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INTRODUCTION

At first glance, codex Beirut, B.0.430, copied in the nineteenth century,
seems to be a late ad hoc translation of the four Canonical Gospels containing
little textual, linguistic and historical value. Up to this point we know that this
version survived in only one manuscript (codex Beirut, B.0.430). However,
what lies behind this codex will soon be brought to light and will reveal some
invaluable information about the history of transmission of its text. This arte-
fact stands as a reminder of the historical and textual complexity which lies
beneath almost each of the extant manuscripts of the Arabic Gospels'. -

The aim of this paper is to argue first, that although Codex B.0.430 is a
nineteenth century codex it must have been in circulation no later than the
tenth (possibly ninth) century; second, that Codex B.0.430 is translated
from/corrected against the Syriac Peshitta version; and third, that it is not a
fresh translation but an extended edition of the text of Vat. Ar. 13,

In order to qualify the above statements, it is necessary to do the follow-
ing: First, the three colophons of codex B.0.430 will be transcribed and ex-
amined in brief. Second, Ibn al-‘Assal’s eclectic edition will require scrutiny
in order to show that Ibn al-‘Assal had a copy of the same version and
quoted it extensively in his critical apparatus. Third, the Vorlage of (or the
language/source behind) this version will need to be examined. Finally, Mat-
thew 1:12-25 will be taken as a case study to argue for a close relationship
between codex B.0.430 and the earliest surviving text of the Gospel,
namely, Codex Vat. Ar.13.

1) For a general introduction on the Arabic Gospel manuscripts see Hikmat KACHOUH,
“The Arabic Versions of the Gospels: A Case Study of John 1.1 and 1.18”, The Bible in Arab
Christianity (Brill, Leiden, 2006) 9-36; Sidney H. GRIFFiTH, ‘The Gospel in Arabic: An In-
quiry into its Appearance in the First Abbasid Century’, OC 76 (1983), pp. 126-167.

2) Vat. Ar. 13 originally contained the Psalms, the Four Gospels, Acts, the Seven Ca-
tholic Epistles, and the Fourteen Letters of Paul (the Letter to the Hebrews is considered to be
written by Paul). Of those, only Mt 1:1-28:11, Mk 5:19b-16:8, Lk 3:31-7:11, and the Fourteen
Letters of Paul survived. The Gospels were translated from Syriac and the Letters from Greek.
On linguistic ground it is almost certain that the Gospels were translated much earlier then
Paul’s Jetters. The author of this article presupposes that the text of Codex Vat. Ar. 13 (which
is copied about 800 A.D.) probably goes back to the fifth or sixth century (in the text of the
Gospels only). This article is only concerned with codex B.0.430 and its relationship with
Vat. Ar. 13 and not the text of Vat. Ar. 13 per se.
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A. THE COLOPHONS OF CODEX BEIRUT, B.O. 430 (SiGLA E)

Not withstanding the codicological and paleographical description of
manuscript E by Fr. Louis Cheikho’, a transcription of the three colophons of
this codex demand comment.

1. Colophon one:

The first colophon is found on folio 182" It reads:
Slda O e g ety [0 slazns] it LU LAY Wn 3 e LTls 40 AR
S W] plt e O OISy el JB Ly 2 Wy S iy Y
o ly o gy il g et ) ey g B n
SIS e e Oty U am V1 p g wddl i il il e e YT O
i e e e o O 8 R s e B S Vo a
ol Ve aw oy el Ay
This colophon discloses some valuable information. Of particular inter-
est here is that it reveals the existence of two manuscripts of this version: the
first manuscript is copied on Monday 22" of March 1500 of the Alexander
(1187 A.D.)’. For this manuscript we give the sigla C; the second manu-
script, which is the exemplar of manuscript C, dated on the twelfth of Tut,

976 of the church (984 A.D.)®, which is seven hundred of Diocletian. This
manuscript will receive the sigla B.

3) See Louis CHEIKHO, Catalogue raisonné des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Orientale
IV: Philosophie et Ecriture Sainte, (Imprimerie Catholique, Beirut, 1925), p. 157.

4) Underneath this expression is written “c & ",

5) The Era of Alexander begins on the 1% of October 312 B.C. See, Frangois DEROCHE,
Manuel de codicologies des manuscrits en écriture arabe, (Bibliothéque Nationale de France,
2000), p. 347.

6) The date of the church could be the same as the date of the incarnation. To obtain the
A.D. date one needs to add eight or nine years (976 + 8 = 984). The date 984 corresponds
with the date 700 of Diocletian. (The Diocletian Era begins on the 29" of August 284 A.D.,
see DEROCHE, Manuel, 347). On the view of subtracting (and not adding) eight or nine years
see Samir Khalil SAMIR, “The Earliest Arab Apology for Christianity”, Christian Arabic
Apologetics during the Abbasid Period (750-1258), (Brill, Leiden, 1994), 63. If so the A.D.
date would be 968/9 (976 — 8 or 9), but this date does not correspond with the 700 of Dio-
cletian.
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2. Colophon two:

The second colophon is found on folio 183r. It reads:

p s o Ty ol y A g 1 O gry kil 48T LU i G,V e oS

sk ey S W ey Gl I3 g e el ) WY

SE SN D v VI DO RN JUIT T CV I USRS E U T PURPREIEN

wQ,H«.ﬁ,um_\,c.@wjuw@ijfugywxm%)u

ety ey ah Y1 i e Dbt U e 580 e LB e

jw)}wﬂ\f)ﬁf!ﬁjij\)x\h.éw‘f&}j;ojx_é,l.‘

ur}_.é\ J-lf‘:j‘ ew; ﬁ.EA-‘ L?._.A{ OI&LU A.A\J.“J LF«}J 45#

The second colophon gives somewhat similar information as the first
colophon. Moreover, it adds the Hijrah equivalence. In both cases the Hijrah
dates are incorrect. Furthermore, this colophon seems to refer to a third
manuscript (sigla A) which could have been the exemplar of manuscript B.
It is copied by “ s s s89 inkila3 4,6V, If our interpretation of the
colophon is correct then it is possible to date manuscript A back to the ninth
century or the first half of the tenth century (pre-984 A.D.).

3. Colophon three:
The third colophon is found on folio 183", It reads:
@ugﬂjwq\ﬁ:ﬂbu JJ\QL,.U\J\)LA@J;J\MwmwQK
U3 s O s e aally
The third colophon reveals the existence of a fourth manuscript (sigla:
D) which was copied on the first of February 7146 of Adam (1636 A.D.)".

This manuscript could be the basis from which the scribe of E has copied his
manuscript.

To summarize, the colophons show the existence of:

7) The Adam era starts on the 1% of September 5509 B.C. See, DEROCHE, Manuel, 347.
It is worth noting that the use of the Adam era (in this colophon) and the Diocletian era (in the
previous colophons) might show that this manuscript circulated amongst the Melkites (who
used to refer to the era of Adam) as well as the Copts of Egypt (who used to refer to the era of
Diocletian or Martyrs).
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a) Manuscript A copied by “(aadacd s, 41” (known as “ s s V)
possibly in the ninth or early tenth century.

b) Manuscript B copied in 984 A.D.

¢) Manuscript C copied in 1187 A.D. and was in the possession of
Gabriel Mokhalla“.

d) Manuscript D copied in 1636 A.D.

e) Manuscript E (codex B.O. 430) copied circa 1885 A.D.%.

To the best of my knowledge, manuscript E is the only manuscript
which has survived from this version and whose location is known today. As
far as manuscript C is concerned, Father L. Cheikho seems to have had ac-
cess to it in the late nineteenth century’. As for the rest of the manuscripts
mentioned above, their location is still unknown.

B. IBN AL-‘ASSAL’S'® USE OF THIS VERSION

1. Ibn al-“Assal and the text of Codex B.0O.430

Ibn al-‘Assal’s eclectic edition is one of the most famous Arabic ver-
sions of the Gospels. Scholars in the past have given considerable attention
to this version''. However, outside the introduction of Ibn al-‘Assal, no one
is capable of telling us more about the versions which Ibn al-‘Assal made
use of in preparing his edition. The reason is because we still do not have a
proper classification of the Arabic Gospel manuscripts which in turn can en-
able us to compare these Arabic versions with the biblical quotations found
in the apparatus of Ibn al-‘Assal’s edition.

Now that a substantial number of manuscripts have been classified, a
comparative study of the Arabic Gospel manuscripts with the biblical quota-
tions in Ibn al-‘Assal’s apparatus is possible. When I conducted this com-
parative study, | was able to detect a close relationship between some of the

8) The date 1855 is not found in the colophon of the manuscript. It is mentioned by
Louis CHEIKHO in his catalogue. See CHEIKHO, Catalogue, 157.

9) See Louis CHEIKHO, “Nusah ‘arabiyyah Qadimah fi al-Masriq”, Al-Machrig, 4
(1901): 102 and also Louis CHEIKHO, “Al-mahtutat al-‘arabiyyah fI hazanat Kulliyyatina al-
Sarqiyyah, Al-Machrig, 7 (1904), pp. 37-38.

10) By Ibn al-‘Assal I mean: AbQ al-Farag Hibat Allah Ibn Abi al-Mufaddal As‘ad Ibn
Abi Ishaq Ibrahim Ibn Abii al-Sahl Girgis Ibn Abi al-Bisr Yihanna ibn al-*Assal (see Codex,
British Library, Or. 3382, fol. 385").

11) The most recent is Samir Khalil SAMIR, “La version Arabe des Evangiles d’al-As‘ad
Ibn al-‘Assal”, ParOr 19 (1994), pp. 441-551.
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extant Arabic Gospel manuscripts and the biblical citations in the Apparatus
of Ibn al-‘Assal’s recension. Here I will only refer to the relationship be-
tween the version of B.0.430 and one of Ibn al-‘Assal’s manuscripts. Below
are a few examples extracted from the critical apparatus of Ibn al-‘Assal’s
edition' which show the close relationship between the quotations and the
text of B.0.430. I shall take Mark 6:14-20 and Lk 15:11-20 as a case study.

a) In Ibn al-‘Assal’s edition, the text of Mark 6:14a reads: “_»>52 a3
b at oY S

In the margin below the line and under the expression “2L_U”, Ibn al-
‘Assal writes the following variant: “_»” (which refers to his Arabic manu-
script translated from the Syriac) followed by ¢ s&— »%”. This means that
his Arabic manuscript, which is translated from Syriac, adds “¢ o %"
Similarly, codex B.0.430 reads: ‘¢ sy p% ULl 3900 s y”.

Moreover, in the margin beside “,—¢&” Ibn al-‘Assal points to the
following variant “edie 2 ¢ 43 ", B.0.430 also reads “ & —¢ L3 ac*l OY
sd—¢”. This similarity cannot be coincidental as it occurs endless times
between the edition of Tbn al-* Assal’s and the text of B.O. 430. Here below are
a number of other examples. After the Biblical reference, 1 will insert the
reading as it is found in the text of Ibn al-*Assal’s edition, followed by the
variant found in the apparatus, and finally the reading found in Cod. B.0.430.

b) Mark 6: 14b: 5l ¢ Jesi 5 variant in @ gl 3 ol e 6 5
B.0430 : gl A oy s o 2

c) Mark 6:16 : G s s pL3 U5 Lia ga auly Ul dt) ; varjant in
(probably) J'u|y\”wuﬁ(bﬁjm\)whe B.0.430: j_AJM\)._,_,J:_e

d) Mark 6:17a: ediy; variant in _»: 443, ; B.0.430: i,

e) Mark 6:17b : J>! s ; variant in » : we ; B.O. 430 1 v

f) Mark 6: 19 : .S s ; variant in ~ © ;45 S5 ; B.0.430 )45 S5
g) Lk 15:17a : 46 &) x>, L ; variant in (probably) » ! 4w J} e, U
JB; B. 0.430 J6 4is L} por, Lals

h) Lk 15:17b: Y sl o5 ; variant in o0 3f o 3 OV =1 00 (575
B.0.430 g} wur 3 OVl o Y1 s oS

12) As found in Codex British Library, Or. 3382.
13) The letter “o*” is dropped accidentally in codex British Library, Or. 3382.
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There is no need for this article to demonstrate this point further. The
examples above sufficiently argue that the manuscript translated from Syriac
(“.”") in Ibn al-‘Assal’s edition contains the same text as the text of
B.0.430.

2. What do we know of manuscript “_»"?

Following his edition of the Four Gospels, Ibn al-Assal gives a general
introduction about his elaborated apparatus and the manuscripts he used in
preparing his recension. He refers to at least five manuscripts in Arabic and
three in Coptic. Concerning the manuscript which, as I have argued above,
contains the same text of B.0.430, Ibn al-‘Assal first informs us that the
manuscript contains the Gospel of Mark, Luke and John (without Matthew);
second, that he does not know who translated it and finally that it is trans-
lated from Syriac'”.

Unfortunately, the name of the scribe, the date and the place of this
manuscript are not given. What we can be certain of is that the version of
B.0.430 was in circulation before and during Ibn al-‘Assal’s time (pre-
thirteenth century) in Egypt, and that its translator is (at least for Ibn al-
‘Assal) unknown. Moreover, Ibn al-‘Assal believed that it was translated
from Syriac.

The Vorlage of this version will now be considered.

C. THE VORLAGE OF CODEX BEIRUT, B.O. 430

1. What do we know about the Vorlage of this version?

Up until about 1904, L. Cheikho believed that this version was trans-
lated from Coptic". In 1904 he changed his mind and indicated that this ver-
sion was translated from Syriac. Linguistically he referred to three expres-
sions which clearly show a Syriac influence (o3t 4+ SLe il g paal).
Moreover, he referred to one textual variant in Matthew 6:13 which agrees
with the Syriac Peshitta'®.

14) See British Library, Or. 3382 folios 384-386.

15) See his reference to Gabriel Muhalla“’s codex in Louis Cheikho, “Nisah ‘arabiyyah
Qadimah f1 al-Masriq”, Al-Machrig, 4 (1901), p. 102.

16) L. CHEIKHO, “Al-mahtiitat al-‘arabiyyah fi hazanat Kulliyyatina al-garqiyyah, Al-
Machriq, 7 (1904), pp. 37-38.
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As ecarly as the thirteenth century, Ibn al-°Assal had claimed that the
version of the text of B.0.430 was translated from Syriac and Cheikho even-
tually concurred.

However, the evidence for a Syriac origin has not been adequately es-
tablished. A textual and linguistic examination of a substantial number of
Arabic Gospel manuscripts shows that mixture of Vorlagen (especially
Greek and Syriac) is not uncommon among Arabic Gospel manuscripts.
Thus, vast portions of the Gospels need to be examined in order to reach a
convincing conclusion. Father Cheikho’s sole reference to Matthew 6:13 is
insufficient argument in favour of a Peshitta origin.

2. Textual evidence

After a thorough examination of the Gospel of John, a solid conclusion
confirms Ibn al-‘Assal and Cheikho’s second claim of a Syriac origin (or
more accurately Syriac Peshitta origin) with one exception: the narrative of
the women caught in adultery in John 7:53-8:11. The constraints of space do
not allow for a full citation of readings which support the Peshitta. Below I
have referred to ten textual variants (from the first chapter of John only)
which agree with the Peshitta against the Greek Majority text.

N° | Refr. B.0.430 Peshitta'’ Greek — Majority
Text
1 1:4 sty oldl S 4 | o ~aw oo | &y (Xf)‘[:(;) th ﬁk

AP A aomuiu awd | kol N (o v TO
raiy imas | GO¢ TV GripuTwy

2 1:17 wndl LG | WA | ydplc kol T
~hana\o | gAnfele
3 18 | ks ooy Kl <o\ s | 6 povoyeric vide
B s S
4 1:21 S Ju ) ma | kel dmekpldn O

5 128 | 3 e LW eds | s dunn o\ | Tabe & Bravig

- \" . = 2 ’ ’ ~
M pe | A oo oM | €yEVETo Tepay  Tol

17) The Syriac MerLtHo font is from Beth Mardutho: The Syriac Institute
[www.BethMardutho.org].
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Qviaas | Topdavou
6 | 1:38 e b = | paBpl
7 1:40 | i &gl asty Oy i > ) s | Hy o CAvdpéag O
Lads Loy oo b | gmcs o casnwd | 8eAdOc  Zipwrog
et O s il | o o o | TIétpou elg €k 1OV
S | madiad aaway | 600 TV &K
warditad ~am | OUOAVTWY TPl
aanry yonass Twavvou Kol
dKoAoudnoartwy
aOT®
8 1:41 Tl bdms B |y swane | Elprikaper TOV
e\ | Meolow & éotwy
ueBepunvevduevoy
XpLotog
9 1:42 Ul i ol | el N | B kindhon Kndac
~arda | O epunveletal
Tétpog
10| 1:50 § st JU saxs o\ o | gmekpifn  Tnooic
Kol elmev adtd

3. Linguistic evidence

Below is a list of ten expressions from the Gospel of John which dem-
onstrate the Syriac influence on the Arabic text of B.0.430.

a) “waasa” becomes “_~ s2k” (for instance John 1:46; 6:5; 12:21 and

22)

b) “rasds” (bridegroom) becomes “ " (John 2:9)

¢) “~twalar” (Siloam) becomes “l> sL.2” (John 9:7 and 11)

d) “cmcun” becomes “as 53 (John 5:26)

€) “easmx” becomes “0 227 (John 1:40, 41, 42 etc.)

f) “A\oia” becomes “U=s,6” (John 14:16, 26) or “Ls L” (John
15:26;16:7)

g) “«i=" becomes “#L.” (John 18:10)

h) “@a\ \sa” becomes “_-L3" (John 18:29, 31, 33)
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1) “~ar¢ 42” becomes “Y 2" (John 18:41)
J) “~aculs” becomes “b 513" (John 19:25)

4. The women caught in adultery in John 7:53-8:11

a) A later addition?

Investigation of the Gospel of John demonstrates with a high degree of
certainty that B.0.430 was translated from the Syriac Peshitta. However, the
inclusion of John 7:53-8:11 (narrative of the woman caught in adultery),
which is not found in the Peshitta, seems to argue in favour of another ori-
gin. How do we explain this textual conundrum?

It is postulated that the passage of John 7:53-8:11 is not authentic and
must have been added later. There are a number of reasons for this claim:

(1) There is no doubt that this manuscript is translated from Syriac, and
since this narrative is almost absent in the Syriac tradition'®, it is more
likely that a scribe added it later from another source. This postulation
might be precarious but the following information pushes the argument
further.

(2) There are three expressions in this narrative not found elsewhere in the
Gospel of John. (1) The expression “4 z1” for “the Pharisees” (John 8:2).
(In the Gospel of John the “Pharisees™ are called “,L>Y""), (2) The ex-
pression “ -t in John 8:5. A different expression is used elsewhere
(i.e. ow/ass ¢, /e, 5). (3) In John 8:7 and 11, Jesus is called N
This combination is not found elsewhere in the Gospel of John.

(3) Finally, in his edition, Ibn al-* Assal wrote an incisive comment on this
narrative. It will not be mentioned here as it can be found elsewhere'®,
Our interest focuses in on the quotation which he transcribed from a mar-

18) See G. A. KIRAZ, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels: Aligning the Sinaiti-
cus, Curetonianus, Peshitta and Harklean Versions, 4 vols. (E. J. Brill, Leiden, New York,
Kéln, 1996) and P.E. Pusey, G.H. GWILLIAM, Tetraevangelium Sanctum juxta simplicem Sy-
rorum versionem ad fidem codicum, massorae, editionum denuo recognitum, (Clarendon, Ox-
ford, 1901), ad loc. It is however found in one Syriac lectionary (but John 8:2 is missing).
Agnes SMITH LEWIS, Margaret DUNLOP GIBSON, The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary of the
Gospels: Re-edited from two Sinai manuscripts, and from P. de Lagarde’s Edition o the
“Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum” (Paternoster, London, 1899), pp. 242-3.

19) See Duncan B. MACDONALD, “Ibn al-‘Assal’s Arabic Version of the Gospels”,
Homenaje a D. Francisco Codera en su Jubilacion Del Profesorado: Estudios de Erudicion
Oriental (Mariano Escar, Tipografo, Zaragoza, 1904), pp. 375-392.
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ginal note found in the manuscript translated from Syriac (which, as has
been argued above, contains the same text of B.0.430). The note says:
“And I [Ibn al-‘Assal] found a marginal note in the translation from
Syriac, as follows, ‘this section is not in the Syriac or the Greek and is
only found in the translation of the Coptic, so I have written it that it may
not be lacking in the codex. It is written on the margin in Syriac in some
Syriac Gospels, but not in others™. This note clearly shows that the nar-
rative is not original but was added later by the copyist. Moreover, it is
evident that by this time (early thirteenth century), the narrative had al-
ready been included in the version of B.0.430.

It is now clear from internal and extemal evidence that this pericope
was not in the original text of B.0.430. It was added later, at anytime before
the thirteenth century.

The question worth asking is whether the text of this narrative is similar
to any Arabic version known to us.

b) An Arabic source?

When the pericope of John 7:53-811 is compared with the same peri-
cope found in other Arabic Gospel manuscripts and versions, one can ascer-
tain that the text of the women caught in adultery in B.O. 430 was borrowed
from an Arabic manuscript belonging to a version known as “the Alexan-
drian Vulgate”. To show this relationship adequately, it is necessary to make
use of Codex Sinai, Ar. 101. This codex is a twelfth century codex and one
of the earliest texts of the Alexandrian Vulgate. Both texts are placed in par-
allel below. The first line contains the text of B.0.430 and the second line
contains the text of Sin, Ar. 101 (folios 351"-353"):

wi g L doly S 2ed 53

wngn L) dly JS et

O Jer B il g it Wiy ]

O e Al ity e g0

prinln b g il i i ey S B AL Sy 2

padry el g ) o i ey S L sl Lyl ST

20) See, ibid., p. 392.
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M~ W

I\J)'J\AUJ:.-}.GQVJAYV a.’LAr,.Lu‘-LlV}jU}

ol S 3ed o 5 O ooy g b By S
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hﬁjbﬂ\@a‘fﬁ,ijad:-)i)@l
MCM‘CRQ\é\u‘JJ}\JJ}»ﬁUJ{ 4 Ll_b\),‘:‘\.olé
.J:_Ej.k.wr‘\éja‘fy')abjtﬁ ;_554)
B gtal p (SN gn ot ol el Wb JUy 4y 5 sl w05 10

Byilal il (N gn pl ol ol 4 Wb JUy anl) 5 gkl 20 3

adaihl (U (g5 Y OV e g,aswti;\uw}t,:gw\ubiu;%\i,wd)m;aju;

11

aladl 31 (63505 Y OV ey o230 st B Y5 ¢ g el W JUB ) L sl ) b

As the above exercise demonstrates, as far as the adulterous pericope is

concerned, both manuscripts (B.0.430 and Sin. Ar. 101) contain the same
version. Some of the variants are intriguing and require further independent
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study. For instance, in verse five, B.0.430 reads “_» »\i” (where elsewhere
in the Gospel of John we read “e! , s or “41”") and Sin. Ar. 101, surpris-
ingly, reads “4..” (where elsewhere in the Gospel of John we find “_p 5+lJ1”),
This amalgamation is confusing and shows how intricate and obscure the
history behind these manuscripts is, and that what we know about these
manuscripts and their relationship with each other is still minimal.

We can summarize our investigation as follows:

(1) As far as we know the Arabic version examined in this article is repre-
sented by six manuscripts. The only manuscript to which we have access
is codex Beirut, B.O. 430.

(2) B.0.430 was copied in the nineteenth century but its text was in circu-
lation as early as the tenth or possibly ninth century. Thus, it is possible to
claim that its archetype goes back to the ninth century.

(3) This version is translated from the Syriac Peshitta. There are three
variants in the Gospel of John which reflect pre-Peshitta readings®'. The
passage which does not come from a Syriac origin is the narrative of the
woman caught in adultery in John 7:53-8:11.

(4) The inclusion of the adulterous narrative is intriguing. It is certainly
not original and must have come from another source. It was added to the
text prior to the thirteenth century.

(5) The text of the adulterous narrative {as is found in B.0.430) is the
same as the one found in Sinai, Ar. 101 (a representative of the Alexan-
drian Vulgate). Some of the variants in the narrative reflect the amalga-
mation of this version with other manuscripts from the Alexandrian Vul-
gate.

The last question to be considered is whether the text of B.0.430 (which
was prepared in circa ninth century) is a fresh translation or an edition of an
even earlier version.

D. A FRESH TRANSLATION OR AN EDITION OF A MUCH ARCHAIC TRANSLA-
TION?

Codex B.0.430 probably dates back to the ninth century. Is it a fresh
translation? We shall see below that in fact it is not; it is an extended edition
of the text of Vat. Ar. 13. First, however, a preliminary remark:

21) See John 4:10, S:11 and 21:25.
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An investigation into the earliest extant Arabic Gospel manuscripts
shows that by the eighth/ninth century, Arabic translations, like the one
found in the text of Vat. Ar. 13 (which is a loose and inaccurate translation),
was superseded by more literal translations. These literal translations origi-
nated in about the seventh century. A linguistic and textual study of Vat. Ar.
13 (in the Gospels only) clearly shows that its text preceds this period.
Moreover, in the ninth century the Gospel in Arabic was copied and used ex-
tensively. Tt is not unlikely that during this period (eighth/ninth century) the
text of B.0.430 was produced. The text of B.0.430, which is set out below,
attempts to re-edit the text of Vat. Ar. 13 into a more literal translation of the
Syriac Peshitta. This also follows the 8"/9™ century fashion for literal trans-
lations.

The purpose here is not to study the text of Vat. Ar. 13 but to show the
close relationship between both texts.

The following tables show the text of Matthew 1:12-25 from both codi-
ces in parallel””. The first line contains the text of Vat. Ar. 13 and the second
line the text of B.0.430.
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22) This narrative was chosen as scholars can compare this text with the same text from
other Arabic versions found in the Guidi’s monumental work. See Ignazio Guipi, “Le
Traduzioni Degli Evangelii in Arabo ¢ in Etiopico”, in Atti della Reale Accademia dei Lincei,
vol. 4, ser. 4 (Tipografia Della R. Accademia Dei Lincei, Rome, 1888), pp. 5-33. (1 have also
added verses 12-17 to enable further comment on verse 12 (see below) as well as to show the
Syriacisms in the text).
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ERCE AT E T
This exercise is a brief demonstration of the linguistic relationship be-

tween the two codices. The similarities, here and elsewhere in the Gospels,

are striking and leave no doubt that the text of Codex B.0.430 is a re-worked
edition of Vat. Ar. 13.

_

A more thorough examination of both codices clearly shows that the
scribe has two obvious aims for his edition:

1. To eliminate additions found in the text of Vat. Ar. 13 which do not
reflect the text of the Vorlage (in this case the Peshitta);

2. To replace archaic expressions with more familiar expressions of the
time®.

Finally, it is worth commenting on one variant found in verse twelve.
Verse twelve (in Vat. Ar. 13) reads “... bb I &l day -0 4”. The expression
“alzd” is foreign to this version. Normally the expression “>>" is used and is
more archaic than “4«12J)” (see for instance verse 17). It is noteworthy that
B.0.430 reads “>=" (and not “a_&di”). This is of significance because
B.0.430 (in this specific reading) reflects a greater authenticity and accu-
racy to the archetype of Vat. Ar. 13 than Vat. Ar. 13 itself. (See also
Sl /el in verse 18a)™.

23) It is worth noting that many archaic expressions were not replaced by the scribe
which supports the fact that at the time these expressions were familiar to this scribe (other-
wise he would have replaced them). This also shows that this edition was prepared possibly
as early as the ninth century if not earlier.

24) This clearly indicates that the text of Vat. Ar. 13 has not escaped corrections and its
text is not as authentic as we would like it to be.
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

Codex Beirut, B.O. 430 is one of the latest Arabic Gospel manuscripts
which also happens to be an edition of one of the earliest extant Arabic Gos-
pel manuscripts (Vat. Ar. 13). Although it was copied in the nineteenth cen-
tury, the history of its text goes back to a much earlier period. It was in cir-
culation no later than the tenth century, amongst the Copts and possibly the
Melkite community.

In the thirteenth century, Ibn al-*Assal made use of the same version
and quoted it extensively in his eclectic edition. During the transmission of
its text, it has assimilated readings from other Arabic versions of which the
pericope of the women caught in adultery is a clear example.

The text of B.0.430 is not a fresh translation from the Syriac Peshitta
but an edition of a much more archaic version. It was prepared sometime
around the ninth century and is a re-worked edition of a text similar to that
find in codex Vat. Ar. 13.

This article offers a further glimpse into the richness and complexity of
the Arabic Gospel manuscripts, and invites us once more to engage further in
the study of this corpus.
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