inserting
'bitterness’ into the equation here—i.e., with some form of
Tepds or Txpalvw—this passage may constitute an instance in
which the earliest iteration of either the ‘Maccabean’ or the
‘Eusebian’ text tradition borrowed content from the other.

The additional conjunctive o added only by Azar to
introduce the last clause of this passage could be read as
breaking the implicit causal link between Maria’s reviling of the
robbers and her provoking them, in which case she would be
understood as doing two different things rather than effecting
B by means of A.

Meanwhile, Theoph has the best rendering of the Greek,
with “severe anger” (Mo =) being the subject of the verb
(<\s) and the woman as the object. In this passage, as the
language gets more graphic and technical, Theoph remains far
less beholden to the tradition it shares with the ‘Maccabean’
texts than it exhibited at first.” The verb used by Theoph, <A
(“to enter”), is also found in Luke 22.3 and John 13:27 when
satan “entered into” Judas Iscariot—though the Greek verb in
these instances is eigépyopat instead of eioeiput. The agency of
anger/wrath in the Greek and in Theoph is reminiscent of the
agency of sin in the story of Cain’s murder of his brother Abel
(Gen. 4:7).

The different translations disagree as to how to translate the
Greek emotive phrase (3ewvy 8¢...ayoavdxaig). The ‘Maccabean’
texts choose “bitter rage” (<14 ~\_o1), while Theoph has
(probably the closest) “severe anger” (<¥ura ~¥=w). The
‘Eusebian’ texts strikingly divert from the Greek the most in this
sequence in a rather uncharacteristic manner, saying that she
“grumbled bitterly” (d.~<ivimn Moo ~Easidn o3 ,m). The
translators may have had difficulty finding a suitable word for

"9 In this passage, if one ignores some differences in orthography and
syntax, Ayar and DSog each reflect 44% of Theoph’s Syriac (about 7 of 16
words).
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the Greek dyavdxmoig, “vexation,” (see above) and searched
the spectrum of emotive words from “rage” to “anger’ to
“grumbling.” For the Greek adjective detvy), the ‘Maccabean’ and
‘Eusebian’ texts agree in using a form of ~i= “bitter,” while
Theoph stands as an outlier with “severe” (~uxo). Here, and
above with the phrase .o s, Theoph corrects the Greek
and provides the best, and possibly by inference the oldest,
Syriac translation.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.204

But as no one, either being
exasperated or out of pity,
killed her, and since on the
one hand she was weary of
finding any food [that she
found] for others, and on
the other hand, finding it
was already impossible
from every side, as famine
moved through her
intestines and marrow and
her passions were inflamed
all the more, taking up as
her adviser anger, along
with necessity, she moved
against nature.

wg 8’ olite mapokuvdpevds Tig
oUT’ EAe@v adTNV dvy)pEL xal TO
MEV eLPEY Tt arTiov dANoLG
gxomtio ovtorydOev O dimopov
v 180 %ol 16 e0pety 6 Atpdg 3¢
318 aTTAdY VWY xal LUEAQY
gxwpet xal Tod Apod pudAiov
gEéxatov ot Bupol avpuBovov
AaPodoa ™V 0pyNV HETA TAHS
avdryxng €Tl TV LTIV EXWPEL

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)

And since no person, out of
anger or mercy, killed her,
and since she was laboring to
find sustenance for others,
and since from every side it
was vain, and since the

o p ohsns A Gaan
snvdia.dll o masayis
oo s i awiah
Nom asie cuay Ja o
DANDO s ) Kaan

<100 19 0 Lisa.nie
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famine had moved into her a\ haws . o\ hoo
intestines and her stomach, Rl o ns iy oi walx
and more than the famine, e ua la

her anger burned within, she
took as [her] adviser wrath,
along with compulsion, and
she revolted against

nature.'”

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 15r)
And since no person, out of o n ohses A craa
anger or mercy, killed her, sardia .l o ,masyis
and since she was laboring to | .hom sas i) awioh
find sustenance for others, Nom osiw cuiaz s o
and since from every side it PANDO s ) aan
was vain, and since the ~i0am fas 0 Lduo.nie
famine had moved into her a\ haws . o\ hoo
intestines and her stomach, Ruo ns 1y oi alx
and more than the famine Hao <ua s
her anger burned within her,
she took as [her] adviser
wrath, along with
compulsion, and she revolted
against nature.

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

And since no person, out of 1 o e oo A aaaa
anger or having mercy on her, sardio .l e duls nwix
killed her, and since she was L\ e hiniw o
helping to find any food [that ~araaa aon da > haw
she found] for others—and oA .uaedy o .\ Koo

"% Thanks to Lucas Van Rompay for helping us with a clause here (written

communication January 3, 2024).
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from every place it was
uncertain that she would find
any—and as the famine
moved into her stomach and
her bowels, and even more
than the famine her anger
burned within her, she took
violence as her own
counselor, along with
compulsion, and she revolted
against nature.

285

CAIE LS00 HAND ’a8a
hom Kioam an > Lisa
s realon Lo na oo o)
Lio <iayo ns ars sl

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.26 (Wright and
McLean p. 127)

And since not one of them,
either because of fury, or
even out of genuine pity,
killed her, and since even if
she did find some kind of
food, she labored for
others—and since on all
sides she was bereaved of the
will to find anything—and
since the famine
overwhelmed both womb
and marrow, and more than
the famine, anger was
inflamed, this woman took
council from threat and from
necessity and she revolted
against nature.

o @hica s\ Gana

1 Kam aHi aasim
Quarsn A cnl le:'m oo
I Nom aars (
Mo o i) Khinue
D o @2 Ja 0. haoo
sy A has o hom
~aom \\hed L <han Lo
S LiLa . usamna ayis
iy s s as
A ;o) o L haom
~anrd 00 & n als
~ua s Moo hom hams
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The Chronicle of Zugnin 111—112 (fol. 3ov; Harrak pp. 179
81

And since not one of them, ~o.<hice s A Laan
either because of fury or even 1 Kom iz amwiz
out of genuine pity, killed asnrs o . M\ oo L aoum
her, and since even if she did B0 Koo aars (
find some kind of food, she o o s . hinuw
labored for others—since on U @iy s = ham
all sides she was bereaved of auars) A has o ham
the will to find anything— ~am N\ he La ian o
and since the famine S Lo .uamsa i
overwhelmed both womb iy M3 s e
and marrow, and more than “hde K o1 ,m hom
the famine, anger was ~aurd 0 = n als
inflamed, this woman took ~ua XL hawa oo ham
council from threat and from
necessity and she revolted
against nature.

Textual Notes

Josephus lexically links the effects of the famine on Maria’s
body to her resultant impending action. The famine “moved
through” (éxwpet) Maria to such a degree that she prepares to
“move against” (éywpet) nature.”” The Syriac translations pick

" The prepositional phrase gxwpet + A& + genitive is quite straightforward:

‘to move through something.” More unusual is the subsequent phrasing,
gxwpel + €l + accusative (in this case v ¢vow). Based upon the usage of
Thucydides, who employs this phrase often and whose work Josephus
knew (CA 118, 66), one discerns in the phrase a military metaphor of
attack: to move “upon” or “against” a wall, or an opposing army, or an
enemy (see, e.g., Thucydides 2.101.2; 3.23.3; 4.12.1; 4.31.1; 4.68.1; 4.127.2),
hence something like ‘to make a move on X. If this is what Josephus had
in mind, then his phrasing may imply that Maria was attacking or assailing
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up on Maria’s suffering, but they fail to integrate Josephus’ play
on words (his lexical ‘move,” if you will). All the Syriac
translations begin with a circumstantial particle x~, mirroring
the Greek construction (&g), and they all build to final clauses
that use the same verb (:~o), thus “she revolted against nature”
(=un Ms ®eo). Concerning this final clause, it is worth noting
that the ‘Maccabean’ translations + Theoph delay the verb to
the end of the clause in imitation, apparently, of the Greek text
of Josephus before them, whereas the ‘Eusebian’ translations

nature. If he meant to say that Maria was about to do something contrary
to nature, to violate ‘natural law’ as it were, we would expect the more
common phrase xotd v @dow (“against nature”) or even Tapd ™V gUILY
(“contrary to nature”), both of which Josephus uses (see, e.g., AJ15.372; B]
7.205). The Latin translators of B] 6.204 understood something along these
lines: LBJ 6.204 reads adversus naturam excitatur (“she was excited against
nature”)—while Cardwell, De Bello Judaico, 336 has contra naturam
excitatur, this variant reading is not supported by any known
manuscript—and Rufinus’ LHE 3.6.23 reads contra ipsa iam armatur iura
naturae (“and she armed herself against the very laws of nature”). The
rendering of LB/ would prompt a reverse-translation of xatd v @bow. The
simplest explanation for Josephus’ éntt at the end of B/ 6.204 is the assault
metaphor discussed above. But there is one other possibility: Pindar’s
Nemean Ode 10.73 reads tayéws 8 én’ dderqeod Biav TdAW ywpnoev 6
Tuvdapidag. If the ém here, which is controlled by y&pnoey, is to be taken
with Biav and not &deAgeod, then in this case éywpet + €mi + accusative
simply means “to return to x.” W. H. Race, trans., Pindar: Nemean Odes —
Isthmian Odes — Fragments, LCL 485 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1997), 120—21 translates this line “The son of Tyndareus returned
swiftly to his mighty brother.” If Josephus had this meaning in mind, his
phrase would mean not that Maria “attacked ¢vatg,” but perhaps that she
“returned to ¢Uolg” in the sense that she resorted to her baser, animal
instincts. The Syriac phrase «u~ A 3o, discussed above and common
to all five Syriac traditions, appears to assume the Thucydidean, ‘attack’
meaning of Josephus’ phrase, the preposition s being often conceptually
cognate to émt in spatial terms, and the verb ~so (“to assail, assault, fall
suddenly on;” Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 383) having a
far more martial semantic base-range than the movement-based
meaning-range of ywpéw.
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have the verb first, thereby employing a Semitic syntax that is
natural to Syriac, but also conforming to the slightly different
word order that is present in the Greek text of Eusebius (and
elsewhere)."

It is the details in between the opening and closing clauses
that are significant in this passage. The ‘Maccabean’ texts are
basically identical and follow the broad structure of the Greek
nicely. Theoph is closer to A7a1/DSog here than in the preceding
few passages, especially in the first few words and the latter half
of the pericope.”® They omit the reference to food scarcity
(mavtaydev 8¢ dmopov v 18N xal 16 edpelv) and replace it with a
remark about the vanity of Maria’s choices ( duasz_ da o
Naom osiw). The use of wasie (“vain, empty”) applies the sense
of dmopov (“impossible, difficult”) to Maria’s lack of or pointless
agency. The ‘Eusebian’ texts emphasize Maria’s lack, i.e. her
inability to find anything at all (;a=). The object of Maria’s
searching is ~aoiok in Ayar and DSog (though Ayar has the
orthographically erroneous form ~hswok) and ~himwew in
Theoph, HE, and CZ. These nouns are synonyms,'* but here

162 The text of Niese, De Bello Iudaico, 539 reads €mi v @uaw éxwpel, in accord

with L, V, R, and C and Eusebius and John Chrysostom, but notes the
variant word-order gyopet éntt ™V @b in mss P, A, and M. The readings
of these latter mss fit the word order in HE and CZ, but these are
manuscripts of Josephus, not Eusebius. The same word order as Niese’s
Josephus text at HE 3.6.23 is recorded with no variants in Schwartz and
Mommsen, Die Kirchengeschichte, 208. The same word order appears in
the verbatim repeat of the Greek Maria Story in John Chrysostom’s Against
the Opponents of the Monastic Life 1.5 (PG 47: 324).

'3 About 67% of Theoph's Syriac matches that of A7ar and DSog exactly in
this passage (31 of 46 words).

104 Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary has =wiok defined as
“nourishment, victuals, provisions, means of subsistence, support” (608),
while «hinuw is glossed, with slightly more semantic restriction, as
“nourishment, food, provisions” (374).
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mark Theoph’s alignment with the ‘Eusebian’ rather than the
‘Maccabean’ texts.

The ‘Maccabean’ texts, along with Theoph, fail to translate
HueA@Y (“marrow”) and simply include “stomach” (ax). Only
the ‘Eusebian’ texts catch “marrow” («sa=), though these texts,
in turn, prefer “womb” (1) to “intestines” (amAdyyxvwv), unlike
the ‘Maccabean’ texts + Theoph, which have ,~> (“bowels,
viscera, intestines”). This minor difference could be significant,
as it links the psychological and physical stress brought on by
famine not only with the inner workings of Maria’s body, but
more specifically with the child-bearing features of her
physiology. The ‘Eusebian’ texts create a Maria who is
traumatized not just in her physicality, but in her maternal
physicality, foreshadowing the coming scene.

Both the nouns and the verbs in this scene contribute to its
being the most physiologically interesting of the story. All texts
agree that it was (the) famine (~a1a) that worked upon Maria’s
innards, however these are conceived. But the verbs used to
describe this action differ. A7a1, DSog, and Theoph used the
rather banal «ix (“to be left, remain, be found, persist”). The
other two texts, HE and CZ, use \\hx.r, the root \ \=. meaning
“to have authority, dominion, power over.” We have translated
~om \\her “overwhelmed,” but this could also be rendered
“took possession of, took control of.” In any case, « ix. connotes
a more locative and stative being, whereas )\ \« is indicative of
control. Neither verb suggests the movement at the core of the
Greek verbal phrase—ywpéw + 31& = “to move through, advance
through.” However, like the Greek language, « i lends itself to
the metaphor of a virus or germ ‘moving through’ or ‘being (left)
in’ the body, whereas )\« fits more neatly with an analogy to
emotion or possession. Was Maria’s condition one of being
inhabited, or of being overtaken? Given the behavioral effects
of certain states, perhaps the difference is less clear than it
might appear.
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The ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ translations have different
ways of dealing with of Bupol and dpymv. All five texts
surprisingly use the same term (~¥=) to translate Gupoi, but
this vocabulary is where the similarities end. The ‘Maccabean’
texts prefer ‘wrath’ (~1y_o3) for opy¥v and cast it, along with
compulsion (~i\ o x.), as Maria’s adviser/counselor
(=al>).*® The ‘Eusebian’ texts do a better job of presenting
Maria’s “anger/passion” as being “inflamed” (~<¥sos
fom iay =) and, positioning Maria as the subject of the
clause (23~ <3 o1 ,m), they opt for the comparatively
rarer term & to render 6pyW.”” Theoph deviates from all
four other texts by saying that Maria took “violence” (~arts) as
council. In fact, there is some reason to suppose that HE + CZ,
or Theoph, or both are actually rendering the Greek term 6punv
instead of dpy"y, the former being a textual variant in this
passage attested at least in the Greek HE tradition.™ The

165 Interestingly, the idea of anger/wrath + hunger/necessity as advisers/
counselors per se disappears from the Latin translation tradition of Bf (LBJ
6.204 has impetu animi ac necessitate impulsoribus aduersus naturam
excitatur) but is retained in Rufinus’ translation of HE 3.6.23 (fame et ira
pessimis usa consultoribus contra ipsa iam armature iura naturae). See Bay,

“The ‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew,” 24—25.
166

This term is less common than ~\\_oi (e.g.) and is often translated as
“assault, threat” (Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 67) or “an
onset, rush” (Jennings, Lexicon, 46; cf. Acts 14:5), making it an odd
rendering of 6pyy but a natural rendering of 6ppy; see below.

"7 Schwartz and Mommsen, Die Kirchengeschichte, 208 list dppyv as a
variant in this passage (HE 3.6.23) in five mss (A, T', D, M, ), over and
against the printed épyn found in T, E, R, B, A, and Josephus. Niese, De
Bello Iudaico, 539 reports no variant for opy#v here, though this is proof
positive of nothing (in medieval Greek manuscripts, the two terms could
be confused with extreme ease by either medieval scribes or modern
readers). It may be significant that Henry Savile’s Greek text of the story as
it appears in John Chrysostom’s Against the Opponents of the Monastic Life
1.5, produced in 1613, reads oppyv in place of opy¥v, as reported by J.-P.
Migne (PG 47: 324), who retains dpymnv. It is very possible that 6punv also
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‘Eusebian’ texts further account for the prepositional phrase
with a direct transliteration (uetd t#ig dvdyxns becomes =a
~aur?), whereas the other three texts agree on a more
idiomatic rendering (<)o 3s). (A translator might have
considered the preposition xs a more natural correlate to
Greek’s petd + genitive than is Syriac’s ).

Theoph gives a distinct translation of this passage; though a
good deal of its vocabulary matches the ‘Maccabean’
translations, its syntax and verbal aspects are occasionally
idiosyncratic. The opening sequence shifts, oddly, from “labor”
(A>ns ) to “help” (L)), which may have been a corruption in
a manuscript or a mistake. In any case, it creates a Maria who is
helpful, rather than one who is just trying to survive."” Maria
searches for food “from every place” (~aoa \a =), and Theoph
uses the rare and difficult term ~svaa (“perplexity, doubt,

existed in the other Eusebian tradition under discussion, i.e. the Greek
Theophania Vorlage. For the Syriac Theoph, this would help explain the
use of the term ~¢ar¢s, which can mean “violence,” only a half-step away
from opyy, but more naturally leans toward meaning “onset, irruption,
impetuosity, eagerness” (Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary,
122) and is in fact constantly associated with the 6pun- lexical family when
the Greek and Syriac Bible text traditions are compared (Payne Smith,
Thesaurus Syriacus, 1167). Similarly, the term ~&1\_ can mean “assault,
threat,” and the verb yi\_ takes on the meaning of “to rush upon, assault”
with the prefix As, making the root virtually identical to the Greek opuy
(“onrush, onset, assault”) and opudw (“rush, attack, hasten”). See Payne
Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 67 and LSJ ad loc. Indeed, the
Peshitta uses iy to translate 6puy) at Acts 14:5 (Payne Smith, Thesaurus
Syriacus, 699).

58 1 fact, the idea that Maria obtained any food she did “for others” is not
necessarily meant to mean that she was intentionally doing so; an
arguably more natural reading is that she obtained food “for others” in the
sense that the bandits were constantly stealing her food, and thus her
procured provisions went to others. The wording of Theoph challenges this
interpretation, perhaps intending to portray Maria as distinctly
humanitarian in this time of crisis, the polar opposite of what she is about
to become, in other words.
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lingering”) to describe her dire straits. The term, rare though it
may be, is used in Peshitta Luke 21:25 to render the Greek term
amopio. This may account for its use to translate dmopov here.
Finally, in contrast to other translations, Theoph has a more
liberal and free expression, with Maria taking “violence”
(~earess)—whether for dpyy or for 6pun—as a counselor (lssa

), picking up the Greek a0

KpBovAov.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.205

The woman had a child, a
son who was at her breast,
seizing which, she said,
“Miserable baby, in war and
famine and sedition, for

ol T6 Téxvov R 8¢ adTf) als
UTTORATTIOE APTIOTAUEVY]
«Ppépog» elmev «dfhiov év
TOAEMW ol MUG xal aTdaeL
Tivt o€ TNPYoW

what™ shall I preserve you?

Codex Ambrosianu

s 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)

Now she had a son who was
at the breast. And she
grabbed him and was saying
to him, “O miserable one, in
war and in famine and in
sedition, for what shall I
preserve you?

ALl As o @1 0l Koo dure
a1 .\ KiTarda mhal wa
~av.aroo faaanna oias

A e i )

Deir al-Suria

n og (fol. 151)

Now she had a son who was
at the breast. And she

grabbed him and was saying
to him, “O miserable one, in

ALl As io @1l Koo hure
a1 .\ Kisarda mhal wa
~av.aroo faasna oins

W e ) )

war and in famine and in

"% The Greek tivi and the Syriac &\ both can be read “for whom” instead of

“for what.”
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sedition, for what shall I
preserve you?

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

And she grabbed her son—
for she had a newborn at the
breast—and she said, “O
miserable one, in war and in
sedition, for what shall I
preserve you?

o a\ Kom M Mol s hinla
01 Mo .o as

<~ A Karasgsa Koias
A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.26—27 (Wright and
McLean p. 127)

And she seized the son
whom she had who was
suckling at her breast and
said: “Miserable infant, in
war, and in famine, and in
sedition, why do I preserve
you?

a1l o\ Kom hua Kinla
<ol Nimna phel o als
Aassa oias .ol

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 181)

And she seized her son
whom she had who was
suckling at her breast and
said: “Miserable infant, in
war, and in famine, and even
in sedition, why do I

preserve you?

aul o\ Koo My minla
r(ncd,. MNim<a mk\‘.ﬁv.v =2l
ara iaana oino Loy

Textual Notes

The opening lines of the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ texts vary
slightly in their syntax, but both convey the Greek quite
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literally. The primary difference is the placement of “son”
(~io)—the ‘Eusebian’ texts stay closer to the Greek syntax, a
reversal from the last section. By contrast, Theoph once again
stands outside the other translations and alters the word-order,
yet it provides first position to “son” qua direct object («3=)), in
line with the ‘Eusebian’ translations, all of which signals the
significance of the child in the unfolding scene. At the same
time, Theoph stands alone in providing two terms for ‘infant,’ as
in the Greek (téxvov, mais | 3o ,\as).

All five texts use the same word (.a\ ) to render apmalw.”
Likewise, all five texts use the term «.aa to translate &9Atov. The
Syriac term appears in the section parallel to BJ 6.96,
describing the demeanor of the rebels in the city.” Only the
‘Eusebian’ texts, however, account for the Greek noun Bpégog,
forcing the adjective to become a substantive in the other
translations.

The ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ texts have the same terms
for the Greek trifecta (moAéuw xal Aipd xal otdoet), and in the
same order (roias ~hasna war.azeaa). CZ uniquely contains
the particle (.ar~) before the third term, which may be
interpreted as the Greek conjunctive xai functioning
adverbially. Theoph makes the error of omitting “famine” from
the list; its wording in the second half of this passage is
otherwise identical to that of A7ar and DSog."™

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.206
On the one hand, there is Ta pev mapd Pwpaliolg SovAeia,
slavery with the Romans, w8y {Yowpev En’ adTolg, pAdvet

7% An apparently standard translation, given its use to translate dprdlw in
Matt. 12 and Acts 27:15.

™ Cf. Rom 7:24 and 1 Cor 1519, where the term is used to translate

Tohai{mwpog and EAegvétepot respectively.

' Overall in this passage, 69% of Theoph's Syriac is present in A7ar/DSog (11
of 16 words).
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even if we should live. But
before them and slavery
comes the famine. But the

rebels are more cruel than
both!

3¢ xal dovAeiav 6 Atpdg, ol
oTagtaaTal 3¢ AUPOTEPWY
XUAETTWTEPOL.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)

For you will be a slave to the
Romans even if you should
survive. But before slavery
(there is) famine and the
brigands are harsher than
both of them.

.Ram¥h Kias famomi hala
oo .udil Koo (K ax
iz .<han hoias\ Gl

‘au avo oih

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 151)

For you will be a slave to the
Romans even if you should
survive. But before slavery
(there is) famine and the
brigands are harsher than
both of them.

NRomh Kins amoi hala
ot o> Kaha Koo @
eif > iz .han hoana

e aro

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

For you will be a slave to the
Romans even if you survive
longer with them. But before
slavery (there is) famine and
the rebels are harsher (than)
them.

.Kamh K1ns amami hala
Piam L amhal ek 2\ @
~aa hoias\ o3 .\

w N ara Krazra

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.27 (Wright and
McLean p. 127)

Even if we should remain
alive, it is slavery to the

» hoins Lom ards @’
=3 A\ e .~amamia
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Romans. But even before 0 .<a2n il o hoans
slavery is famine, and more O oz alm eouhin
bitter than both of these are RrdaE L am
the rebels.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 181)

Even if we should remain D ROIDL L LO0m (v @
alive, it is slavery to the horna\ il e . amamia
Romans. Even before slavery couhih o .<aes ml ;s
is famine, and more bitter N AWEIGRE IR
than both of these are
robbers.

Textual Notes:

In this passage, we again see a connection among Theoph, Ayaz,
and DSog, as the former matches the ‘Maccabean’ texts
verbatim in its opening sentence.” In fact, most of the ways in
which Theoph departs from Ayar and DSog in this passage are
minor (the addition of .5\, as a modifier of s and the further
prepositional modifier (om®a), e.g.). The one striking
difference is between Theoph’s ~s.oxe and the ‘Maccabean’
texts’ wi=, the former being a stricter translation of ot
otagtaatal. It is notable that HE alone agrees here with Theoph
in rendering ~s.oxe, leaving CZ the only text to use the
transliterated loan-word ~s\ @\ (which here, somewhat
ironically, translates a different Greek word—though its use is
consistent with the mention of ‘robbers’ in earlier sections, e.g.,
6.195; moreover, CZ conforms to the use of ~e.dx in the next
section).

" In terms of numbers, here Theoph’s Syriac matches the ‘Maccabean’ texts
at about 75% (12 of 16 words), and it happens to share the orthographic
distinctive @~ with DSog alone (where A7ar has { < ar).
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The most immediate singularity of the ‘Eusebian’ texts in
this passage is their beginning with the first-person plural
rather than the second person singular (though the addressee
need not have necessarily changed): wom @ @
Remarkably, however, hereby HE and CZ become the only texts
to follow the Greek’s xdv {jowpev. Nevertheless, this passage
once again gives a clear indication that Theoph and Ayar + DSog
belong to the same tradition family.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.207
Come now, be food for me 101, yevod pot Tpogy) xai tolg
and Vengeance to the rebels | otagiaotais épwvig xal T@ Plw
and a tale for the living [or | ud8og 6 pdvog ENheimwy Talg
‘myth for the world’] which | Tov3alwv cupgopais.»
alone is lacking among the
calamities of the Jews!”

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)

Come, be nourishment for ~hinuw,\ ;am A
me and vengeance for the ~als\a honay raxsla
rebels and a tale to the world, gueian) Kim ;1 .~ husax
for this alone is lacking «omizaul ham lams
among the sufferings of the R RTY R
Jews.”

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 15r)

Come, be nourishment for ~hinuw )\ tam i
me and vengeance for the ol o oo rdrna
rebels and a tale to the ~Am. {hoo, Kiasax.
world, and this alone is Naom i - duiasal
lacking among the sufferings 10013 L omiral,
of the Jews.”

" Note the accidental transposition of the A_and .= in DSog.
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Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

Come and be nourishment
for me and vengeance for the
rebels and a tale to the world,
which alone is lacking among
the sufferings of the Jews.”

~hinow,\ ,ama R

<l \o iy eaxsla
duicsls ,;m1 Kl ax
a8 L omirs) lams

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.27 (Wright and

lacking from the hardships
of the Jews.”

McLean pp. 127-28)
Come, now, be food for me, ~rlaa) L\ jom Lo h
madness to those rebels, ~rine waan) Lomla
and to the whole world an A ol alalo Khaae
example, which alone is o s ;;moras)s aga

L% VYo 18] \om.u_sAm{

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 30v; Harrak p. 181)

Come, now, be food for me,
madness to the rebels, and
to the whole world an
example, which alone is
lacking from the hardships
of the Jews.”

xhlaam\ )\ oo Liaon i
~han rang L mal aa
oz, A )l oala\a

= ~am Ly ,mo:\c\.\.\.\.:
100N \oomjlor(

Textual Notes

The only difference between Ayar and DSog is ,ma versus ,ma.
The difference was likely due to syntactic variation, as reflected
in the punctuation in DSog. Theoph follows the syntax of Aya1
and only differs from the ‘Maccabean’ translation in including
the 5 of cuicw) ousasls. Theoph also follows Ayar in
including the dot over the pronominal suffix (the antecedent in
this case the feminine noun <¥.x ax), a feature which is, in any
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case, quite inconsistent in manuscripts prior to the tenth/
eleventh century. Painting in broader strokes, in this passage
Theoph is nearly identical to Ayar and DSog, confirming
powerfully, once again, that these draw on a shared tradition."”

The texts are divided concerning how they translate pd8og.
The ‘Maccabean’ texts and Theoph prefer <¥usae, which is
commonly used for the Greek dujypa but also for pdbog.”™ The
‘Eusebian’ texts prefer the more biblical term ~\}= commonly
used to translate mapaBoAr (e.g., Matt 13:18). This term can also
be used for pdfog (e.g., 2 Pet 1:16 Peshitta), demonstrating the
flexibility of the Greek term."””

The ‘Eusebian’ texts differ from the rest in several significant
ways. First, the different terms used to translate tpogy. The
‘Maccabean’ texts and Theoph use ~%imue, Which is more

"> Excepting dots and a few prepositional or conjunctive additions in
Theoph—namely = in éuicsls and o in ,aqpo—the Syriac of Theoph from
its side finds a 100% match in the ‘Maccabean’ traditions here (13 of 13
words). This does not mean that all of the Syriac from A7ar/DSog is found
in Theoph; the former have several (minor) words not found in the latter
(<2 and dom).

176 Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 4249.

" The term pdbog has a complicated history in Greek philosophy and
philology. See L. Brisson, Platon, Les mots et les mythes: Comment
et pourquoi Platon nomma le mythe? (Paris: Editions La Découverte, 1994),
republished as L. Brisson, Plato the Mythmaker, trans. G. Naddaf (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1998); B. Lincoln, Theorizing Myth:
Narrative, Ideology, and Scholarship (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1999), 3—18 and 19—43, concluding in the first place that, in the early
Greek writings of Homer and Hesiod, “mythos is an assertive discourse of
power and authority that represents itself as something to be believed and
obeyed,” appearing nowhere in epic as meaning “false story,” ‘symbolic
story,’ ‘sacred story,’ or anything of the sort” (17-18). This argument is
important because these latter meanings are often attached to ud6og,
whereas its presumed converse Adyog is often assumed to carry
connotations of authority, trustworthiness, etc. Lincoln’s essay represents
and challenge and complication to this scholarly commonplace.
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commonly used to translate tpoy) in Syriac”™ and is consistent
with earlier passages (e.g., 6.195). That said, the ‘Eusebian’ texts
are also consistent in their use of ~h\aart, which also
appears in earlier sections, even as a translation for Tpogn (e.g.,
6.198).

The Greek €pwig can mean “vengeance, punishment of the
guilty” in a general sense or can refer to the avenging deity
herself, 'Epwvd¢. The Syriac traditions render the term
differently: whereas the ‘Maccabean’ texts have the generic
term for “vengeance” or “punishment” (~<¥h=a),” HE and CZ
prefer the term «X»oaue. The latter carries more the
connotation of “madness” or “frenzy” or “rage,” which sounds
(slightly) more like a personified description of ¢pwig."™

Finally, the translations are divided over the term used for
oupgopals. Ayai, DSog, and Theoph all use = (“sorrow,
suffering, pain”), often used in Syriac literature for notions of
madnpa. HE and CZ, meanwhile, use < or¢ (“suffering,
affliction, tribulation”). The former is used more widely in the
New Testament,™ while the latter is used more commonly to
translate GAT1g.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.208

And at the same time as wol Tad8’ dpor Aéyovaa xTelvel
she was saying these TOV ViV EMELT’ OMTNOATA TO UEV
things, she killed her son. | #juov xateadiet 6 ¢ Aotmov

Then, having roasted half | xatoxaAdpaca EpvAatTey.
she ate it and the rest she

' Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 2514.

'" Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 351.
%> Note that the Latin traditions from late antiquity translate épwig
alternatively as furia (LBJ 6.207) and furor (LHE 3.6.24; DEH 5.40.1). See
Bay, “The ‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew,” 28—29ff.

181 . .
Jennings, Lexicon, 82.
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guarded, keeping it
hidden.
Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 1)
And after she said these »in Mo @\o hied ana
things, she killed her son and | =aiva . Mo ;adac . dua\ja
she roasted and divided him BDUS\NET-30' WSEN

in half and ate, and the rest
she concealed and guarded.

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 151)

And after she said these
things, she killed her son and
she roasted and divided him
in half and ate, and the rest
she concealed and guarded.

min Mo . a\o hinee ana
~aiza.Ma ondan hal e
A0 Nama

Eusebius, Theophania 4.21

And at the same time as she
was saying these things, she
killed her son. And then she
roasted him and divided him
in half (and) ate. And the rest
she concealed and guarded.

Hom i Kasa olm ma
.mk\.-(\xv Qo dia\ m)\ﬂvn
Yuma aivao Waw m&é&o
.k\i_\v;o

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.27 (Wright and
McLean p. 128)

And after she said these
things she killed her son.
And she roasted him and ate
half of him, and the rest she
concealed and guarded.

:ninl i\ o i o\ 10
m&& Mara q:k\..c%o

.X\'ﬁv\o dua aiva

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 3ov; Harrak p. 181) ‘
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And after she said these .inl Mo R @\ ana
things she killed her son. ~Ade Waa ;mdual e
And she roasted him and ate A0 fuma aiva

half, and the rest she
concealed and guarded.

Textual Notes

Theoph is the only translation to account for the Greek dua
with ~asar, an amalgam of were and «aw. ™™ The Syriac
particle is often used to translate the preposition o0v," but is
also used in the New Testament to render dua (cf. Rom 3:12; 1
Thess 427, 5:10). The addition of the particle in Theoph helps
clarify the circumstantial construction provided by iz + 2n
»am, implying that Maria’s slaying of her son takes place as she
is speaking, as implied in the Greek. The other translations also
contain the circumstantial clause, but the exact sequence is
more oblique.

Beyond the first clause, the different translations are
remarkably close, with slight variations such as the inclusion of
the -\ direct object marker in Theoph, HE, and CZ being of less
significance (proleptic in Theoph and HE)."™

182

Despite this singularity, Theoph is quite close to Ayar and DSog here in
this last portion of its Maria Story. Allowing for minor variants within
lexical agreement, 11 of 14 words in Theoph’s Syriac (79%) are to be found
in the ‘Maccabean’ texts.

183 Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 15.

%4 This despite Noldeke’s insistence that the object-designating \ indicates
more emphatic determination. See T. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac
Grammar (London: Williams & Norgate, 1904), 227. Here, it is more likely
amatter of difference in translation technique between the ‘Eusebian’ and
the ‘Maccabean’ translations in late antiquity. Cf. T. Muraoka, Classical
Syriac: A Basic Grammar with Chrestomathy, Porta Linguarum
Orientalium 19, 2nd rev. ed. (Wiesdaen: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2005), 77-79.
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Perhaps of slightly more significance is the lack of
pronominal enclitic with ~xJa in CZ. While this variant is not
sufficient to suggest independence from HE, it is interesting
that it may be a closer parallel to the Greek text. In any case, CZ
is the only tradition to literally record that Maria “ate [a]
portion,” leaving ‘of her son’ implicit, rather than “a portion of
him” (onxde)—which, with a dot above the »- enclitic would
mean “her portion”—as in all four other texts.

All of the Syriac traditions agree in their verbs for “kill” (1\,0)
and “roast” (d.a,), the latter being the verb used in Peshitta
Luke 24:42, often translated “broil,” to describe how the fish
eaten by the resurrected Jesus was cooked.™

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.209

Immediately the rebels
arrived and, breathing in
the lawless smell, they
began threatening to slay
her immediately if she did
not reveal that which had
been prepared. But she,
stating that she had kept a

e00éwg &’ ol otagiaoTal
mapfiooy xal Ths dbepitov
xvigng omdoavteg Nmeihovy el
pun Seibetey 16 mapaorevachéy
amoapd&ety adTv e0fEwg 1) 3¢
xal polpav adtolg imodon
XAV TETY)PYRéVvaL T& Aeipova
700 Téxvou dlexdAuev.

good portion for them,

185 19 Jennings, Lexicon, 85. The Greek of Luke 24:42, in line with Josephus’
use of the verb dmtdw, employs the adjective drtés (“roasted, broiled”):
“They gave [Jesus] a piece of broiled/roasted fish” (ol 3¢ émédwxav adT®
txB0og omTod pépog). Interestingly, whereas the primary reading in NTG 28
has 24:43 as simply xal AaPwv évomiov adtdv Epayev (“and taking it, he ate
it before them”), two extended variant readings, present in Greek, Latin,
and Syriac, add to this ta emthoima edwxev avtolg (“and the remainder he
gave to them”), an intriguing but probably incidental parallel to Maria
here in BJ 6.208. See B. Aland, K. Aland, J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini,
and B. M. Metzger, eds., Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece, 28th
rev. ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2013 [2012]), 290.
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revealed the remains of the
child.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r cols. 1-2)

In that moment the
brigands entered and found
her, and they drew their
swords and they grew angry
so as to kill her, unless she
showed them whatever she
had to eat. Then she said to

.l iz ohavin

C\lv:zu. « 001Aima massara
.gual\ e aam whsnehna
s 010 o) Fash A
N 1, oimudhms) ml
ha), i e .om)
Ao oot cmaie (aal hili

swords and they grew angry
so as to kill her, unless she
showed them whatever she
had to eat. Then she said to
them, “I even kept the best
part of the rest of my son for
you.” And she revealed [it]
and she showed them ...

them, “I even kept the best .o duas
part of the rest of my son for
you.” And she revealed [it
and] she showed them ...

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 15r)
In that moment the s iz mhavis
brigands entered and found | o\ ze ( cousima.hasar<a
her, and they drew their .cual\ o com Ghash=a

s o1 L om) ash A
NN o3 ,o oimudhs) ()
~ha), hum e .ol
A0 »ior omaix . aal Wil
.o duawa

Eusebius, Theophania
N/A
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Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.28 (Wright and
McLean p. 128)

And immediately, the rebels i ania lama
arrived at the smell of this s m aeil
abominable deed. Then they | ( ocusio e1a\ e, oaws
drew their swords and were sonal\jars cam aas\hena
threatening to kill her unless P o w0 o A
she declared to them N A L3, R\ a
whatever she had prepared. ~ha), him e L om
Then immediately she said to | hi%ara a0 = Canl Wi\ 3
them: “T have even kept a @ Yuasa 2l a.,in >
good portion for you from

what is left over of my son.”

And she revealed (it) and

showed them.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fols. 3ov—31r; Harrak p. 181)

And immediately, the rebels RLANE AR Do
arrived at the smell of this s aw o il
abominable deed. Then they | (ocuaimw a1\ e .a.ams
drew their swords and were .cual\ 11 com @xs\hsa
threatening to kill her unless o\ hom aasam A
she declared to them S @@ Ao\ 3 e dm
whatever she had prepared. At . om hizrd s
Then at once she said to o - cal il e, his
them: “I have even kept a M 0 Hio > hihoa o
good portion for you from QU Juasa

what is left over from my
son.” And she revealed (it)
and showed them.

Textual Notes

The ‘Maccabean’ texts agree in rendering eb0éwg here with the
prepositional phrase mhseis (“at that moment,” “in that
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hour”),186 whereas the ‘Eusebian’ traditions coalesce on the
more literal <au=." Also in the first sentence of this passage
we confront the nominal distinction between Ayar’s and DSog’s
~»i»n (which we translate “brigands”) and the ~edse
(“rebels”) mentioned in HE and CZ, and not for the first time;
the former word is only ever used in the ‘Maccabean’ texts,
whereas all of the texts use ~z.dxx in places (e.g., 6.206; 6.207;
6.209).

In the Greek rendering, the gtagiaatal control three verbs in
this passage: they show up (mapiiocav), smell the scent of
cooking (omdcavtes), and begin threatening to kill Maria
(qmeidovy ... dmoopdbew). In Ayar and DSog, the ~wix are
imputed with four verbs: they show up (al\), find Maria
(hrasaaer), draw their swords (a\,=e « aomaiw), and get angry
enough to kill her (cual\,a11 cam hsnsd=n). The ‘Maccabean’
traditions have here taken some liberties in their language.
While a\x may equal mapijoav, the Greek nowhere conveys the
idea of the rebels having “found” (s.ae) Maria. Rather, their
finding her is implicit in their following their noses, yet the
‘Maccabean’ texts completely omit any mention of the
olfactory, arguably the most poignant component of this scene.
Why do they drop this detail? Finally, similar questions could
be asked about the final Syriac clause mentioned above: the
verb d=uw (“to burn with anger”) is a good step away from the
verb “to threaten” (), ™ and the Greek's verb +

%8 Cf. Peshitta Matt 8:5; Mark 1:42; Jennings, Lexicon, 228.

87 Cf. Peshitta Matt 3:16; Jennings, Lexicon, 119.

188 Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 67,148; cf. B 6.204 /[ above,

where HE and CZ use the noun form of this verb, =1, to render the
Greek 6pym. Since the ‘Eusebian’ texts there use a term which can mean
“threat” to render the Greek word for “anger,” and here the ‘Maccabean’
texts use the verb for “be angry” to translate the Greek verb for “threaten,”
it might be worth reserving judgment as to any clear, solid distinction
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complementary infinitive construction stands awkwardly next
to the Syriac’s verb + 1 aam + verb structure, if only because “to
be angry” is unnatural when functioning like a modal verb.

The ‘Eusebian’ traditions both share in and depart from the
idiosyncrasies of the ‘Maccabean’ texts here. On the one hand,
HE and CZ also put swords into the hands of the Maria’s
aggressors in this passage (. oosaim o1 a\=e), though here
they do in fact “threaten to kill her” (¢omal\ 11 com @)
One wonders if the earlier of the two ‘Maccabean’ texts was
influenced by a still earlier Syriac source (perhaps Eusebian)
that read a>s\d> (“they threatened”) here and then changed
this, probably by orthographic mistake, to the morphologically
similar od=sh> (“they burned with anger”); the awkwardness
of the latter within its context in Ayar and DSog, and the early
date of HE (462 CE), make this all the more plausible.™ If so,
the HE Syriac translation of this passage could have been
connected (somehow) to Theoph and the ‘Maccabean’ tradition
as an influence/source (maybe used by A7ar).

The most noticeable distinction between ‘Maccabean’ and
‘Eusebian’ traditions in this passage has to do with the
narrative’s sensory language: unlike Ayar and DSog, HE and CZ
retain the role of smell in the story, the clause i\ asiae
~a.ams isaw o being close to the Greek's mapfjooay xal Tijg
afepitov xviong amdgavteg, albeit lacking the ‘smelling’ verb per
se. The ‘Eusebian’ texts, then, are like the Greek in attributing
three verbs to the rebels, but they are not identical to it; the
verbiage of the Greek and both Syriac traditions is distinct in
the first part of the passage: the Greek has
‘came/smelled/threatened (to kill), the ‘Maccabean’ Syriac
texts ‘came/found (Maria)/drew (swords)/got angry (enough to

between the semantic ranges regarding ‘anger/be angry’ and
‘threat/threaten’ in these ancient lexica respectively.

%9 We dare say that if this part of the passage existed in Theoph, we might
well have found this older, better form.



308 Hugoye 29.1

kill), and the ‘Eusebian’ Syriac texts ‘came/drew (swords)/
threatened (to kill).’

The references to drawing swords (a\,se « aomaiva| a\ e
«oouaivw 1) are a rather odd departure from the Greek. It is
striking that it is shared between the disparate ‘Maccabean’ and
‘Eusebian’ translations. The change appears to derive from a
common understanding of the Greek verb ondw, “to draw” as a
reference to weapons. The verb can—indeed, commonly
does—have this sense, especially in archaic and Homeric
Greek (e.g., Od. 22.74; Il. 16.473). In Josephus, it seems more to
refer to drawing a breath, in this case, “breathing in the lawless
smell.” Josephus’ use is less common, and it is no wonder if the
initial Syriac translation took it as a reference to drawing
swords; indeed, this action fits well in the context, followed by
the rebels’ threats (xs.)\) against her life. What seems probable,
then, given the discussion about it, is that the Syriac HE
translation read omdw as referring to sword-drawing, thus
establishing a translation that was picked up by Ayay, i.e., the
‘Maccabean’ texts, later on.

The slight difference between the singular (wis<) and
plural (asis) between HE and CZ seems to be due to
idiosyncrasies of CZ. Here and in 6.211 CZ occasionally uses
singular forms of the verb when referring to actions of the
revolutionaries. This could be an issue of aural reception, since
there is no difference in pronunciation between the third
singular and the third plural.

At the end of this passage, the ‘Maccabean’ texts again show
their affinity for stacking up verbs over and above what the
Greek recommends. In the latter, after stating (eimodoa) what
she had done, Maria simply “shows” or “reveals” (SiexdAuvev)
her handiwork. In Ayar and DSog, after speaking (:i=r), Maria
“reveals” (W) and “shows” (d.as) and “holds out” (hasw) the
remains of her son. Granted that the first two of these verbs
work as a kind of complementary unit and also appear in HE
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and CZ (6¥uasa 2 o). Still, one cannot help seeing a flair for
the dramatic in the ‘Maccabean’ texts, where Maria, just like
her persecutors, is credited with more action (counted in verbs)

than in the Greek or the ‘Eusebian’ Syriac traditions.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.210

A shudder and shock took
hold of them immediately
and they froze at the sight.
And she said, “This is my
legitimate child and my
deed.

Tobg 3’ eVBéwg ppiy xal
TOPEXTTATLS YPEL Xal TToLpdL
™y & ememnyeaav 1) 3’ Eudy
€ov) To0To TéxVOY YV Tlov xal
TO €pYoV EUOV.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 2)

Then trembling and frenzy
of mind seized them and
they clapped their hands
upon their faces. She was
saying to them, “This is my
own beloved child and deed
of my hands.

i ol el L Ao
oouisa s il Khaara
.\.nA\Sv O AT

i ;. om i .aam
AR i ama L asns

Deir al-Surian og (fols. 15r-v)

Then trembling and frenzy
of mind seized them and
they clapped their hands
upon their faces. She was
saying to them, “This is my
own beloved child and the
deed of my hands.

haol el L A
oo . us il Khanva
.aam v‘ﬁ“sv oduard AT

~is ;. om) i

Syt ardis ama .,y aanw

Eusebius

, Theophania
N/A
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Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.29 (Wright and
McLean p. 128)

And immediately, trembling | .hsor (i Rinrd ama
seized them and they became | cum . > araua qura
frantic and were transfixed at »La oo is e i
the sight. Then she said: “This 0m L1 i awo .asns
is my beloved son, and the
deed is mine.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 31r; Harrak p. 181)
And immediately, trembling i ol Qi R dMiama
seized them and they became | 1,3 . > azasa anva

frantic and were transfixed at »ht Koo Kis i  his
the sight. But she said: “This is .am L3 i ama aans
my beloved son and the deed
is mine.

Textual Notes

As in the previous passage, HE and CZ translate €08¢éwg with
1o/ masa, yet here Ayar and DSog elect not to translate
the adverb. All four texts translate the Greek ¢piun
(“shuddering,” “shivering”) with the equivalent <o (“terror,”
“trembling”). > From here, they diverge significantly. The
‘Eusebian’ texts have the brigands becoming “frantic”
(<%anr)—probably reflecting gpev@v éxataais in the Greek
rather than mapéxotaoig ™ —and then provide a precise
equivalent for “froze at the sight” (mapd ™ &P émemnyeoav)
with “transfixed at the sight” (<h1s & a®=a.a). By contrast, the
‘Maccabean’ texts remain structurally closer to the Greek than
HE and CZ in that they give a second abstract noun as part of

190

See Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 114; compare LS] ad loc.

9" See Niese, De Bello Iudaico, 540, rendering mapéxatacts but recording

mapéxtaaia for P and gpevév éxataats for “MLVRCEusebChrysSyr.”
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what is responsible for arresting the brigands in the narrative:
namely, ~usin <hane, which almost definitely translates
pevv Exataalg rather than mapéxotaoig given the genitival
construction. Only Ayar and DSog have, like the Greek, two
things that “seize” (as~ = aipéw) the brigands. But this is
combined with the seemingly random replacement of “they
clapped their hands over [or ‘beat’] their faces” ( s ( conisa
com aail, (ooudr). Here the translator appears to have
mistaken the Greek root of myvopt/émimpyvopt for magyvout
(éxmAnyvupl/ éxmAdoow), and then further taken 8y as “face.”
Indeed, the context is such that striking one’s face would not be
unwarranted. Nevertheless, the “Eusebian” texts seem to have
read the verb correctly and interpreted Josephus’ sense more
accurately. Both traditions here stay closer to the Greek in some
ways and depart further from it in others.

The rest of the sequence is essentially the same in all four
texts. All four texts likewise opt to use ~=u=asw (“beloved”) to
render ywjotov (“genuine, legitimate, lawful”);"* did they talk
themselves into seeing téxvov dyamytov in the Greek (phrasing
already famous, perhaps, in the Greek imagination of such
contexts)?'** Or is this simply how they would always translate
ywotog? Or might this be a subtle shift, made easily and
naturally upon the presumption of the translator’s artistic
license? In any case, the most notable difference between
Syriac translations in the latter part of this passage comes in
DSog, which diverges from all other texts to refer to Maria’s act
as “the work of (my) hands” (,i:<s =1ixaw). On the one hand,
both A7ar and DSog avoid the pleonasm used in HE and CZ
(sLaa... ,\.s), which itself accounts for the double use of the

"9 Thanks to Lucas Van Rompay (written communication, January 3, 2024)

for reminding us of both the minor oddity and the consistency of this
translation across the Syriac traditions, an important point.

'93 Cf. Homer, Od. 5.8 (vOv od modd' dryarmyrov dmoxtetvau ...). Niese, De Bello
Iudaico, 540 records no variant for the adjective.
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adjectival pronoun (¢uév). On the other hand, DSog attempts to
account for the second Greek pronoun, but possibly with an
idiomatic sense of “alone.”’®* If this is the case, then DSog

elaborates on Ayar to account for the second €uév in Greek,
establishing its own idiosyncrasy as a text within a developing

tradition.

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.211

Eat, for even I have eaten.
Do not be either softer than
a woman or more
compassionate than a
mother, but if you are pious
and turn away from my
sacrifice, I have eaten for
you—now let the rest
remain for me.”

QaryeTe xal yap eyw BEPRpwra
K1) YEVNTOE U TE LAAXWTEPOL
yuvaog e ouumadéotepol
MNTESS €1 07 Vpels evaefels xal
™V €)Y AmoaTpépeabe
Buaiow éyw uev Dplv BEPRpwna
xal T Aotmov 3¢ ol
MEWATW.»

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 2)

Eat, because I also have
eaten. Do not be softer than
a woman or more
compassionate than a
mother. But if you are indeed
merciful then you will turn
away your faces from my
sacrifice. I set (it) before you,
and as you have refused it,
let the rest of it be for me.”

e ary Ao\ = dlaa

o @i L oomh A A
A D whmsio .l
st o o e’
oMK gaamma ( odur
RO Rl 1 Qe
?mok\alnor{xo < Qi hshw

oo ,\ onnix

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 15v)

9% Sokoloff, Dictionary, 31-32. It is possible that the translator here intends

arare use of _c.n.r (1310v) for “one’s own.”
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Eat, because I also have
eaten. Do not be softer than
a woman or more
compassionate than a
mother. But if you are indeed
merciful then you will turn
away your faces from my
sacrifice. I set (it) before you,
and as you have refused it,
let the rest of it be for me.”

A et W= alaaw

o @i L oomh A\ A
e > whsasio il
RAh=ni o o’
oM gaamma ( odur
A N1 3 Qs

- 82umio I

A quaie ,moh.‘.mr(no

.~ao

Eusebius, Theophania

N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.29 (Wright and
McLean p. 128)

Take, eat for I also have eaten.
Now be neither softer than a
woman nor more
compassionate than a mother.
But if you are indeed just then
you will pardon (me) from my
slaughtering; I have already
eaten, and what remains I will
keep for myself.”

I\ e .alas ano
a2 coomh Jaasn A\ Waw
iz A e hiue >
oM L1 L o D
im0l ohu A
A o o\ L
yai pwna s em as

2 R

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 31r; Harrak p. 181)

Take and eat—1I also have
eaten. Now be neither softer
than a woman nor more
compassionate than a mother.
But if you are indeed just then
you will pardon (me) from my
slaughtering; I have already

e e o daa aaw
o @i L oomh Juasy A

o armwis Aac hdu
s Lo Ll L
»L s 0 . odur

W Ao o\hes
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eaten, and what remains I'will | Qi3 ya1 pama . Ra em
keep for myself.” o\
Textual Notes

All four texts use the typical term Maw (“to eat”) to translate the
Greek ¢éofiw. What is striking is the divergence of HE and CZ by
adding “take” (a=w) before. This has obvious—and somewhat
troubling—Gospel overtones, as the exact expression is used in
the Old Syriac and Peshitta texts of Matt 26:26."° Here, it is not
the ‘Maccabean’ texts but the ‘Eusebian’ ones that make a
creative addition to the tragic scene, perhaps also suggesting an
uncomfortable comparison to a Christian audience. Given that
the Maria Story often served (Syriac) Christian polemics as the
definitive example of Jewish depravity, it is striking that here
Maria evokes Jesus’ sacrificial (albeit cannibalistic) language.
While cannibalistic imagery is evoked in both places, could this
be an indirect juxtaposition between ‘bad’ Jewish and ‘good’
Christian plays upon this theme?

Beyond this divergence, HE remains closest to the Greek’s
use of ydp with the Syriac equivalent 1., which is completely
omitted in CZ. By contrast, the ‘Maccabean’ texts use the copula
1 \\,= (“because,” “for this reason”), which is more commonly
used to translate the Greek 811, di& t0070." In the very next
clause, however, the situation is reversed, with the ‘Eusebian’
texts adding the particle laas (“now,” “therefore”), which is
unaccounted for in the Greek.

'S F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe: The Curetonian Version of the
Four Gospels, with the Readings of the Sinai Palimpsest and the Early Syriac
Patristic Evidence, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1904),
156-57.

196 Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 2077.
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The next phrase is, remarkably, nearly identical in the two
translations. The use of «am for yivopat is typical, but it is more
interesting that both translations conjure the same terms for
the comparatives “softer than a woman” (<h¥u = i) and
“more compassionate than a mother” (=~ & @rawi=).”” The
verb ~ai can refer to being “soft” and is occasionally used to
translate poaiwadw and its variants.' The primary difference is
the alternative forms of the broader copulative negative
comparison—*“not this...and not that.”* The ‘Maccabean’ texts
lack a second negative particle, whereas the ‘Eusebian’ texts
provide more emphasis by repeating it. ** Moreover, the
‘Eusebian’ texts, by their repetition, capture the precision of the
Greek pnte...pnte.

"7 One might reasonably expect to find the Syriac adjectives here mirroring
those found in Peshitta Deut 28:56, the passage in Deut 28:53—-57 being
often understood as the prophetic, scriptural inspiration of Josephus’
original penning of this story. In Deut 28:56—57 we find: “The woman who
is tender (~1s>) among you, and so delicate (~mia=) that she would not
attempt to place the soul of her foot upon the ground because of her
delicateness and tenderness (masaa 0 qusas. =), will become mean
toward her husband, her son and her daughter, and toward the afterbirth
that issues from between her legs, and toward the children she will bear;
for she will eat them for lack of everything, in the siege and grief with
which your enemy shall distress you in all your towns.” C. McCarthy,
trans., The Syriac Peshitta Bible with English Translation: Deuteronomy
(Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2013), 159—60. None of the Syriac Josephus
traditions borrows these terms for “delicate” or “tender” here.

198 E.g., Gregory of Nazianzus, De macc. 15.4. See Payne Smith, Thesaurus
Syriacus, 3960.

99 On the usage of the Syriac copula as it developed over the course of the
first millennium (in conversation with Greek uses of é¢otiv), see A. M. Butts,
Language Change in the Wake of Empire: Syriac in its Greco-Roman Context,
Linguistic Studies in Ancient West Semitic 11 (Winona Lake, IN:

Eisenbrauns, 2016), 153—73.
200

Cf. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §333.
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The two translations disagree on how to render eboefyg
(“pious”). The ‘Maccabean’ texts render it as “merciful”
(=a¥=ni), while the ‘Eusebian’ texts prefer “just” (=aes). The
latter term is specifically listed in the present context by Payne
Smith in the Thesaurus Syriacus.”” It is often used in reference
to just or pious people in Scripture (e.g., of Simeon in Luke
2:25). It thus serves as an appropriate lexeme in this context,
appealing to the religious sensibilities of the revolutionaries.
The former term (=a¥=ns4) is related to an Akkadian root that
also has connotations with the divine.*” It is used in the
Peshitta of Exod 34:6 in reference to God’s mercy—though in
this case it is translating the Greek éAéw. The ‘Eusebian’
translation is more intuitive of the Greek sense, while the
‘Maccabean’ texts seem, once again, to heighten the emotion:
Maria admits her own lack of mercy with her deed and
challenges the revolutionaries to scavenge whatever is left of
theirs and leave her alone.

There is also disagreement on how the translators dealt with
the Greek amootpégw. In this case, it seems the ‘Maccabean’
translation is more lexically straightforward with its use of the
Aphel of «nam (“turn, return”). By contrast, the ‘Eusebian’ texts
engage in their own emotionalizing rhetoric with Maria’s plea
that they “excuse” or “pardon” her actions, given the
circumstances. The Ethpe’el of A« can be used in the sense of
pardoning or excusing someone from military service,*” or
simply to excuse oneself from a situation.”** (Note that the
Greek word can carry the sense of dissuasion,*” but this is a far
rarer and nuanced usage.) While the translation of “turn away”

** Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 1662.
** Sokoloff, Dictionary, 1457.

*%3 Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 554
*°* Sokoloff, Syriac Lexicon, 1497.

20! . . .
5 L], 220. Mary’s statement can be read as dissuasive in a way.
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in Aya1/DSog may be a simpler treatment of dmootpépw’s most
commonly understood meaning, HE and CZ may also be read
as proffering a legitimate translation of that term.

The ‘Eusebian’ sense of repudiation or conviction or
exposure helps explain the final clause, where Maria submits to
the depredation of her deed and offers the revolutionaries the
chance to forego such a finale for themselves. She has “already
eaten” (har rm ax =), and the rest can be left to her as
well (A Wi\ »ax wa=a). This captures the Greek sense of Ouiv
BéBpwxa (“I have eaten for you”)* in that Maria has consigned
herself to the act and seems, in a way, to be saving the
revolutionaries from the same fate. Vicarious cannibalism.

The ‘Maccabean’ tradition, with its already heightened
emotion, has Maria offer the rest to her oppressors ( o <
~aaaman), but since they reject it (;osodalona0), they should
just leave her be (~agu ,\ aunie). It is hard to determine why
the translators include “I have set (it) before you” ( fsnw s
«aaaon). Perhaps this was a misunderstanding of the root-
change that occurs in the fourth principal part of éa8iw.”” Or
perhaps Ayar and DSog are here employing narrative
expansion, aligning (however consciously) with other
traditions that have Maria in this scene talk about setting out
the remains of her son as she would prepare a table: in DEH (the
late-4™ century Latin adaptation of Josephus’ Greek BJ), Maria’s
extended speech includes her saying “Sit quickly, I'll set the
table, you have only to admire my service” (Considite ocius,
mensam adponam, mirari habetis ministerium meum), and after
that SY (the early-tenth century Hebrew account of Second
Temple history), based on the narrative of DEH, has Maria

**% Note that ms L omits Uiy, along with the Latin, according to Niese, De
Bello Iudaico, 540 (Chrysostom has fjuiov—Maria fairly claims to have
eaten half).

*" Namely: 206icw, Sopar/@dyopa, Epayov, édoxa, the root of the perfect
looking somewhat like a form of 3iSw, Swow, ESwxa, dédwxa, “to give”.
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similarly say: “Behold, I have kept your portion! Sit now and I
will set the table before you” ( 71279R) X1 12w .>Nnw DOP21 717
MW DR 05°19).*° Whether the author of Ayar or DSog knew
any such versions of this story is unlikely, and in any case
impossible to demonstrate. What these comparanda show is
that the ‘Maccabean’ texts are not alone in having (arguably)
enhanced the scene’s tragic pathos by placing the directives of
a hostess in Maria’s mouth. Maria’s statement that she has set
out her oppressors’ meal for them pulls the narrative toward
the absurd, adding a troubling, quasi-comic edge to Maria’s
speech reminiscent of the Thyestes and Medea myths.*”

Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.212

After this, they left metd Tad0’ ot pév TpéuovTeg
trembling, cowards in this | é&neoav mpdg &v Todto dethol
one thing, and barely xal POALS TaVTHG THS TPOPTIS TH
leaving this food to the M TPl TP WEVTAVTES
mother. And immediately | dvemAngty &’ e08éwg 6An Tod
the whole city was filled KOaOUg 1) TTOALS ol PO

with defilement, and each | dupdtwv éxaatog 0 Tddog
person, holding the AapBavewy WoTEP aUTE
calamity before his eyes, ToAunBev Eppitrte.
shuddered as if he had

dared [to do] it.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 2)
After these things they left, .anay Lhio gaim 1 oo iho
shaken and trembling. And i dlaatn @amla

208

Bay, “The ‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew,” 53.

*? See here generally Bay, “The ‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew,”
40—41 with notes 95-96 (but the correlations between the Maria Story and
these Greco-Roman stories has been often noticed and mentioned), and
Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater” for the tragic aspects of Josephus’
Greek version.
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with difficulty they left this
food to its mother. And the
whole city was filled with
this tale. And every person
was setting before his eyes
this suffering and was
trembling as if he had done
it.

S ot Mulmhed .aonr o)
.laa s Kaim Kiusar
~om PE® ,;manis o plaa
am Lera.m el ;)
AR Ao Ao oy
~am

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 15v)

After these things they left,
shaken and trembling. And
with difficulty they left this
food. And the whole city was
filled with this tale. And
every person was setting
before his eyes this suffering
and was trembling as if she
had done it.

o2y ohio aa i oo iho
i dlaatn @assla

o ot ulshe .qane

.ala KR am Khusae
~om oD ,;mAus o plaa
am Lera.m el ;)
Nom &\ Ram o gun

Eusebius, Theophania
N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.30 (Wright and
McLean p. 128)

Thereafter they went out
from there fearful and
trembling, but they barely left
this food to the woman. And
immediately the whole city
was filled with this
abominable news and every
person, setting this grief

1 % > anas oo ihs >
o @amla . eduhia aliss
»o\ i\ aanr. it <am
Nuloh Faama .hdu
~ase o 0 s gala
No ANt ShT- 1Y, 4 daa o>
Koda Lo\ o\ Kam oo
~om i misw agn wera

Nepis)
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before his eyes, was shaken
by it, as if he had done it.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 112 (fol. 31r; Harrak p. 181)

Thereafter they went out
from there trembling and
fearful, but they barely left
this food to the woman. And
immediately the whole city
was filled with this
abominable news and every
person, setting this grief

1 % > anar .o\ Ao
o ETPC A V- DA PR - Y S
,oﬂ )\ anr hicum Cim
Yulshe asmo . hlur
sy o 0 s gl
ymAus oo ylaa . aums
R N AN A <)

Ll i mis® aa dm Lea

before his eyes, was shaken .u> om

by it, as if he had done it.

Textual Notes

In this section, both Syriac traditions, all four texts, begin with
the same literal rendering of uetd tad0’ with \em iws (HE and
CZ adding the & preposition). HE and CZ supplement this with
the superfluous “from there” (2% ), not present in the Greek
but an aid to the vividness of the scene’s action.

Next, all four Syriac traditions immediately depart from the
Greek by replacing tpépovtes with not one but two Syriac
participles each. Yet the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ traditions
in part disagree as to the verbs used. A7ar and DSog render
TpépovTe with as = (“shaken, tottering, trembling”)*° and i

** As an Aphel passive participle, the use of s makes a minor departure

from the active voice of tpéuovteg, though with a similar sense: thus can
Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 262 define s~ with the
passive “shaken” and the active “tottering.” The ‘Maccabean’ texts here
could just as easily have used the active participle: cf. Peshitta 2 Pet 2:10
(@l = “trembling”); Jennings, Lexicon, 65. In any case, more so than xs,
the semantic focus of s~ is on physical movement, as can be inferred
from Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 193.
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(“trembling, shuttering”). It may be that the former is meant to
record the more purely physical aspect of Tpéuw, the latter a
combination of physical shaking and psychological fear.”” HE
and CZ partially agree with the ‘Maccabean’ use of the verb i
in their translations of tpéuovteg, but they opt for the adjective
instead (o¥.i). These ‘Eusebian’ texts pair this with another
adjective lsa (alasa),™ the term conveying the most purely
psychological valence of “fear” or “dread” among all three Syriac
verbs used to convey Tpéuovtes in this passage.” Though they
use different verbs to do it, all four Syriac texts agree that the
Greek tpéuovtes requires a doublet of Syriac participles to do
the necessary translational work.”*

' Greek tpépw and Syriac i are themselves, in fact, effectively the same
term. Compare the semantic ranges and combinations of
shaking/shuddering + fear in LS/ ad loc. and Payne Smith, Compendious
Syriac Dictionary, 552.

**1n so doing, HE and CZ pair the same two verbs that are paired in Peshitta
Mark 5:33 to describe the woman with the twelve-year hemorrhage who
fell before Jesus and confessed to having touched his garment “while afraid
and trembling” (~3hio w3 1), This is so close to the ‘Eusebian’
traditions’ o¥udio alisa as in lexicon, word-order, and structure that one
wonders whether the Gospel language has impacted the translators’
wording here. On doubling in general, see footnote 214 just below.
Compare 1 Cor 2:3, where Paul describes himself as having been with the
Corinthians ~X.hino ~hetis® hlas (cf. 2 Cor 715, where the
Corinthians are said to have received Titus = 5100 lsas). Surely earlier
Syriac commonplace phrases like these will have influenced at some level
how the Syriac translators of the Maria Story chose their verbiage.

“3 Even ‘“reverence” or “awe;’ see Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac
Dictionary, 88.

** The doubling of verbs which stand in synthetic parallelism may
reasonably be identified as a component of the poetics of Semitic syntax
(though not absent from other languages or language families), and such
a phenomenon can be easily identified in the Hebrew Bible and also in the
New Testament, whose authors, while not writing in Semitic languages,
drew upon backgrounds of Semitic linguistic assumptions (on Semitic
doubling in the Gospels, here in reference to nouns, see R. D. Aus, Feeding
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None of the Syriac texts record the Greek’s mpog v todto
dethol, which identifies the brigands as “cowards” in this
instance only. While one manuscript (C) reads dnAol in the
Greek, perhaps the Syriac translators simply saw the inclusion
of this detail as superfluous.

All four traditions add the temporal i~ to the above
participle pairs, and all four traditions once again agree in the
verbiage of the following clause, namely that the brigands left
or abandoned (aaar) Maria’s ‘food’ “with difficulty” (cas=l).”®
What the traditions disagree on is exactly what the brigands left
and to whom they left it. While both ‘Maccabean’ texts aver that
the brigands left aside ~¥\asr (“food, victuals, provisions”),
both ‘Eusebian’ texts describe what was left aside as ~finuo
(“nourishment, food, provisions”).*® While these terms appear
to be effective synonyms, and while both are accompanied by
the demonstrative ~sm, the usage of the terms in the Syriac
Gospels and their deployment in earlier portions of the Maria

the Five Thousand: Studies in the Judaic Background of Mark 6:30-44 par.
and John 6:1-15, Studies in Judaism [Lanham, MA: University Press of
America, 2010], 74-79). Consider, for example, the superfluous doubling
present in phrases like “weeping and wailing” as it appears in Jer 9:10 and
Mark 5:38 (cf. Isa 15:3; 22:12). Such doubling is also prominent in poetic
and/or wisdom traditions: in Psa 18:7, for example, one reads that “the
earth shook and quaked” and that “the foundations of the mountains were
trembling and were shaken.” The verb . is used in both of these phrases;
W. E. Barnes, ed., The Peshitta Psalter According to the West Syrian Text
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1904), 23. This and the
collocation “fear and trembling” (Mark 5:33; 1 Cor 2:3; 2 Cor 7:15; Eph 6:5
[dhina iluas]; Phil 212 [whuhiso «Awis]; Heb 12:21 [ri Lisoma
e Yuhial; of. Acts 16:29) are related to the Syriac phrasing at hand and
testify to this particular phenomenon—shaking and/or fearing—being
one that invited verbal doubling in the Semitic syntactical imagination.
“5 Here once again CZ has the singular verb (a=x), in line with this odd

grammatical habit we already noted above.

“®The definitions given in parentheses here correspond to those given in

Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Lexicon, 246 and 374 respectively.
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Story suggest that shades of divergent meaning may underlay
their ambivalent usage in this passage.””

As to whom Maria’s “food” is left as the brigands depart, here
also differences emerge. In fact, only Ayar of all four Syriac
traditions here follows the Greek’s tfj patpl, such that the boy’s
remains are said to be left “to the mother [of the boy]” (cxned)).
Whether via haplography or intentionally, DSog leaves out any
indirect object, such that the edible remains are just ‘left.” HE
and CZ, for their part, record the food as having been left to
a/the “woman” (~¥¥u), and this is accompanied by the
typical duplicating Syriac preposition + pronominal suffix
phrase denoting the indirect object «\ (“it”) and by the
prepositional demonstrative phrase ,»\ (“to that [person]”);
thus, <hdue ;o\ &\ = “to it, to that woman.” Opting for
“woman” in place of “mother” and stressing that identification
could be read as playing down Maria’s maternal role, the
position that is in part responsible for the unthinkable nature
of her act. Whether or not this was the translator’s intention,
opting for =3 marks a striking departure from the Greek.

In the following sentence, HE/CZ stay closer to the Greek in
certain ways, but all four Syriac texts depart from their source.
First, HE/CZ alone includes ~as=a for &' £00éw¢, whereas
Aya1/DSog forgets the adverb totally. More significantly, none
of the Syriac texts sticks strictly to the Greek when reporting
how word of Maria’s deed spread through the city: whereas Bf

7 The term <Ninuo appears as a totally mundane term for “food” at several
points in Jesus' teaching recorded in Matt 6:25 and 10:10. The term
~x\aars, on the other hand, emerges in less straightforward teachings
in the Gospel of John, first in 4:32 where Jesus tells his disciples that “I have
food to eat (~M\aa )\ dure) that you do not know about” and then in
6:55 where Jesus states that “my body really is food” (qurrie fan_sina
3 asrtn ,madure). These at first mysterious and then quasi-cannibalistic
uses in John make one wonder what distinctive connotations these terms
might have had for ancient Syriac writers and readers.
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states that the whole city was full of “uncleanness” or “(an)
abomination” or “defilement” (1o pdooug), the ‘Maccabean’
texts record that the whole city was full of “this tale” ( “¥usae
~am), 28 je. the tale of Maria’s deed—no mention of
uncleanness at all. The ‘Maccabean’ texts hereby omit a key
theme of the Greek tale.” The ‘Eusebian’ texts, on the other
hand, describe the whole city as having been filled with “this
abominable news” (~-um=» v ~om)—the participle
~aums, from oo, is indeed close to the Greek pdoog,*” but HE
and CZ still report “news” (~s=av) as having filled Jerusalem,
not uncleanness itself as in BJ. * Certainly, both Syriac
traditions pick up the sense of the Greek correctly—it was the
spread of the report of Maria’s doings that ‘contaminated’ the
city in the Greek-writing mind of Josephus originally***—but

% For <husas, Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 567 has “a)
talk, talking, discourse; chatter.b) a tale, story, fable. c) the plot of a tragedy.”
This last entry is interesting given the tragic nature, both formal and
informal, of Josephus’ Maria Story. Cf. 1 Cor 15:33 for a) and 2 Tim 4:4 for b)
for illustrations of Payne Smith’s definitions; Jennings, Lexicon, 219.

9.5, Mason, “Pollution and Purification in Josephus’s Judean War,” in Purity,
Holiness, and Identity in Judaism and Christianity: Essays in Memory of
Susan Haber, ed. C.S. Ehrlich, A. Runesson, and E. Schuller, WUNT 305
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 197—-203.

#2° See Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 462; Payne Smith, Thesaurus

Syriacus, 2178. Cf. the noun csinum= in the Crawford MS of Rev 21:27

(Jennings, Lexicon, 127), also describing the city of Jerusalem (albeit the

New Jerusalem).

**' On the concept of pollution as central to the Maria Story, see Mason,

“Pollution and Purification,” 181-207, esp. 197—203, which is one of the best
brief treatments of the Maria Story in all of scholarship.

*** Just after this, in BJ 6.217, Titus vows to bury (xeAtew, i.e. eradicate) such

an “abomination of infant-cannibalism” (6 tj Texvopayiag pdaog) within
the city. Thanks to David Levenson of reminding us of this reverberation
of the Maria Story within Titus’ subsequent reaction. Note that Josephus
generally will discuss heinous crimes in terms of pdgog (pollution) and
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the Syriac writers were not willing to follow their Greek source
fully into such a metaphor.

All of the Syriac texts use the same sentence structure to
record how all of Jerusalem’s inhabitants were “setting” the
story of Maria’s deed “before their eyes” (ot smauis w10). The
agreement is notable. Yet the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’
traditions respectively employ different terms to refer to what
the Greek version calls o nadoc. A7ar and DSog use ~xs, which
can mean “pain, suffering” but also “disease, sickness” or
“sadness, sorrow, morning,” and can even evoke “passion,
desire, ambition, affection”—in other words, a clear Syriac
equivalent of mafog.”® HE and CZ instead use ~=ws, a term
more semantically constrained to “suffering” or “pain,” if often
pain caused by sickness or disease.** Were one forced to
choose which word choice is better in the Syriac here, one
would have to opt for the ~«ss of the ‘Maccabean’ texts.

In the final sentence, Ayar and DSog again draw upon the
verb ~ov to describe how Jerusalem’s citizens were each
trembling (or even “staggering, tottering”) as if responsible for
Maria’s crime. However, a few grammatical ambiguities (e.g.,
participle vs. perfect verb) in DSog signal an incidental
divergence. While Ayar ends with ~om ~~ (“land each
person]| was trembling”), DSog ends with ~am 1 (“[and each
person] trembled”).*

contamination, especially within the Herodian household dramas: B/ 1.81,
445, 530, 638; AJ13.314.

**% Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 160.

*24 payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 201.

**> We owe our thanks to Lucas Van Rompay (written communication,
January 3, 2024) here for his paleographical guidance in determining
whether there was a final , at the end of ,~.1 and a final x rather than final
< in ham.
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Josephus, Bellum Judaicum 6.213

There was a zeal for death
among those who were
starving and a blessing for
those who had gone first [i.e.
died] before hearing and
beholding such evils.

omoud") 3& TV AW TTOVTWY
gmti TV Bdvortov My xal
HOXaPLaOS TRV @BadvTwy
mply dxodoat xal fedaaadal
xoxd TNAadTaL.

Codex Ambrosianus 7a1 (fol. 325r col. 2)

And there was among them
a great zeal to die. And they
granted a blessing to those

«om\ hom hals\ sa
ool 0 .o iz

aio3 e\ aom oo

great zeal to die. And they
granted a blessing to those
who had died beforehand,

before they had heard of
affairs such as these.

who had died beforehand, Fhad o worman A Ladum
before they had heard of c@lm e
affairs such as these.

Deir al-Surian og (fol. 15v)
And there was among them a oo hom hals\ o0

~oa\ 0 e\ hiedaa
amton @lard\ aom oo
Kk\obj Qv <\ Ladum

(-lm vxr»r(l

Eusebius, Theophania
N/A

Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 3.6.31 (Wright and McLean
p-128)

And there was an eagerness
on the part of those

Aans ,01¥>) @) \C\mk\cﬁv-&»
ool 0 .o\ oo am

tormented by this famine to ammay ol Kom souh
die, and a blessing was «owua  asmn s Laduma
granted to those who had hris o\o e
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died before they had heard
and seen such evils as these.

The Chronicle of Zugnin 12-113 (fol. 31r; Harrak p. 181)

And there was an eagerness ~1ans ,alesd o amhal s
on the part of those oa\,0 .o\ ham am
tormented by this famine to pl ol Kom souh
die, and a blessing was «owua L asmn s Laduma
granted to those who had i a\o vers
died before they had heard

and seen such evils as these.

Textual Notes

In the first sentence, A7ar and DSog exaggerate the claim made
in the Greek that there was “zeal” (cmovon)) for death among
the starving in Jerusalem by adding the adjective ~hrtar o
(“great, many, much”) to the Syriac term ~hal\,=.** Yet it is
only the ‘Maccabean’ texts that follow, to a degree, the Greek’s
structure of noun + copula + qualifying prepositional phrase +
subjective genitive (though not in that order),*”
Syriac does not mention “those who were starving,” but speaks
only to what was occurring “among,” “in,” or “t0” “them” (_om)),
i.e. every person in Jerusalem, mentioned in the preceding
sentence. This structuring stands in distinction to the in some
ways more natural beginning of HE and CZ, where we find
subject (noun + genitive phrase) + copula + infinitive. HE/CZ

even if the

* 80 Sokoloff, Syriac Lexicon (“care, diligence, zeal”). Gauging by Payne
Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 41, the Syriac ~hal.\ = focuses
more on intent (“care, forethought, diligence”) than on the connotations
of emotional drive and/or haste often—though not always—conveyed by
the Greek term gmoudy: LS/ ad loc.

**T The Syriac replaces the Greek’s prepositional phrase émi tév 8dvatov with
the infinitive h==\, which the Greek could just as easily have done as well.
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not only include a parallel to the Greek’s subjective genitive,
1OV Mpottévtov, but expand on it: we no longer find “those
who were starving” but now “those being tormented by
famine” (~haas ,a1e=a).”*

All of the Syriac traditions agree to translate poxapiouos with
~=a), and the two tradition pairs are identical in their
descriptions of those to whom the blessing applied. Yet Ayar
and DSog record that “they gave” (aam o) a blessing, namely
the surviving inhabitants of Jerusalem, to the already-deceased;
HE and CZ have instead that a blessing “was given” ( oouh=
~om). Neither, of course, corresponds with the laconic Greek,
where poxapiopdsg is controlled purely by the copula preceding
the conjunction. The meanings of all three formulations are at
the same time virtually identical and subtly distinct.

A notable absence in Ayai1/DSog comes at the end of this
section, where only dxoloat of the infinitive set dxoboat xat
fedoacbal is repeated in the Syriac ((_as=aws). The ‘Maccabean’
traditions only mention the hearing of deeds like Maria’s
(which the prematurely deceased did not do). HE and CZ are
faithful to the Greek in mentioning hearing and seeing

(\C\\.)J.\C\ \C\;:Z\.Y_\)

** The participle here is reminiscent of the Parable of Lazarus and the Rich

man from Luke 16 as related in the Syriac New Testament. Three times in
Luke 16:23, 24, 25 the rich man is said to have been “tormented” (i)
in his fiery postmortem fate. Is it possible that the translator of HE plays
upon this (possibly well-known) association of hell with torment (s to
accentuate the suffering being experienced in Jerusalem at this point in
the story? (For some reason Jennings, Lexicon, 227 has “anguished” for
Luke 16:23—25, yet “was tormented” for the general Ethpa’al of ae..)

**9 Interestingly, a similar situation appears in the Latin traditions that
follow BJ: LB] records that those who died before hearing about and seeing
Maria’s deed “were called blessed” (beati appellebantur), whereas the
parallel in LHE 3.6.28—again, relying on the same Greek text—describes
the people in Jerusalem as actively “calling blessed” (beatos dicentes) those
who so died.
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Finally, A7ar and DSog refer to the news of Maria’s deed as
just that, “news” or “affairs” (~%as ), thereby omitting the
Greek’s substantive adjective xaxd. The ‘Eusebian’ traditions
retain this important qualifier with ~<heis (“evils”). On two
counts, then, in the final lines of the Maria Story as we have
recorded it here, the texts of HE and CZ align with the Greek
where the ‘Maccabean’ texts do not.

COMMENTARY

In general, the above translation profiles of the various
manuscripts yield a few noticeable patterns. From the very first
section the translations fall into two distinguishable
trajectories, which we have called the ‘Eusebian’ and the
‘Maccabean.’ The Eusebian trajectory (= HE + CZ) generally
aims at a meticulous and literal translation of the Greek
Vorlage. By contrast, the Maccabean trajectory (= A7A7 + DSog)
is a freer, looser rendering of the Greek, which is sometimes
incomprehensible enough to have invited criticism by Theodor
Noldeke and, more viciously, by A. P. Hayman.*’ (Indeed, the
entire early translation tradition represented Ayai/DSog +
Theoph has been found wanting.) *' The freer, looser style

%° T, Noldeke, “Review of Kottek,” 882: “Der syrische Text ist eben die ganz
flichtige und fehlerhafte Arbeit eines Mannes, dessen griechische
Kenntnisse auffallend mangelhaft waren und der sich mit Rathen half, wo
diese versagten.” Hayman, The Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, 35: “There
can indeed be little doubt that the Syriac is derived from a Greek original,
and that it is a very bad translation. Frequently it is almost
incomprehensible as Syriac, and can only be explained by reference to the
Greek text.”

' Kottek and Noldeke critiqued the translation in Ayas, and even Van

Rompay admits (in a more nuanced and understanding manner) that the

scribes must have found Josephus’ Greek difficult (cf. Van Rompay,

“Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 429-30). Of Theoph, not many

kind words have been said after Lee’s edition. Gressmann, Eusebius Werke:

3. Band, 2., xxiv remarked that, when reading Theoph in Syriac, “Man muf3



330 Hugoye 29.1

exhibited by A7a1/DSog is generally thought to correspond to
an early period of Syriac translating (pre-seventh century),
which was often characterized, in Sebastian Brock’s words, as
“free ... essentially reader-oriented, and ... either expositional or
tendential in character.” ** However, Brock notes that
translations of Eusebius were among the “restrained
expositional translations” of this early period.”* We have seen
above that the ‘Maccabean’ traditions do indeed tend to be
“expositional and tendential,” thus corresponding to what we
should expect from an early translation per Brock’s argument,
and we have now established that the translation represented
in the ‘Maccabean’ texts dates to the fourth century. We might
also note, per Brock’s emendation, that Theoph appears to be
rather ‘“restrained” expositionally, in fact correcting the
‘Maccabean’ text frequently in greater conformity to the Greek.

David Taylor has classified translation methods based on
analysis of the unit of translation. In some early translations
from Greek (e.g., the third-century Old Syriac Gospels), the base
unit of translation appears to have been the individual
sentence or phrase, whereas for slightly later texts (e.g., fourth-
century translations of Basil of Caesarea), the base unit of
translation can be as large as the paragraph.”* Brock surmises
that translators may have employed different techniques
depending on the material being translated. In other words,
translators may have been freer or stricter in concentrating on
smaller or larger units of translation based on whose work they

mehr das griechische Lexicon gebrauchen als das syrische, mehr
kombinieren als konstruieren, mehr raten als iibersetzen.”

2 Brock, “History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 10.
33 Brock, “History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 11.
% D. G. K. Taylor, “Early translations in the ancient Orient: From Greek into

Syriac,” in 2. Teilband: Ein internationales Handbuch zur Ubersetzungs-
Jforschung, ed. H. Kittel, A.P. Frank, and N. Greiner (Berlin: De Gruyter,

2007), 1190-93.
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were translating.”® This is an important consideration for our
analysis, since the Maria Story in HE and Theoph were both
included in Eusebius of Caesarea’s larger works. The translators
of Theoph and HE were consciously and intentionally
translating Eusebius,”* even as they knew that the Maria Story
was a passage quoted from Josephus. But this does not mean
that the Theoph and HE translations should be assumed to be
similar.” It may be worth asking, though, how the idea of
translating Eusebius (as opposed to Josephus, or “5
Maccabees”) would have influenced the translator of Theoph
(whose author definitely knew a broader Syriac BJ [6] text), or
of HE. Brock distinguishes between different attitudes a
translator could adopt: on the one hand, one might assume a
“self-effacing, referential attitude toward his source text,”
which is likely to produce a “mirror translation, where every
detail of the original is, as far as possible, reproduced in the

35 Brock, “History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 10-11.

* On Eusebius in Syriac translation see J. P. Lyon, Syriac Gospel
Translations: A Comparison of the Language and Translation Method Used
in the Old Syriac, the Diatessaron and the Peshitto, CSCO 548, subs. 88
(Leuven: Peeters, 1994). On these trajectories more broadly, see the recent
discussion by D. King, The Syriac Versions of the Writings of Cyril of
Alexandria: A Study in Translation Technique, CSCO 626, subs. 123 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2008), 11—26.

*37 Since other texts in the 41 manuscript (where we find Theoph) actually
have a more mirror-oriented style consistent with what we see in HE, it
may be that the view of Eusebius held by the translators of Syriac HE
versus Theoph was rather different. P.-H. Poirier and C. Sensal, “Du grec au
syriaque: Quelques réflexions su la version syriaque de Contra Manichaeos
de Titus de Bostra,” in V Symposium Syriacum 1988, ed. R. Lavenant, OCA
236 (Rome: Pontifical Oriental Institute, 1990), 307-19 show that Titus of
Bostra’s text is quite a faithful adaptation of the Greek Vorlage, so it may
not be a matter of wider translation technique, but more due to the
attitudes toward particular authors/texts being translated. On the other
hand, Poirier and Sensal admit that it is unclear if the 411 manuscript is the
product of only one scribe or multiple (318-19).
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translation.””®® On the other hand, a translator might have seen
his role as mediator between languages, responsible for the
efficient transfer of information. In this case, he would “aim at
a more expositional type of translation, essentially reader-
oriented, where he will try to involve the reader emotionally by
employing appropriate cultural equivalents.”**

Before closing, here we summarize how the studied sections
bear out the inclination of the ‘Maccabean’ texts to dramatize
and operate independently of the Greek and of the ‘Eusebian’
texts to follow their Greek source’s language. When, in 6.195,
the texts of Ayai/DSog speak of end-of-life with ornate
terminology and leave the thieves out of the narrative, the texts’
translators seem to be aiming at a type of literary product
whose core values are not fully captured by strict word-for-
word or phrase-for-phrase comparison to the Greek. More
dramatic still is the unique addition that A7ar and DSog make
to 6.197 to the effect that the starving people in Jerusalem
ransomed all they had to avoid starvation. Many more such
examples could be noted.”* In the last section studied above,
6.213, A7a1, and DSog again dramatize the Greek by adding the
adjective ~hran (“great, many, much”) to describe the zeal
or longing for death experienced by Jerusalem’s inhabitants
upon learning of Maria’s deed. When the ‘Maccabean’ texts

238 Brock, “History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 12.

*9 Brock, “History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 12.
*%°In 6.198, the ‘Maccabean’ translations contain a rendering that is much
less faithful to the Greek, an imprecision which might be made up for in
clarity and narrative force. When Azar and DSoy fail to follow the Greek’s
odd phraseology in the first sentence, or when they neglect to specify the
amount for which the newfound foodstuffs are sold—both things which
HE and CZ include—this departure allows for a shorter, sharper, and in
some ways more poignant narrative: people are actually eating hay/grass,
rather than its simply becoming food (personalization), and the amounts
for which these things are being sold are qualitatively evaluated rather
than being quantitatively repeated.
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make moves like this, they are, to borrow Brock’s terms again,
taking a more reader-oriented tack.

Examples of the ‘Eusebian’ texts being more faithful to the
Greek range from the mundane to the striking. In the former
category, we may class instances such as that at 6.196, where HE
and CZ, like the Greek, state that the staggering bandits would
rush into a house three times in one hour in their search for
food—Ajyar and DSog have “two times.””* A more systematic
example comes in 6.204, where we find three quite different
versions of the episode: the ‘Eusebian’ texts account for as many
lexical details in the Greek original as possible, while the
‘Maccabean’ renderings omit and/or alter certain aspects of the
passage while still keeping its basic sense. In the final section,
6.213, the ‘Eusebian’ texts mirror the Greek’s mentioning of
Jerusalem’s inhabitants hearing and seeing (< _owa ( asse)—
in stating that those who died before ‘hearing and seeing such
things’ were blessed—while Ayar and DSog fail to account for
the seeing (fedoacat). In the same vein, at the end of this
passage, only the ‘Eusebian’ texts account for the Greek’s
adjective xaxd. Thus, the ‘Eusebian’ texts are often more strictly
accurate per the Greek.

These conclusions are generalities and are not left
unproblematized by the examples provided above. There are
indeed places where the ‘Maccabean’ texts stay closer to the
Greek Vorlage and where the ‘Eusebian’ translations depart
significantly from the Greek.*** This occurs, for example, in

* The ‘Maccabean’ texts also omit the “dogs” metaphor there, unlike B/, HE,
and CZ. Here the Maccabean texts seem to portray an almost less reader-
oriented story in dropping the metaphor and reducing the number of
times this dramatic action is said to have taken place.

*#* The ‘Maccabean’ texts are structurally closer to the Greek in, e.g., 6.209—
10 (in 6.210 by allowing for two subjects in the first sentence as that which
affects the brigands). Yet we also see here a case of possible misreading,
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6.195, where the ‘Eusebian’ trajectory abounds with pronouns
and pronominal suffixes and thus becomes a ballooned
rendering of the Greek base-text and where Ayar and DSog
actually have a better reading per the Greek in overall structure
and word order and in one lexical instance (a Syriac term
corresponding to Tpo¢v). Likewise, at 6.199 and 6.203 (e.g.), the
‘Eusebian’ trajectory has more lengthy and intricate prose than
the simpler wording of the ‘Maccabean’ texts, with Theoph
being closest to the Greek by improving the Syriac of the
‘Maccabean’ tradition against it. At 6.202, A7a1/DSog seem to
adhere more closely to their source in beginning with ~1em3, a
mirror of the Greek’s tadtc. A final example: whereas the
‘Maccabean’ texts take some dramatizing liberties with the
Greek in 6.213—discussed above—it is the ‘Eusebian’ texts that
expand TOV AlwTTOVTOV to refer not just to “those who were
starving” but to “those being tormented by famine” (,ai¢=na
~hans). Even if the ‘Maccabean’ texts tend to be freer in their
prose and the ‘Eusebian’ texts tend to be stricter translators,?*
the reverse is sometimes true. *** Both ‘Maccabean’ and
‘Eusebian’ texts demonstrate the capacity to offer striking and

wherein the ‘Maccabean’ texts have the brigands clapping their hands
over their faces, or perhaps even beating their faces, with their hands.

243 See 6.200, where the ‘Maccabean’ texts are much closer to the Greek than
is usual, yet where the ‘Eusebian’ texts are still closer to the Vorlage,
accurately following the Greek’s syntax and attempting to account for
almost every lexeme in the Greek.

*#* As another example, consider the way that HE and CZ reframe the
author-narrator in 6.199 as the one who is obligated to tell the ensuing
story, which adds a particular focus to the narrative. Similarly, the
‘Eusebian’ texts’ decided wordiness in rendering the final phrase here
about the horrendous and ostensibly inconceivable nature of the “deed”
(~¢anx) soon to be recorded highlights this prefatory section of the text,
setting a dramatic tone for the (indeed horrendous) tale to follow.
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original readings.’* This qualification makes our argument for
the increased dramatism of the ‘Maccabean’ traditions less
useful, but it has the merit of doing justice to the richness and
idiosyncrasies of the traditions and the individual texts—
writings, even translations, tend to take on a life of their own—
and to the complexities of their interrelations.

Another broad-spectrum set of interconnected conclusions
from the above analyses must be this: all five texts studied, but
especially the main four (Aya1, DSog, HE, CZ),**® exhibit a
healthy amount of continuity in vocabulary and construction,
as one would expect from a collection of texts telling the same
story in the same language. One sees this particularly clearly at
6.205, where Maria begins speaking, perhaps a natural point for
the traditions to align.”*’ All five texts again share substantial

* At 6.211, e.g, where the ‘Eusebian’ texts add “take” to Maria’s initial
imperative—she bids the brigands take and eat—while the ‘Maccabean’
texts have Maria claim that she has set out food for them, having prepared
the table, as it were. Both additions, we may note, accentuate Maria’s role
as grotesque hostess. At 6.212, HE/CZ record the infant’s remains as having
been left not to a/the “mother,” but to a/the “woman,” thereby arguably
rendering the scene in less emotional, more universal tones.

*4 As an example, all four ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ texts provide cognate
translations of the phrases pahoxdtepot yuvaixdg and cuumaléatepot uytpds
(Fadu & gaiand = o @iasiz) in 6.211. In 6.212, their renderings of
the initial prepositional phrase are identical, and they respectively replace
the following Greek participle with two Syriac participles each, though not
the same participles between Ayar/DSog and HE/CZ. Similarly, all of the
traditions omit completely 7pdg &v Tofto dethol in the Greek. Additionally,
none of the Syriac traditions aligns with the Greek in referring to the news
of Maria’s deed, which ‘filled’ Jerusalem, as a “defilement,” as does the
Greek; instead, the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ traditions prefer to report
something more literal, the “tale” or “news” respectively.

** Here also all of the translators have Maria call her son a “wretch” (=.aa),
the same term Aya1/DSog/HE/CZ use in 2.196 to describe the other people
in the city, demonstrating a shared internal consistency within each text
as well. Yet note that each tradition refers to the suckling child differently
(aban as | ouis Aas | als ava).



336 Hugoye 29.1

lexical and syntactical agreement across 6.208 (after which
Theoph’s account of the Maria Story ends). At the same time,
the ‘Maccabean’ (Ayar + DSog) and ‘Eusebian’ (HE + CZ) pairs
we have identified are unquestionably distinct, each pair
possessing substantial internal coherence and unimpeachable
difference from the other.**® Theoph derives from the same
translation tradition as the ‘Maccabean’ texts, whereas any
kinship it might or might not have had with the Syriac HE is in
any event difficult to trace.

A qualifying conclusion to the points just made is that no
single text assessed above is identical to its closest relative.
Each of the texts we have studied evinces its own discernible
idiosyncrasies. For example, A7ar alone drops the enclitic <o,
from the end of the first sentence of 6.194. The ‘Maccabean’
texts also disagree about how to spell the name of Maria’s
hometown in 6.201.** At 6.210, DSog is the only text to account
for Maria’s twofold claim of “my” in the final sentence of the
scene, in alignment with the Greek, whereas in 6.212 DSog
distinguishes itself by alone departing from the Greek in
omitting the word “mother” in marking to whom the dead boy’s

48 For example, recall that in 6.195 only the ‘Eusebian’ traditions mention
the thieves who figure there and account for the Greek objective genitive
amoplag. In 6.209 the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ traditions use different
words to translate the same basic Greek term (e06¢wg) and disagree in the
number of verbs attributed to the brigands. More strikingly, in this passage
the ‘Maccabean’ texts omit any mention of scent (the brigands smell what
Maria has cooked in the Greek), an arguably important part of the
narrative’s valence and immediacy. And yet, both the ‘Eusebian’ and
‘Maccabean’ traditions somehow arrived at the same conclusion, that the
brigands at this moment drew their swords when menacing Maria, a detail
not in the Greek. In 6.211, the ‘Maccabean’ and ‘Eusebian’ traditions
diverge on their renderings of edoefig as either =denwi or s
respectively, and they also disagree there about how to translate
ATOTTPEQW.

*¥ Cf. 6.207, where Theoph agrees in two distinct-albeit-minor places with
Aya1 over against DSog.
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remains were left.”® HE uniquely adds asa to the beginning of
the final sentence in 6.194, just as only HE includes 1. for ydp
in 6.211. And the ‘Eusebian’ texts are regularly differentiated by
an added or omitted particle or minor addition (as with wain
the final line of 6.201), and occasionally even at the level of
vocabulary (as in 6.206). In the same vein, at 6.204 none of the
Syriac texts captures all of the grammatical, lexical, and
syntactical features of the Greek, yet each text in at least one
place renders a better reflection of its Vorlage than the others.
All of the Syriac iterations of Josephus studied here are
discernibly singular, even if different levels of continuity
characterize their interrelations overall.

Regardless of their source-critical relationships, the
diversity within the above-studied texts brings to the surface
the (necessarily) interpretive nature of word choice in
translation. This becomes apparent in sections like 6.200: to
speak of relating history or a story («¥.seX) stands in
qualitative relief to speaking lies or false things (=3 _i)—the
former (found in A7a1/DSog) may or may not connote ‘spinning
yarns,’ as it were, but the latter (found in Theoph) is explicit in
identifying untruth. Different yet again are marvels (or,
perhaps, spectacles—r~hia=ad), the term used by HE/CZ, as
this may prompt incredulity, but in essence intimates the
transgression of the bounds of the normal. We find each of
these terms represented in the Syriac Josephus traditions as
ways of rendering tepatevecfat. Yet each term conveys
something distinct. And the same dynamic applies to several
other word choices here as well: hiara versus <hi. oo for
Puxpd; anw versus ~m versus wai for xabupéuevos. This
lexical diversity reminds us of the necessary level of mutual

250 . . . . . .
5? DSog has an even more notable unique reading in this section’s final line,

where the incredulous horror expressed by Jerusalem’s inhabitants at
hearing of Maria’s deed comes to be attributed not to the city’s men, but
to its women.
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independence between all such texts inasmuch as they are
unique artifacts, and is also a reminder of the choice and
flexibility inherent in the exercise of translation and/or
transmission, an exercise never fully divorced from
interpretation; a study like this, therefore, deals not only with a
translational, but also an exegetical and hermeneutical,
milieu.”

The most significant finding of our analysis above, by far, is
our confirmation of a link between Theoph and the
‘Maccabean’ texts, Ayar and DSog. The extent to which these
latter texts contain verbatim agreements with the text of
Theoph demonstrates with certainty that they belong to the
same translation tradition. The following table and chart
expose this agreement by illustrating the relative amount of
Theoph’s Syriac text, counted by number of words according to
the (Josephus) sections that its Maria Story contains (6.199—
6.208), that correspond to identical Syriac language in Ayar
(taken here as the oldest extant representative of the
‘Maccabean’ text).

*' Cf. 6.202, where all traditions do some interpretive augmentation

compared to the Greek. While the ‘Maccabean’ traditions imagine the
vague xeluyAle amounting to, apparently, some form of jewelry or
necklaces (heirlooms?), the ‘Eusebian’ traditions conceive these to be
some sort of tools or vessels or utensils—for what? We do not know.
Theoph, for its part, does not even care to speculate, collapsing all of
Maria’s plundered goods within a catch-all blanket term for “provisions.”
Along similar lines, the ‘Maccabean’ texts interpret the spear-bearers of
the Greek as simply ‘bad guys,’ literally “evil-doers,” while the ‘Eusebian’
traditions envision these antagonists donned in armor, replacing their
menacing implements with their imposing garb. And, once again here,
Theoph seems not to care, happy to characterize these men simply by
nominalizing their activity: “plunderers.” In this passage the traditions
betray varying hermeneutical tendencies and thus further reveal their
respective idiosyncrasies.
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Table 1: These numbers do not account for words that appear
out of order or for minor orthographic variants or differences in

prepositional prefixes, pronimal suffixes, etc.

Section Number of Number of Rough %
Number Syriac Words Identical of Theoph
(according to | in Theoph Words in present in
B)) Ayar Ayar
6.199 28 25 89%
6.200 38 29 76%
6.201 19 1 58%
6.202 25 10 40%
6.203 16 7 44%
6.204 46 31 67%
6.205 16 1 69%
6.206 16 12 75%
6.207 13 13 100%
6.208 14 11 79%
Overall 231 160 69%
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The table shows that several BJ-sections of the Maria Story
(6.199 and 6.207, and also 6.206, 6.200, and 6.208) evidence
remarkable continuity between Theoph and Aya1, and the texts
are never very far apart. Assuming that the author of Theoph
was drawing upon a larger BJ text akin to Ayar (if not an entire
Syriac BJ translation)—the reverse is hard to imagine—the
chart shows that this translator followed his source closely at
the beginning and end of this Jospehan passage, with a
substantial dip in the middle. This dip corresponds to the heart
of the Maria Story, as it were, with a crescendo in the narrative
action and an uptick in the density of graphic verbs, adjectives,
and nouns; in these places, the author of Theoph more
frequently corrected the Syriac of its source, presumably
against the Greek version of the Maria Story in the Greek
Theophania (which may or may not have been identical to what
is found in the Greek HE). In any case, in starting and ending
this passage, the text of Theoph adheres closely to its Syriac
source, a text that must have been close or identical to the



Jacob A. Lollar and Carson Bay 341

Syriac of Ayar; in the middle, Theoph saw much more occasion
for improvement (with a few mistakes thrown in).

The upshot of all this is that a Syriac translation of at least B/
6, and possibly of BJ in its entirety (if indeed this did exist),”*
existed already in the fourth century (or, at the very least, in the
first decade of the fifth century). The Theoph manuscript dates
to 411 CE and is demonstrably connected to the translation
present in Ayar (and DSog), which means that such a
translation existed by that point. If Theoph was also influenced
by Syriac HE, or vice-versa, this did not result in the kind of
textual agreement that would indicate this—Theoph and HE
agree verbatim only very occasionally. Nevertheless, the
terminus ante quem for the Syriac HE translation, i.e. the date of
its earliest manuscript (462 CE), points in any case to a tradition
almost as old as that testified by Theoph. The Syriac Josephus
tradition therefore existed both in translation (Josephan’ texts)
and via Eusebius (derivative texts) well before the sixth
century, which is to say basically as early as the Latin tradition
emerged. These findings comport with certain arguments
regarding Syriac translation technique from the -earliest
translations through Late Antiquity toward the Early Medieval
Period.

Another wider point that emerges from our analysis
pertains to the literary qualities of this Syriac translation
tradition. We have witnessed the use of apparently biblical
language in our texts as well as the use of loanwords both Greek
and Latin.”” Both features of these Syriac writings testify to the

** For arguments for a complete Syriac translation of BJ, see Hayman,
Sergius, 32—47; Van Rompay, “Flavius Josephus’ Jewish War in Syriac,” 425—
41; Zellentin, “Jerusalem Fell after Betar,” 320—21.

*53 See the biblical language, e.g., in the ‘Maccabean’ texts at 6.198. At 6.202
Theoph, HE, and CZ use the Syriac transliteration ~sad, for Topavvol, a
Greekloanword, while the ‘Maccabean’ texts prefer the Syria term (~<1é1o).
See the Latin loanwords that appear in the ‘Eusebian’ texts at 6.198.
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highly Christianized environs in which they were necessarily
written and to the multi-sourced linguistic landscape of late
ancient (Syriac) Christianity. *** They may also texture the
literary fabric of the narrative: for example, the biblical
overtones of the ‘Maccabean’ reference to Maria’s “vain”
(~asio) labor in 6.204—cf. Phil 2:3; Rom 4:14; 1 Cor 15:10, 14,
58—add an emotional tonality and a note of Christian ethical
valuation.

CONCLUSION

This case study supports several concluding arguments. First,
this study shows that what we call the Syriac Josephus tradition
was already widespread and diverse in late antiquity. At least
part of the Maria Story existed in three discernible variations
(across multiple texts/manuscripts) by the end of late
antiquity, as represented here by the ‘Maccabean’ tradition, the
‘Eusebian’ tradition, and the Theophania. Ancient Syriac
readers theoretically had access to as many distinct iterations
of the Maria Story as ancient Latin readers did, even though the
number of manuscripts testifying to the Syriac Maria Story
tradition (five) is many times fewer than the hundreds of extant
Latin manuscripts (of LB/, LHE, and DEH). In fact, the small
number of Syriac manuscripts makes this finding even more
remarkable: there are less than twice as many manuscripts
testifying to the Maria Story in Syriac as there are versions of the
Maria Story in Syriac—a diverse tradition indeed. Moreover,
we have shown through the Maria Story that Theoph knew the
BJ 6 text that serves as the basis of the Ayar (‘Maccabean’)
version, and thus that this translation existed already in the
fourth century.

% See Y. Minets, The Slow Fall of Babel: Languages and Identities in Late
Antique Christianity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022), 25—
33-
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A second thing this study illustrates is that the Maria Story
constitutes an ideal passage for undertaking a comparative
study of the Syriac Josephus tradition.*® This point may be
obvious, but it bears stating. Like the Testimonium Flavianum,
the Maria Story constitutes one of the most popular portions of
Josephus’ writings among early Christians.”® However, unlike
the TF, the Maria Story, because it exists within B/ 6, is found in
the (para)biblical context of Codex Ambrosianus (A7ar). This
makes the Maria Story not only an interesting case study for
examining different ‘types’ of Syriac Josephus texts/traditions
that may have existed in the minds and communities of late
antique Christians, but an even more valuable tool for doing so
than the TF.

A third conclusion that may be drawn from this study
concerns the types of Syriac translation techniques and
traditions that emerged in the early centuries of the Common
Era. As we have discussed above, some scholars have identified
in early Syriac translation traditions a free and reader-centric
approach, with perhaps a more restrained tendency in
translations of Eusebius’ works. Our study shows that
translations both within and outside of the Eusebian sphere
can be both highly literal and wooden and free and loose. Each
of the traditions we have examined exhibits surprising
departures from its Greek source and stricter translational
tendencies, even to the extent of producing awkward and
unnatural Syriac constructions. Moreover, inasmuch as both
HE and the Theophania are fifth-century Syriac copies of Greek
Eusebius texts, we have seen that the early ‘Eusebian’ Syriac
translation tradition is in itself highly diversified and

*55 Again, as with the broader ‘Semitic Josephus Tradition.’ See Bay, “Semitic
Josephus Traditions.”

*3% Again we would urge the reader to see now Schmidt, Josephus and Jesus,
which engages and upends much of the scholarly consensus vis-a-vis the
Testimonium Flavianum.
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unpredictable in terms of literary license versus literality. The
Syriac Josephus tradition, the Syriac Maria Story in particular,
provide a helpful and important case study that can inform
larger conversations about Greek-to-Syriac literary production
in Late Antiquity.

A final and more forward-looking conclusion to be drawn
from our study is that the Josephus reception tradition provides
particularly valuable tools for integrating Syriac literature with
the broader scholarly domain of early Christian writing, which
has for so long been dominated by Greek and Latin texts
(themselves not always consistently put into conversation).
Josephus was an author whose work was quoted, cited,
translated, paraphrased, and discussed among ancient and
medieval Christians to an extent true of no other non-biblical
writer. Josephus’ Maria Story became a touchpoint for Christian
discussions about a variety of interrelated issues, from the
sacking of cities to the mechanics of divine cursing to the
abandonment and suffering of the Jews and the historical-
theological meaning of Jerusalem’s destruction. The fact that
the Maria Story finds such pronounced and variegated
expression in late antique Syriac texts prompts us to take a
broader view of the early Christian Josephus tradition as a
discussion that transcended the bounds of Greek and Latin
literature. The fate of Maria, and fate of her slain-and-eaten
infant son, was written by Josephus and read and repeated by
Christian readers, not only in Josephus’ Greek but also in the
growing host of ancient Christian linguistic registers; and that
fate did indeed become the “tale” or “myth” (ub0og) for the
world—what the Syriac texts alternatively call ®¥usax (47al,
DS09, Theoph) or &\x> (HE, CZ), “story” or “proverb”—that
this beleaguered mother had predicted (indeed, commanded).
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