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 Abstract

 This paper discusses aspects of the reception of Athanasius in the Syriac-speaking churches.

 On the basis of a survey of the Syriac translations of Athanasius and references to him by
 a number of authors, it is argued that he was considered a very important Father by the
 Syriac Orthodox, the Melkites, as well as the East Syrians, even though most if not all of the

 translations were made by the Syriac Orthodox. His status was based not only on the fact
 that especially in matters of Christology he was considered the epitome of Orthodoxy by
 all parties, but also on the fact that his ascetic writings formed a major source of inspiration
 to monks. With the help of five examples the importance of the Syriac tradition for the
 establishment of critical texts of Athanasius's writings is shown here to be considerable,
 even though there are very many issues and problems connected with the translations.

 Keywords

 Athanasius, Syriac churches, Syriac translations, textual criticism, Incarnation, Christology,
 ascetism, exegesis of Psalms

 Anyone who visits the monastery of Mar Musa al-Habashi near Nebk, some

 30 kilometres to the north of the Syrian capital Damascus, will be struck by
 the amazing wall paintings in its church. On the north wall, behind the altar,

 we find a Virgin Blachernitissa standing amidst a number of Church Fathers.

 On her right hand, we find Cyril, Basil, Athanasius, and John Chrysostom;
 on her left hand Ignatius and the Apostle James are still visible: the portraits
 of two more saints have not survived. The strong presence of Greek Fathers in

 these early thirteenth-century paintings is significant, as the monastery used
 to house Syriac Orthodox monks.1 This paper discusses one of these Fathers:

 -) The research which resulted in the present article was funded by the Netherlands Orga
 nization for Scientific Research (NWO).

 " On the history of the monastery and its paintings, see Mat Immerzeel, Identity Puzzles:
 Medieval Christian Art in Syria and Lebanon [Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 184] (Leuven,
 2009), pp. 56—67, with further references.

 ) Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, 2010 DOI: 10.1163/187124110X542383
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 Sts Basil, Athanasius, and John Chrysostom; bema of Deir Mar Musa al-Habashi,
 Nebk, Syria (Layer 3; ad 1208/09). Photo: Paul van Moorsel Centre, Leiden.

 Athanasius of Alexandria. The questions at issue are: Is the position given to
 Athanasius in this Syriac Orthodox painting matched by a favourable reception

 of his writings? Was the situation the same for the other Syriac churches? How

 important is the Syriac tradition for our knowledge of Athanasiuss texts? Are

 the translations reliable? And finally, how can we explain Athanasiuss position

 among Syriac-speaking Christians?

 i. Athanasiuss Writings in Syriac

 Athanasius appears to have been served well by Syriac translators, and in so
 far as these translations have come down to us, they have also been served

 comparatively well by editors. In other words: quite a number of texts by
 Athanasius are extant in Syriac and are available in modern editions. Leafing
 through the Clavis Patrum Graecorum (CPG),2 one finds editions of Syriac

 21 Maurits Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum, 5 vols. (Turnhout, 1974-1987), as well
 as the Supplementum of 1998, edited by Geerard and J. Noret. Hereafter I will use the
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 versions of major works such as the Oratio de incarnatione Verbi [CPG 2091],3

 the Vita Antonii [CPG 2101], and the Expositiones in Psalmos [CPG 2040], as
 well as of the work In illud: Qui dixerit verbum in filium [CPG 2096]4 and of

 sundry letters or fragments of these [CPG 2095, 2097,5 2098, 2100, 2133,

 2134], including the Epistulae festales [CPG 2102]. The partially surviving
 Orationes contra Arianos [CPG 2093] is still waiting for an editor, as well as
 at least one letter [CPG 2106],6 and possibly other works. Among the Syriac

 writings we also find texts no longer extant in Greek, in particular the Sermo

 de virginitate [CPG 2145], the Epistula ad virgines [CPG 2146], and most of

 the Epistulae festales. The major gap in the Syriac tradition is the Oratio contra

 gentes [CPG 2090], which seems to have escaped any translation efforts, even

 though it is nowadays considered to have formed one work together with the
 De incarnatione.

 The works mentioned so far are generally considered authentic. A possible

 exception is formed by the Expositiones in Psalmos, as we shall discuss below.

 However, in Syriac we also have quite a number of works which are now seen as

 spurious. These include writings published under Athanasiuss name by adher

 ents of Apollinaris, including Apollinaris' own Ad Iovianum [CPG 3665]/ as
 well as the treatise Quod unus sit Christus [CPG 3737]. Apollinaris' adversaries

 knew the same trick, as is shown by the De incarnatione contra Apollinarium

 abbreviation CPG, which always refers to the combined data of the original volumes and

 the Supplementum. Many of the Syriac works attributed to Athanasius are available in Robert

 W. Thomson, ed., Athanasiana Syriaca, 4 vols. [CSCO 257, 272, 324, 386; Syr. 114, 118,
 142, 167] (Leuven, 1965-1977); idem, trans. [CSCO 258, 273, 325, 387; Syr. 115, 119,
 143, 168] (Leuven, 1965-1977). Thomson gives a useful survey of the oriental traditions of
 Athanasius in the introduction to the text fascicle of the first volume.

 31 There are also quotations, in a different translation, in Luise Abramowski and Alan
 E. Goodman, eds. and trans., A Nestorian Collection of Christo logical Texts: Cambridge Uni

 versity Library MS. Oriental 131p, 2 vols. [University of Cambridge Oriental Publications
 18-19] (Cambridge, 1972), 1: 138, 142 (text); 2: 80, 83 (translation) (not recorded in the
 Supplementum to CPG).
 41 Edited by Thomson in Athanasiana Syriaca, 2, under the title Homilia in Matt. 12:32,
 this work is also referred to as Epistula ad Serapionem 4.8-23.

 51 A fragment has been edited by Thomson as an appendix to Athanasiana Syriaca, 4 (not
 recorded in the Supplementum to CPG).

 6) On the manuscripts of the latter, the Epistula ad Amunem, see now Sebastian Brock,
 Athanasiana Syriaca: Notes on Two Manuscripts,' Le Muséon 86 (1973), 437-442, there
 442 (not recorded in the Supplementum to CPG).

 7) Edited by Thomson in Athanasiana Syriaca, 3, under the title De incarnatione Dei Verbi.
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 [CPG 2231] and the Sermo maior de fide [CPG 2803].8 Other works wrongly

 circulating under Athanasiuss name in Syriac are the De incarnatione et con
 tra Arianos [CPG 2806], now attributed to Marcellus of Ancyra;9 the Homilia

 de passione et cruce domini [CPG 2247]; an Ad imperatorem Iovianum [CPG

 2253];10 the De baptismate [CPG 2218]; the De virginitate [CPG 2219];11 and

 last but not least the Syriac Anaphora Athanasii [CPG 2304].

 The fact that quite a large corpus of Athanasian writings survives is in itself

 no reason to say that he was a popular author. We should reckon with the

 accidental nature of our manuscript collections, though the relatively high
 number of manuscripts of the Life of Antony is certainly noteworthy. My

 major reason for stating that Athanasius was well received is the fact that such
 a broad selection of his works has been translated. As a second indication

 of his popularity I would refer to the fact that Athanasius was quoted very

 often in doctrinal demonstrations and florilegia.12 In addition to collections
 of fragments on all sorts of doctrinal issues, these also include treatises by

 Syriac theologians focusing on certain subjects, while illustrating their point
 with a catalogue of fragments taken from the Fathers. They deal for instance

 with Julianism, the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Free Will, and

 Predestination, or even an aspect such as Ffoly Chrism. There is no complete

 8> In addition to the quotations in Severus of Antioch's Contra Grammaticum mentioned

 in CPG, there are also quotations in East Syrian doctrinal florilegia; see Abramowski and
 Goodman, eds. and trans., A Nestorian Collection (see above, n. 3), 1: 136-137, 140-142
 (text); 2: 79, 82-83 (translation, with references to a second florilegium, known as the
 FLorileg mit den Gregor-Scholien). It remains, however, most doubtful whether a full Syriac

 version of the Sermo has ever existed; a possible reference in 'Abdisho' bar Brika's Catalogue
 would be the only clue to this; see Section 2 below.

 " The Sermo maior de fide was also considered to have been written by Marcellus, but this

 attribution has now been challenged; see the Supplementum to CPG.
 101 This Ad Iovianum should not be confused with that of Apollinaris or with Athanasius's
 own Epistula ad Iovianum [CPG 2135].

 See for these titles and their numbers the Supplementum to CPG. This De virginitate
 should not be confused with CPG 2145 or 2248; see the discussion below and the edition:

 Pseudo-Athanasius on Virginity, ed. and trans. David Brakke [CSCO 592-593; Syr. 232-233]
 (Leuven, 2002).

 I2) Though one cannot deny that the Cappadocians were quoted more often, along with
 Severus of Antioch among the Syriac Orthodox and Theodore of Mopsuestia in the Church

 of the East; see David G.K. Taylor, 'Les Pères cappadociens dans la tradition syriaque,' in
 Les Pères grecs dans la tradition syriaque, ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gönnet [Études syriaques
 4] (Paris, 2007), pp. 43-61, there 43. Interestingly, Athanasius is not quoted in Syriac
 Orthodox homiliaries; see Sebastian Brock, 'L'apport des Pères grecs à la littérature syriaque,'
 in Les Pères grecs, ed. Schmidt and Gönnet, pp. 9-26, there 19.
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 inventory of this material, but one gets a good picture of the number and nature

 of the quotations of Athanasius if one goes through the section "Theology
 Collected Authors" in volume 2 of Wright s Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts

 in the British MuseumP Most of the many references to Athanasius in the index

 of this catalogue pertain to this section. In addition to these quotations, there

 are also references in later Greek works translated into Syriac, in particular
 those of Severus of Antioch [cf. CPG 2217].

 All in all, the selection of works translated and the many quotations show

 that Syriac sources considered Athanasius a prime authority in doctrinal mat

 ters, in particular Christology, though some of his works of ascetic interest were

 also found to be of high importance.

 2. In Which of the Syriac Churches was Athanasius Read?

 So far we have just spoken about Syriac sources in general, as if the Syr
 iac tradition were a monolithic block. In reality, Syriac-speaking Christians
 became divided in the course of the Christological discussions of the fourth
 and fifth centuries. After the Council ofEphesus in 431, Dyophysites who fled

 to the Persian Empire found support in the local ecclesiastical hierarchy, which

 for political and geographical reasons had developed independently from the
 Church in the Roman Empire and became known as the Church of the East.
 After the Council of Chalcedon in 451, some Christians in the eastern part

 of the Roman Empire decided to follow its decision, whereas others kept to

 Miaphysite views and eventually became known as the Syriac Orthodox.14

 Now the question is, whether Athanasius was equally important to these
 three groups. If one looks at the manuscripts that have come down to us,
 the picture is clear: the vast majority of them are Syriac Orthodox. Notable
 exceptions are the collection of Athanasian writings found in the manuscript

 British Library Or. 8606, which was written in Melkite (that is, Chalcedonian)

 circles,15 and the manuscripts of the Paradise of the Fathers, a work in which

 131 William Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum Acquired since

 the Year 1838, 3 vols. (London, 1870-1872; repr. Piscataway, NJ, 2002).
 I4) See Lucas Van Rompay, 'Society and Community in the Christian East,' in The Cam
 bridge Companion to the Age of Justinian, ed. Michael Maas (New York, 2005), pp. 239-2 66,
 and Bas ter Haar Romeny, ed., Religious Origins of Nations? The Christian Communities of
 the Middle East (Leiden, 2010).

 151 This collection has been produced as evidence for the early existence of Athanasian

 corpora: Hans-Georg Opitz, Untersuchungen zur Überlieferung der Schriften des Athanasius
 [Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 23] (Berlin and Leipzig, 1935), p. 200, and idem, 'Das
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 the seventh-century East Syrian author 'Enanisho' incorporated many ascetic
 texts, including the Vita Antonii.16 The latter work has, however, also been
 handed down in Syriac Orthodox manuscripts. In other words: on the basis
 of the actual manuscript tradition one is tempted to conclude that the East

 Syrians received only the Life of Antony. However, this conclusion e silentio

 would not give a correct picture of the situation. In addition to a small number

 of references to Athanasius in the letters of the Catholicos-Patriarch Timothy I

 (d. 823) and in doctrinal florilegia, 'Abdisho' bar Brika (d. 1318) gave a full list

 of all the Athanasian works known to him in his famous Catalogue of Authors.

 Together they show that Athanasius was well known among East Syrians too.

 This of course poses a new question: how can we explain the situation of the
 manuscripts? Before we attempt to answer this, let us first have a look at the

 actual evidence from Timothy, the florilegia, and 'Abdisho'.

 In his Letter 19 to his friend Sergius, Timothy states that he is looking for

 Athanasius's "Concise argument against the Arians," of which he has found

 part but thinks there might be more, as well as his "Dominical Letters" and

 the "Apology for his Flight."17 The first title might refer to the Oratio I contra

 Arianos [CPG 2093], the second to the Epistulae festales [CPG 2102], and

 syrische Corpus Athanasianum,' Zeitschrift für die neutestamentlichc Wissenschaft 33 (1934),

 18-31. Opitz suggested that the missing pages at the beginning of the manuscript had
 contained the De incarnatione, the Epistula ad Epictetum, and the Homilia de passione et
 cruce Domini [CPG 2247] ('Das syrische Corpus,' 28). He also contended that the Syriac
 corpus of this manuscript was translated as a whole from an original Greek corpus in
 the second half of the fifth century ('Das syrische Corpus,' 31). The missing pages have
 been discovered, however, and appeared to contain nothing more than the first part of the
 first item of the collection. Thomson has also demonstrated that the various items in the

 collection go back to different translators from different times: Robert W. Thomson, 'The

 Text of the Syriac Athanasian Corpus,' in Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert

 Pierce Casey, ed. J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 250-264,
 there 252 and 263. The same can be said about the Armenian corpora: Robert W. Thomson,

 'The Transformation of Athanasius in Armenian Theology (A Tendentious Version of the
 Epistula ad Epictetum),' Le Muséon 78 (1965), 47-69, there 48.

 I6) For these manuscripts, see La vie primitive de S. Antoine conservée en syriaque, ed.
 René Draguet [CSCO 417; Syr. 183] (Leuven, 1980), pp. 9* and I i*-l 3*. The additional
 manuscript discussed by Brock is Syriac Orthodox and does not belong to the tradition of
 the Paradise, though there are points of agreement between this manuscript and MS L of
 the Paradise-. Sebastian Brock, 'Notulae Syriacae: Some Miscellaneous Identifications,' Le
 Muséon 108 (1995), 69-78, there 74-76.

 171 Timothei Patriarchae I Epistulae, ed. Oscar Braun [CSCO 74; Syr. 30] (Paris, 1914),
 pp. 129-130; trans, idem [CSCO 75; Syr. 31] (Rome, 1915), p. 86.
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 the third is certainly the Apologia de fiiga sua [CPG 2122].18 In Letter 39 he
 asks Sergius specifically to look for the latter work "in the House of Mattai."19
 This refers to the Monastery of Mar Mattai, a Syriac Orthodox stronghold

 in a predominantly East Syrian area. Timothy sent Sergius several times to
 find books there: for Timothy himself, being the highest ranking East Syrian

 clergyman of the moment, it was probably politically too sensitive to get direct

 access to the library of this monastery. In Letter 42, finally, he probably refers to

 the (spurious) De incarnatione contra Apollinarium [CPG 2231] and says that
 Athanasius praised Diodore of Tarsus.20 It was possibly in Timothys days that

 the East Syrian Christological florilegium handed down in MS Cambridge,
 Oriental 1319, was composed. It quotes Athanasius's De incarnatione as well

 as the pseudo-Athanasian Sermo maior de fide.21 The latter text is also referred

 to in at least one other East Syrian florilegium.
 A few centuries later 'Abdisho' bar Brika's list mentions Athanasius's "Let

 ters, Orations on the Orthodox Faith, the Apology for His Flight, the History

 of Saint Antony, and a book that he entitled To Epictetus."22 Which "Orations
 on the Orthodox Faith" are meant remains unclear, however. Anton Baumstark

 suggested the De incarnatione,23 but there are other possibilities, including the

 pseudo-Athanasian De incarnatione contra Apollinarium and Sermo maior de
 fide. Interestingly, the Apologia de fuga sua seems to have been received by the

 East Syrians—perhaps because of Timothys request to Sergius—but among
 the works mentioned by him and 'Abdisho' it is the only one of which no

 Syriac version has come down to us.

 181 See the notes in Epistulae, trans. Braun [CSCO 75; Syr. 31], p. 86, and cf. Raphaël
 J. Bidawid, Les lettres du patriarche nestorien Timothée I: étude critique [Studi e testi 187]

 (Vatican City, 1956), p. 25.
 19) Epistulae, ed. Braun [CSCO 74; Syr. 30], p. 279; trans, idem [CSCO 74; Syr. 31], p. 194;
 cf. Bidawid, Les lettres (see above, n. 18), p. 32.

 20) The text has not yet been edited, but see Bidawid, Les lettres (see above, n. 18), pp. 34-35.
 211 See above, notes 3 and 8; for an additional quotation from an unidentified, but possibly
 Athanasian text, see Abramowski and Goodman, eds. and trans., A Nestorian Collection (see

 above, n. 3), 1: 131 (text); 2: 75 (translation).
 221 Edition in J.S. Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana, 3 vols. (Rome,

 1719-1728; repr. Piscataway, 2002), 3.1: 19-20 (Chapter 12).
 231 Anton Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur mit Ausschluß der christlich-palästi

 nensischen Texte (Bonn, 1922), p. 81.
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 Given the obvious parallel between what has been transmitted to us in
 Melkite or Syriac Orthodox manuscripts and what was known to the East Syr

 ians, Baumstark claims that the translations of Athanasius may be "Erbstücke

 noch der Zeit vor der endgültigen konfessionellen Zerklüftung der syrischen

 Christenheit."24 Whether this is true needs to be investigated on a text by text

 basis—Sebastian Brock actually stated that most translations of Athanasius are

 from the sixth century.25 We shall discuss a number of samples below. But true

 or not, the witness of Timothy and 'Abdisho' does make it clear that at least

 from the ninth century onwards the East Syrians knew Athanasius very well

 and that his works were much in demand. This brings us back to the question

 of how we could explain the present situation of the manuscripts.

 One could point to the fact that Timothys Letter 39 indicates that the
 library of the East Syrian Catholicos was less well stocked than that of Mar
 Mattai, but this does not help to explain why there are so few East Syrian

 Athanasius manuscripts today, as Timothy must have had some success in
 procuring works from Mar Mattai and other places, given the list 'Abdisho'
 was able to write down. The explanation can be found, I think, if we look at

 the colophons of the manuscripts or check what is known of their provenance

 in library catalogues.

 The great majority of the Syriac Orthodox manuscripts appear to have
 belonged to the library of the Monastery of the Syrians (Deir al-Surian) in
 the Nitrian Desert. From there they were taken to the Vatican (Vat. sir. 104,
 containing the De incarnatione) or to the British Museum (the others). The core

 of the library of Deir al-Surian was formed by the collection established by one

 of its abbots, Moses of Nisibis. The story of this collection is an extraordinary

 one and stresses the role of chance in the survival of manuscripts.26 In 927
 Moses was unhappy with the poll tax which was levied for the first time on the

 monks and he decided to appeal against it. However, in order to overturn this

 measure of the Vizier of Egypt he had to go to the Caliph himself in Baghdad.

 There he had to wait for a long time before he had success, but he used his
 time collecting old manuscripts. When he returned to the monastery in 932,

 he had bought some 250 of them, which he added to the existing collection,

 241 Baumstark, Geschichte (see above, n. 23), p. 82.

 251 Brock, 'L'apport des Pères grecs' (see above, n. 12), p. 14.
 261 See for this Sebastian Brock, 'Without Mushë of Nisibis, Where Would We Be? Some

 Reflections on the Transmission of Syriac Literature,' in Symposium Syriacum VIII: The
 University of Sydney, Department of Semitic Studies, 26June -1 July, 2000, ed. Herman Teule

 and Rifaat Ebied = Journal of Eastern Christian Studies 5 6 (2004), x 5-24.
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 donated by visitors. It is because of the excellent conditions for manuscripts
 in Egypt that we still have so many of these manuscripts. To give an idea of
 the importance of the climate, and thus the Egyptian collections: of the 136
 dated manuscripts from before 1000 ce known to Brock, 119 come from Deir

 al-Surian or from St Catherines monastery. Of the remaining 17 some may

 come from Egypt as well, but their precise provenance is as yet unknown.27

 In other words: it is just thanks to Moses of Nisibis' love of books and his

 appeal against the poll tax that we have quite a few very early Syriac Orthodox

 manuscripts of texts attributable to Athanasius.

 The fact that we have only one manuscript that is certainly Melkite is not

 surprising. Here too, chance may have played a role, but the Melkites had an

 Egyptian store of manuscripts as well, that is, in St Catherines Monastery.
 What is more important is the fact that Syriac played less of a central role in

 Melkite culture. Greek remained important to them for a very long time, and

 the Melkites were also quick to adopt Arabic. They were indeed using Aramaic

 as well, but here Syriac, an Eastern Aramaic dialect, suffered from the compe
 tition from the Western Aramaic dialect known as Christian Palestinian Ara

 maic. There are indications that the Melkite manuscript copied a collection

 of Athanasiana from a Syriac Orthodox source—probably the library of the
 cathedral of Edessa—: in addition to a layer of recent alterations of Chalcedo

 nian tendency, there is also an earlier layer of Miaphysite alterations; moreover,

 the collection includes three Apollinaristic texts published under the name of

 Athanasius, which were obviously not recognized as such by the copyist.28

 3. The Importance of the Syriac Tradition

 The Syriac tradition of a Greek author can be significant in at least four ways.29

 (a) The Syriac text is witness to the reception of an author in one or more of

 the branches of Syriac Christianity, (b) If the Greek text is no longer extant,

 it may be our only source for the content of the composition in question,
 though sometimes there are also other oriental versions, (c) If the Greek text has

 been handed down to us, the Syriac text can still be an important witness. As

 indicated above, the monasteries in Egypt have yielded quite a large collection

 of very old manuscripts, some of which go back to the fifth century. The early

 2?) Brock, 'Without Mushè of Nisibis' (see above, n. 26), 18.

 281 See Thomson, 'The Syriac Athanasian Corpus' (see above, n. 15), pp. 253, 261-263.
 2,1 For the last three, cf. Joseph-Marie Sauget, 'L'apport des traductions syriaques pour la

 patristique grecque,' Revue de Théologie et de Philosophie 110 (1978), 139—148.
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 dates of many Syriac manuscripts are all the more striking if one realizes that

 our Greek witnesses are often not older than the tenth century.30 Now the date

 of a manuscript is no guarantee of the quality of the text, but at least it gives

 us a terminus ad quem for a certain text form, (d) The Syriac text may help to
 correct or corroborate the attribution of a text to a certain author.

 The present paper shows many examples of the first point, and the reasons

 for Athanasiuss popularity are discussed in the last section. When it comes

 to the second point, one would perhaps expect the more spectacular cases of
 works lost in Greek but preserved in Syriac to be connected with authors who

 were rejected by the Chalcedonians, such as Severus of Antioch or Theodore of

 Mopsuestia. However, even in the case of Athanasius there is some important

 material that is only preserved in Syriac and the other oriental traditions. As we

 have seen, this includes the Sermo de virginitate [CPG 2145] and the Epistula

 ad virgines [CPG 2146]. Armenian and Coptic preserve even more ascetic
 Athanasiana, some of which are considered authentic as well.31 Without these

 texts, our picture of this side of Athanasius would have been very limited. Better

 known is the case of the EpistuLae festales, of which only a fraction survives in
 Greek.

 With regard to the use of Syriac versions as witnesses to Greek texts—

 whether the Greek is still extant or lost—the good news of the antiquity
 of the manuscripts is unfortunately often also the bad news. This I need to

 explain. The problem of Syriac, being a Semitic language, is that it has certain

 limitations in representing Greek expressions. Brock mentions the following:

 Syriac word order is more strict, as it has no case endings; the tense systems of

 the two languages are very different; by preference Syriac uses parataxis rather

 than hypotaxis, and partly in connection with this, the Syriac conjunction o

 w has a wider range of meanings than xai; Syriac has trouble in expressing the

 prefix in compound verbs and nouns; it is somewhat poorer in adjectives and
 particles; and it has no comparative or superlative.32 Now the history of Syriac

 translation technique is in fact the history of the struggle to overcome these

 301 See for Athanasius for instance the 'Liste der Siglen der Handschriften' in Opitz, Unter

 schungen (see above, n. I 5). The Epistula adMarcellinum in the fifth-century Codex Alexan
 drinus is a rare exception to the rule.

 31) David Brakke,'The Authenticity of the Ascetic Athanasiana,' Orient aha 63 (1994), 17
 56.

 32) Sebastian Brock, 'Limitations of Syriac in Representing Greek,' in The Early Versions

 of the New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and Limitations, ed. Bruce M. Metzger
 (Oxford, 1977), pp. 83-98.
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 limitations. The translation of Patristic texts started around the beginning of
 the fifth century with renderings which expressed the meaning of the Greek,

 paying less attention to its formal characteristics. By the seventh century,
 translators had found the means to bring the form of the Greek to their Syriac

 readers, but the resulting texts were often less easy to understand.

 Sebastian Brock, who has discovered this development from the exposi

 tional to the mirror type in Syriac translation technique, distinguishes three

 periods.33 The first period, that of the fourth and fifth centuries, is character

 ized by dynamic equivalent translations. The translators were trying to ren
 der the meaning of the original, replacing Greek idioms with Syriac ones.
 They did not render word for word, but often translated the full sentence or

 even more: especially in homiletic texts the chosen unit of translation could

 be as large as the whole paragraph. At the end of the fifth century, however,

 Philoxenus of Mabbug and others reckoned that misunderstandings in doc

 trinal matters were the result of mistranslations, and advocated neologisms
 for Christological terms. Under Philoxenus' influence the unit of translation

 shifted towards the phrase in the translations of the second period, that of

 the sixth century. In the following period, that of the seventh century, transla

 tions became even more source-oriented. The signifiant became all important,

 and the signifié had to become clear through the signifiant—the presuppo
 sition of the translators of this period is in fact that there is no distinction

 between them.34 Formal rather than dynamic equivalence became the rule.
 The unit of translation shifted to the word, and even came below word level, as

 compound words were segmented and prefixes translated separately: eweßeta,

 translated before by "fear of God," became "goodness of fear."35 It is evident

 that for the textual criticism of the Greek, the translations of the last period

 are most useful. Hence the paradox that the earlier the translation, the less
 useful.

 331 The following is based on the detailed study by Sebastian Brock, 'Towards a History
 of Syriac Translation Technique,' in III° Symposium Syriacum ip8o: Les contacts du monde
 syriaque avec les autres cultures (Goslar y-ii Septembre 1980), ed. René Lavenant [Orientalia
 Christiana Analecta 221] (Rome, 1983), pp. 1-14; reprinted in Sebastian Brock, Studies in

 Syriac Christianity: History, Literature and Theology [Variorum Collected Studies Series 357]

 (Aldershot, 1992), Chapter X.
 34) See Brock, 'Towards a History' (see above, n. 33), pp. 6 and 13-14, also for the
 terminology.

 351 Brock, 'Towards a History' (see above, n. 33), p. 13.
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 As we have seen, the dating of the Syriac translations of Athanasius is a

 matter of discussion. If Baumstark were right, most translations would be very

 free. Brocks dating to the sixth century gives the textual critic more hope, and

 would suggest that the situation of the Athanasian versions might differ slightly

 from that of John Chrysostom and Eusebius of Caesarea, who were among the

 first Fathers to be rendered into Syriac and some of whose works exist in rather

 free translations.36 In order to give a better picture of the significance of the

 Syriac material, as well as the problems connected with it, I have selected five

 important texts by way of samples. Here we will be able to discuss the problems

 of dating more in detail and also go into an issue not yet mentioned: the fact

 that some of the Syriac translations appear to be of a tendentious nature. The

 question is whether the changes in those texts were made in the Greek original

 or in the translation—either at the moment of rendering the text, or in the
 form of later interpolations.

 On the basis of the five samples just mentioned, we shall also discuss the

 use of the Syriac tradition in questions of authorship. A firm attribution is

 usually based on a combination of the explicit mention of the name of the
 author in at least part of the manuscript tradition of a text, ancient testimonies,

 internal evidence, and a comparison with writings that have already stood the

 test. Though not decisive, the appearance of Athanasiuss name in the Syriac

 manuscripts of the Expositio in Psalmos and in some of the manuscripts of the

 Vita Antonii, to mention just two of the texts whose authorship has been the
 subject of debate, is therefore certainly very helpful.

 4. The Expositiones in Psalmos

 The authenticity of the Expositions on the Psalms is a matter of debate. Part
 of the problem is the fact that the Greek text has not come down to us in

 direct tradition. In addition to a number of mostly lacunose oriental versions,

 we only have (extensive) catena fragments.37 The Maurist edition, reprinted
 in Patrologia Graeca 27, is a collection of these fragments.38 Unfortunately,
 however, it also contains fragments of some other authors, to such an extent

 361 On John Chrysosostom, see my 'John Chrysostom: The Syriac Tradition,' in Chrysos
 tomika II, ed. Sever J. Voicu (Rome, forthcoming).
 371 Cf. Giovanni Maria Vian, Testi inediti dal Commento ai Salmi di Atanasio [Studia
 ephemeridis 'Augustinianum' 14] (Rome, 1978), pp. 9-10.
 381 On the precise composition of this edition, see Robert Devreesse, Les anciens commen

 tateurs grecs des Psaumes [Studi e testi 264] (Vatican City, 1970), p. 239.
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 that it has been described as "une veritable chaîne sans sigles d'auteurs."39 There

 is a way out of this deadlock, however. It appears that the catena manuscript

 Vaticanus graecus 754 presents the Athanasian fragments in a most distinctive

 way: they are divided in groups of a hundred and each fragment has been

 provided with a number written in majuscules.40 On this basis Giovanni Maria

 Vian has already been able to publish additional material and to give a list of

 the more than 800 fragments in the edition that do not belong to the original

 work, identifying their sources. He has promised a full new edition based on

 the evidence of this manuscript.

 Now Gilles Dorival, a specialist in the catenae on the Psalms, agrees with

 most aspects of Vian's approach. However, it is his opinion that the com
 mentary that will eventually be edited on the basis of Vat. gr. 754 is in fact

 a collection of scholia going back to a different author, probably working
 in Alexandria between 440 and 500 ce, rather than a commentary written

 by Athanasius.41 First he points to the agreement between the Athanasian
 scholia and several other commentaries. Where Marie-Josèphe Rondeau, who

 studied the issue before, was simply speaking of "influence littéraire" from
 Eusebius of Caesarea on Athanasius,42 Dorival states that the author of the

 Athanasian commentary simply produced some of his glosses on the basis
 of Eusebius. What is more, he would have paraphrased Origen, Apollinaris,

 and Didymus as well. Though originality was less of an issue then than it is

 today, one might wonder whether somebody like Athanasius would simply

 copy so much from earlier and even contemporary sources. Dorivals decisive

 argument against his authorship is, however, a different one: it appears that

 there are also points of agreement between Cyril and the Athanasian commen

 tary, whereas Cyril lived after Athanasius. According to Dorival the inverse
 hypothesis—that Cyril used the Athanasian commentary—is possible but less

 likely, as this would involve treating the agreement with Cyril in a differ
 ent way from the agreement with Origen, Eusebius, Apollinaris, and Didy

 3" Gilles Dorival, 'Athanase ou Pseudo-Athanase?,' Rivista di Storia e Letteratura Religiosa

 16 (1980), 80-89, there 80.
 401 See Giovanni Mercati, Psalterii Hexapli reliquiae, 1. Osservazioni (Vatican City, 1965),

 p. 148 n. 66, p. 151 n. 79, p. 15 5 n. 95, p. 300 n. 1, p. 333 n. 39.
 411 Dorival, Athanase ou Pseudo-Athanase?' (see above, n. 39), 84-89.

 421 Marie-Josèphe Rondeau, 'Une nouvelle preuve de l'influence littéraire d'Eusèbe de
 Césarée sur Athanase: l'interprétation des Psaumes,' Recherches de Science Religieuse 56

 (1968), 385-434.
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 The traditional attribution to Athanasius, based on the unequivocal data

 from the various types of catena manuscripts, the Syriac and Arabic tradition,

 as well as several references from Late Antiquity,43 is defended by Vian.44
 First he explains that his own study of the relationship between Eusebius'

 commentary and the Expositions on the Psalms attributed to Athanasius shows

 that the latter does indeed depend on the former, but never in a slavish manner.

 The Expositions use Eusebius in all sorts of ways, but always with their own

 emphasis. Especially in matters of Christology and ecclesioiogy, there are also

 clear differences of opinion between the two authors. Second, Vian gives a

 much more detailed discussion of the relationship between the Expositions and

 Cyril. He quotes many instances where it can be shown that the Expositions

 may have been the source for Cyril, but not the other way round. Especially
 interesting are the samples from Psalm 41, the text on which Dorival based his

 hypothesis.45 Vian concludes that the agreement between Athanasius and Cyril

 can often be explained on the basis of the fact that both depended on Eusebius

 and probably via him on Origen, while in a limited number of other cases Cyril

 might have taken suggestions from the Expositions rather than the other way

 round. The fact that the Expositions show anti-Arian tendencies, but do not

 concern themselves with the issue of Dyophysitism, also makes it difficult to

 believe that they were written in the Alexandria of the second half of the fifth

 century.46

 The Syriac versions, which have both been edited,47 are important not only

 because they supply a further argument in favour of Athanasius's authorship.
 Given the state of the Greek text, they should also be adduced as textual
 witnesses. There are, however, two Syriac versions, and we should first see how

 these relate to each other. It appears that the shorter Athanasius constitutes

 431 See the survey in P.F. Bouter, Athanasius van Alexandrie en zijn uitleg van de Psalmen:

 Een onderzoek naar de hermeneutiek en theologie van een psalmverklaring uit de Vroege Kerk
 (doctoral dissertation, Utrecht, 2001), pp. 20-22.
 441 Giovanni Maria Vian, 'Il "De Psalmorum titulis": l'esegesi di Atanasio tra Eusebio e
 Cirillo,' Orpheus 12 (19911,93-132.
 45) Vian, 'Il "De Psalmorum titulis" ' (see above, n. 44), 112-120.

 461 Vian does not discuss the additional arguments against Athanasiuss authorship brought
 forward by G.C. Stead, 'St Athanasius on the Psalms,' Vigiliae Christianae 39 (1985), 65
 78. These concern the style, a comparison with the Epistula ad Marcellinum, and the use of

 certain expressions. Bouter, Athanasius van Alexandrie (see above, n. 43), pp. 28-31, shows
 that they have little weight.

 47) Thomson, ed., Athanasiana Syriaca, 4 [CSCO 386; Syr. 167]; idem, trans. [CSCO 387;
 Syr. 168].
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 an abridgement of the long version.48 Not only can much of the text of the
 actual commentary be traced within the long version, but also the nature of
 the biblical text in the abridgement points to this. In order to render biblical

 quotations, the earliest Syriac translations from Greek usually adopted the
 text of the Old Testament Peshitta, the version made on the basis of the

 Hebrew in the second century. However, in line with the general tendency
 towards translations that adopted more and more of the formal characteristics

 of their Vorlage, at the beginning of the sixth century Miaphysite translators

 started to translate the biblical quotations straight from the Greek text of the

 commentary.49 This is exactly what the author of the long version has done.50

 His work is typical of the sixth-century translations, and the manuscript we

 have, containing a note dated to 599,51 must have been produced not very

 long after the original.

 Now in my opinion, the person who made the abridgement has taken the

 trouble to replace the scriptural readings of the original version by those of

 the Syro-Hexapla,52 an extremely literal "mirror translation" of the Septuagint

 made in 613-617 by Paul of Telia. Paradoxically, while by abridging the reviser

 created some distance between the original and his Syriac text, for the biblical

 text he apparently wanted to adopt the highest standard of source-oriented

 48) Thus also Thomson, ed., Atbanasiana Syriaca, 4 [CSCO 386, Syr. 167], p. vii, who does

 note that the abridgement also contains some material of its own. The precise nature of
 this needs to be studied in conjunction with the Greek witnesses. As the short version came

 down to us as part of a commentary on the whole Old Testament which is in fact a collection

 of excerpts from existing commentaries—the London Collection (see footnote 52 below)—it
 is not impossible that the compiler of this collection added comments from an additional
 source.

 4" Bas ter Haar Romeny, 'A Philoxenian-Harclean Tradition? Biblical Quotations in Syriac
 Translations from Greek,' in Syriac Polemics: Studies in Honour of Gerrit Jan Reinini, ed.
 Wout Jac. van Bekkum, Jan Willem Drijvers, and Alex C. Klugkist [Orientalia Lovaniensia

 Analecta 170] (Leuven, 2007), pp. 59-76, there 59-62.
 50) A different opinion in Harry F. van Rooy, 'The Peshitta and Biblical Quotations in

 the Longer Syriac Version of the Commentary of Athanasius on the Psalms (BL Add.
 14568) with Special Attention to Psalm 23 (24) and 102 (103),' in The Peshitta: Its Use
 in Literature and Liturgy. Papers Read at the Third Peshitta Symposium, ed. Bas ter Haar

 Romeny [Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 15] (Leiden, 2006), pp. 311—325;
 but see Romeny, 'A Philoxenian-Harclean Tradition?' (see above, n. 49), pp. 63-65.
 511 BL Add. 14568; see Wright, Catalogue (see above, n. 13), 2: 405.
 52> Bas ter Haar Romeny, 'The Greek vs. the Peshitta in a West Syrian Exegetical Collection,'
 in The Peshitta: Its Use in Literature and Liturgy, ed. idem (see above, n. 50), pp. 297-310,

 there 308-309.
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 precision. The secondary nature of the shorter version can be demonstrated
 on the basis of a number of words and phrases that the reviser overlooked

 when substituting the Syro-Hexaplaric readings for the original independent

 renderings from the Greek. Though the single manuscript that has come down

 to us is from the eighth or ninth century, the text was probably compiled in

 the second quarter of the seventh century.53

 Being a sixth-century translation, the long version will have to take an
 important place in the constitution of the text of the commentary, especially

 since the Greek text is only known through the indirect tradition of catena

 manuscripts. The trouble is, however, that the long version has not come down

 to us in full. Many pages of the manuscript are lost, and the remaining ones are

 often torn and mutilated. Wherever the long text is not extant, we cannot do

 without the short version, which, being an abridgment and possibly containing

 interpolations, is of course less useful than the long one. A proper assessment

 of the differences between the Greek witnesses and the Syriac versions will only

 be possible on the basis of the complete dossier now being collected by Vian.

 His first impression is that the long version confirms in general the text of Vat.

 gr- 754-54

 5. The Sermo de virginitate

 The importance of the oriental traditions is evident when it comes to the Ser
 mon on Virginity [CPG 2145]. This text is only extant in Syriac and Arme
 nian versions.55 Now there are other works on virginity that are attributed to

 Athanasius, and not all of these are necessarily authentic—even though Jerome

 states that Athanasius wrote "many books on virginity."56 However, the ques

 tion of the authorship of the ascetic writings has already been dealt with in an

 exemplary manner by David Brakke. He assessed these works in a systematic

 fashion, discussing their textual witnesses, the ancient testimonies to their exis

 531 Romeny, 'The Greek vs. the Peshitta' (see above, n. 52), 297-298.
 Vian, Testi inediti (see above, n. 37), p. 13.

 55) Syriac: Joseph Lebon, ed., 'Athanasiana Syriaca i. Un Aôyoç a toi jiapDeviaç attribué
 à saint Athanase d'Alexandrie,' Le Muséon 40 (1927), 205-248, there 209-218. Armenian:

 Robert P. Casey, ed., 'Der dem Athanasius zugeschriebene Traktat ITeqL napHeviaç,' Sitzungs
 berichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften Phil.-hist. Klasse 33 (1935), 1022
 1045, there 1026-1034.

 561 Jerome, De viris inlustribus 87, ed. E.C. Richardson [Texte und Untersuchungen 14.1]
 (Leipzig, 1896), p. 45. For the interpretation, see Brakke, 'The Authenticity' (see above, n.
 31), 17 n. I.
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 tence and authorship, evidence for a Greek original (if not preserved in Greek),
 their ancient titles, their nature, the internal evidence of the authors milieu,

 and last but not least, points where they agree or disagree with the accepted

 genuine works of Athanasius.

 With regard to the work De virginitate that is extant in several Greek
 manuscripts [CPG 2248], as well as a second De virginitate extant in Syriac
 [CPG 2219], Brakke draws negative conclusions.57 They contain elements
 which are at variance with opinions voiced by Athanasius in his genuine works.

 For the sermon preserved in Syriac and Armenian the situation is different,

 however.58 Both versions betray a Greek original and there are a number of

 parallels between the work and the accepted authentic Athanasian writings,
 including a defence of marriage as good and honourable. Nothing in the work

 precludes a fourth-century date. Still, Brakke finds the number of parallels
 smaller than in the case of the Coptic and Syriac Letters to Virgins, and they are

 also less conspicuous. Therefore he accepts the Sermon on Virginity as authentic
 "with hesitation."

 The sermon explains that virgins are married to Christ. Unlike earthly
 husbands, Christ examines also what is invisible. Therefore it is important for

 them to remain vigilant and not be led astray by men. Fasting and other visible

 virtues are good, but the inner virtues are especially important. Athanasius

 also explains about the virgins' heavenly reward. Though the work gives no
 indication as to at what stage of Athanasius s life it was written, it does fit in with

 what we know about his efforts to strengthen the position of the episcopate

 within the Alexandrian Church.59 Quite a few women in the city had decided

 to remain virgins and practise an ascetic lifestyle. In the Arian controversy, they

 had become a political force that had to be reckoned with. It was therefore

 important for Athanasius to win and keep their loyalty. Hence the stress on

 discipline and the warning not to follow men who speak alluring words.

 The single manuscript has been dated to the sixth or seventh centuries

 on palaeographical grounds by Wright.60 Baumstarks claim that the transla
 tion may be one of the "Erbstücke noch der Zeit vor der endgültigen kon
 fessionellen Zerklüftung der syrischen Christenheit," is an overstatement,

 571 Brakke, 'The Authenticity' (see above, n. 31), 44-47 and 47-49 respectively.
 581 Brakke, "The Authenticity' (see above, n. 31), 27-30.
 59) On this, see David Brakke, Athanasius and the Politics ofAscetism [Oxford Early Christian

 Studies] (Oxford, 1995).
 601 BL Add. 14607; see Wright, Catalogue (see above, n. 13), 2: 683.
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 however.61 As the biblical quotations have been translated directly from the
 Greek text, without the use of the Peshitta, the version must have been made

 after the beginning of the sixth century. The translation also contains some

 elements which are hard to understand unless one reconstructs the underly
 ing Greek.62 On the other hand, the number and nature of these elements
 are not such that it is necessary to date the text as late as to the seventh cen

 tury.

 6. The Vita Antonii

 The Life of Antony has always been seen as a work written in Greek. Most

 scholars also accepted the work as being authored by Athanasius.63 However, a

 different hypothesis was suggested in 1980 by the editor of the Syriac version,

 René Draguet.64 Draguet was bothered by two issues: the fact that there were

 quite some differences between the Greek and the Syriac versions—the latter

 is some 50 per cent longer than the former—and the appearance of what he

 considered to be anomalies in the Syriac, which seemed to betray Coptic influ

 ence. These two problems could be solved, in Draguet's opinion, by assuming

 an original text written around 366 in a crude form of Greek replete with Cop

 ticisms. This text, obviously not written by Athanasius but by monks from the

 circle of Antony, would have become the basis of an abridged revision into
 more elegant Greek around 368. The Syriac version, in the meantime, would

 be a witness to the lost original vie primitive, as it preserves some of its Copti
 cisms. Draguet dates it to the fifth or sixth century as the oldest of the fifteen

 manuscripts are from the sixth century. He thinks that the version should be

 located in a "Persian" milieu, because of a "Nestorian" Christological formula
 in Chapter 74.65

 611 Baumstark, Geschichte (see above, n. 23), p. 82. Baumstark also mistakenly identifies
 CPG 2219 with CPG 2145 in note 2 on p. 82.
 621 Lebon, ed., 'Athanasiana Syriaca I' (see above, n. 55), 228-229.

 631 See on this work and its authenticity also Paul van Geest's contribution to the present
 volume.

 641 La vie primitive, ed. and trans. Draguet [CSCO 417-418; Syr. 183-184] (see above,
 n. 16); discussion of the hypothesis on pp. 11 *-112* of the translation volume [CSCO

 418; Syr. 184]. Three of the fourteen manuscripts of the Syriac version represent a shorter

 recension, which is simply an abridgment of the longer one; La vie primitive, trans. Draguet,
 pp. 17*-24*. On a fifteenth manuscript, see above, n. 16.

 651 La vie primitive, trans. Draguet [CSCO 418; Syr. 184], p. 104*; the phrase is rendered

 on p. 72 (see note 4 to Chapter 74, where the first 'VS' is a mistake for 'VG'): "par jonction
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 T.D. Barnes has welcomed Draguets hypothesis, but sees two "weak links."66

 First, the supposed Persian provenance of the Syriac version is based on a single

 phrase, which could easily be explained as a later interpolation. Moreover,
 Draguets dating entails the assumption that the supposed Copticizing Greek

 original was circulating for "a century or more" in competition with the revised

 Greek text, without leaving any other trace than the Syriac version: none

 of the Greek manuscripts exhibit any of the readings characteristic to the

 supposed primitive original text. Second, Draguets reasoning that the Syriac
 version cannot be based on the extant Greek version, but must be based on a

 Greek text, is based on presumptions regarding the direction of translation and

 inadequate and unconvincing philological details. Barnes therefore modifies

 Draguets hypothesis in order to take these points into account: in his view, the

 original Life of Antony was composed in Coptic around 355 and translated soon
 afterwards (360—375) into Syriac for readers in Syria or Mesopotamia. The
 extant Greek text constitutes a reworking or redaction of the lost Coptic text

 made in Alexandria between 356 and 360 with an urban readership in mind.67

 Central to Barnes's reasoning is Draguets linguistic argument (the supposed

 Copticisms in the Syriac version) as well as a comparison of the content of

 the Syriac and Greek versions, which would show the secondary nature of the
 latter. While it is clear that Athanasius has not written the Coptic original,
 Barnes is also almost certain that Athanasius was not the Greek adaptor: he

 would have placed himself more in the foreground.68
 Several scholars have reacted to Draguets hypothesis as well as Barnes's

 modifications. However, the only one who deals at length with the supposed

 Copticisms in the Syriac version is David Brakke. He examines six of what
 he calls "the most important items," and in most instances he concludes that

 the perceived anomaly is less anomalous than suggested (Brakke's A, B, C,
 D). Moreover, it often appears that Coptic is an unlikely source of inspi
 ration for the phenomenon in question (A, B, D, E, F).69 In my opinion

 à notre humanité"; ed. Draguet [CSCO 417; Syr. 183], p. 121 line 13: ir\ois léioam

 w T.D. Barnes, 'Angel of Light or Mystic Initiate? The Problem of the Life of Antony,' The

 Journal of Theological Studies NS 37 (1986), 3 53-368, there 3 56.

 671 Barnes, 'Angel of Light' (see above, n. 66), esp. 3 57 and 365.

 681 Barnes, Angel of Light' (see above, n. 66), 367.
 69) David Brakke, 'The Greek and Syriac Versions of the Life of Antony l Le Muséon 107

 (1994), 29-53, there 34-42. Brakke's reference to Christian Palestinian Aramaic is unnec

 essary and chronologically unlikely, but this does not affect his main argument.
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 Brakke's discussion is convincing, and the other supposed Copticisms men
 tioned by Draguet are unlikely to change the picture. This means that, as
 Brakke states, the comparative study of the contents of the two versions now

 has to inform our decision: is some Vorlage of the Syriac version the original

 Life, or should we return to the previous consensus and accept the Greek ver

 sion as such—with the implication that Athanasius may have been the author

 of the original text (c. 356-360) and that the Syriac version constitutes a revi
 sion?

 Now Barnes has indicated seven "key passages" which would demonstrate

 the priority of the Syriac version,70 thus considerably extending the limited

 dossier given by Draguet.71 The problem with these passages is that one can

 argue about the direction of the development. To give one example: in the
 Syriac version Antony emerges from his cave after twenty years with a "face as

 that of an angel of light (2 Cor. 11,14)"; according to the Greek Life, however,

 he was "like a mystic initiate." Barnes himself expresses the dilemma:72

 Either VS [the Syriac version] has successfully filtered out expressions which assimilate

 Antony to a pagan holy man or VG [the Greek] has introduced them into an exemplar
 where they were lacking.

 Luise Abramowski has discussed this particular instance as well as several other

 passages.73 Though the expression of the Greek version may not have been
 offensive, it is still much more likely, she argues, that someone replaced the
 "mystic initiate" than that someone felt the need to find an alternative to the

 comparison with the angel of light. Also in many other cases, including changes

 to biblical quotations, she explains that the development of the text may have
 taken only one direction: from the Greek to the Syriac version rather than the

 other way round. This also has consequences for the question of authorship:
 it becomes possible to attribute the original version of the Life to Athanasius

 again. Abramowski points in this respect in particular to the Chapters 74-80,

 701 Barnes, 'Angel of Light' (see above, n. 66), 358-364.

 7I) La vie primitive, trans. Draguet [CSCO 418; Syr. 184], pp. 1 5*—17*.
 721 Barnes, 'Angel of Light' (see above, n. 66), 361-36z.

 731 Luise Abramowski, 'Vertritt die syrische Fassung die ursprüngliche Gestalt der Vita

 Antonii? Eine Auseinandersetzung mit der These Draguets,' in Mélanges Antoine Guillau
 mont: Contributions à l'étude des christianismes orientaux, ed. R.-G. Coquin (Geneva, 1988),

 pp. 47-56, there 53. Abramowski also discusses Barnes's example no. 7 as well as a parallel
 to no. 5. Her article refers to Barnes in a postscript only.
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 which "betreiben bekanntlich Apologetik ganz in der Art des Athanasius."74
 She also refers to a number of typical Athanasian expressions.

 Elaborating on Abramowski's dossier, Brakke argues that the revision pro
 cess which resulted in the Syriac version was characterized by the following
 tendencies:75

 hagiographie embellishment; archaism; an interest in angels; a turn from philosophical

 to biblical vocabulary; changes to accommodate persons unacquainted with Egypt; and

 theological changes reflecting the controversies in Christian dogma of the fourth and
 fifth centuries.

 The full discussion which he gives of each of these tendencies further strength

 ens the case of the priority of the Greek version. Unfortunately Brakke does

 not discuss Barnes's key passages explicitly. It can, however, be argued that in

 the four instances not covered by Abramowski either direction was possible. It

 is the tendency last mentioned in Brakke's list, that of the theological changes,

 that needs to be discussed further, as it is related to the issue of the dating and

 provenance of the Syriac version.

 As we have seen, Draguet thought of a "Persian" milieu, because of a
 "Nestorian" Christological formula in Chapter 74.76 At first sight, Abramowski

 explains, it would seem that the formula in question, "by combination (rslaocu

 nuqqâpa) with our humanity," has been added to counterbalance the sugges
 tion of mixture in the same sentence.77 The word "combination" (riaocu) is

 then assumed to be a rendering of ouvacpeia, a favourite Antiochene expression

 of the àoiiYXt)Toç ëvcooiç. However, cruvacpeta is usually rendered as r^^cvsint

 naqqiputd rather than rdancu nuqqâpa, and one might wonder whether the
 latter does not represent auvacpq or even xoivama. If the latter word is behind

 our rdaocu nuqqâpa, the "Nestorian" formula simply disappears. Even if this
 is not the case, however, one does not need to assume a Persian origin. Apart

 from Barnes's suggestion that the phrase can be an interpolation, one
 should realize that the use of onvctcpeia is generally Antiochene, and that

 74> Abramowski, 'Vita Antonii' (see above, n. 73), p. 54 and cf. p. 56.

 751 Brakke, "The Greek and Syriac Versions' (see above, n. 69), 42-52. Cf. also Rudolf
 Lorenz, 'Die griechische Vita Antonii des Athanasius und ihre syrische Fassung,' Zeitschrift

 für Kirchengeschichte 100 (1989), 77-84.
 761 See note 6 5 above.

 771 Abramowski, 'Vita Antonii' (see above, n. 73), pp. 54-5 5.
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 Antiochene theology was still expressed within the Roman Empire in the fifth
 and sixth centuries.78

 Barnes's discussion of the first "weak link" of Draguet's hypothesis might

 be taken to suggest that there is a link between the presumed "Nestorian"

 formula and his dating of the Syriac version. This is not expressed by Draguet,

 however.79 He says no more than that the terminus ad quern is given by the fact

 that the oldest manuscripts date back to the sixth century and that the words

 derived from Greek are only those used "à date ancienne." Draguet does not say

 why he thinks that the translation was not made before the fifth century, but

 I assume that he considered it generally known that the translation of Patristic

 texts from Greek to Syriac started around the beginning of the fifth century. For

 this reason Barnes's dating to 360—375, though not absolutely impossible, is
 certainly less likely. On the basis of its translation technique, the Syriac version

 should probably be dated to the fifth rather than the sixth century. Assuming

 that its Greek Vorlage was more or less similar to the Greek version extant today,

 it is clear that the translator felt free to adapt the source to the expectations of

 the reader, taking the sentence and sometimes even the paragraph as the unit of

 translation. Even if one were to want to keep the possibility open of a different

 Vorlage, the renderings of the biblical texts still point in the direction of the

 fifth century. I found that the translator's general approach was to replace each

 quotation with the Peshitta reading. For the readings from the book of Psalms,

 so well known among monks, he was entirely successful. Elsewhere it often
 appears that he did not have the book in question at hand, could not find the

 quotation, or did not recognize it as such.

 7. The De incarnatione Verbi

 The Syriae De incarnatione has been handed down to us in a single manuscript

 dated to the year "875 of Alexander," that is, 564 ce. It was brought to Egypt by

 Moses of Nisibis, and finally to the Vatican by the Assemani brothers in 1717.80

 Though there are reasons to believe that this manuscript is not the autograph
 of the translator,81 the version was certainly not made earlier than the sixth

 781 Abramowski, 'Vita Antonii' (see above, n. 73), p. 49.

 791 La vie primitive, trans. Draguet [CSCO 418; Syr. 184], p. 104*.
 80) Vat. sir. 104; see Thomson, ed., Athanasiana Syriaca, I [CSCO 257, Syr. 114], pp. iii-vi,
 with further references.

 811 Robert W. Thomson, 'Some Remarks on the Syriac Version of Athanasius' De incarna
 tione,' Le Muséon 77 (1964), 17-28, there 21.
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 century, as it follows the Greek text closely and renders the biblical quotations

 without recourse to the Peshitta. It was Joseph Lebon who identified this text
 as a witness to a short recension of the De incarna done.n

 Initially Lebon reckoned that the short recension would be the original text
 of the oration.83 He felt that the text of the short recension in De incarna

 tione 25, which defends the separation of the Logos and the body of Christ

 when he died, could have given rise to the wish to change it, as this opin
 ion was rejected by later theologians; in addition, he pointed to the fact that

 the short recension of this paragraph was well attested in quotations of the
 work of ancient authors, whereas its long recension was not found quoted

 at all. Presumably on the basis of the date of the Syriac manuscript, Lebon

 also claimed that the manuscript tradition of the short recension would be
 more authoritative. Finally he stated that an internal examination of the long

 recension would be less supportive of its authenticity, but the publication

 which should have demonstrated this has never appeared. Instead, he pub
 lished a review of Opitz's Untersuchungen in which he changed his opin
 ion.84

 In his review of Opitz, Lebon agrees with the formers critique that he

 had not produced a proper argument in favour of his theory. However, in

 contrast to Opitz he does not consider the short recension an Antiochene
 anti-Apollinaristic text that might have been produced by Diodore of Tarsus,85

 but instead puts forward the possibility that the short version constitutes the

 opposite, that is, an Apollinaristic forgery. After all, the separation of the

 Logos from Christ's body at his death is defended by many early theologians,

 including Apollinaris and Athanasius, but the stress on this aspect can best be

 explained as coming from the adherents of the former. In this context Lebon

 explains that the denial of the separation found in later theologians presupposes

 a truly human soul and thus provides an argument against Apollinaris. From

 the way Lebon formulates his new opinion, it becomes clear that his change
 of opinion was prompted by his discovery that also in the case of the Letter to

 821 Joseph Lebon, 'Pour une édition critique des oeuvres de saint Athanase,' Revue d'histoire

 ecclésiastique 21 (1925), 524-530, there 524-526.
 831 Joseph Lebon, 'Une ancienne opinion sur la condition du corps du Christ dans la mort,'
 Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 23 (1927), 5-43 and 209-241, there 12-20.
 8,,) Joseph Lebon, Review of H.-G. Opitz, Untersuchungen zur Ueberlieferung der Schriften
 des Athanasius, Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 31 (1935), 783-788, there 786-787.

 851 Cf. Opitz, Untersuchungen (see above, n. 15), pp. 193-199.
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 Epictetus there existed an original text as well as an Apollinaristic forgery. Lebon

 had reported on this in the same issue of the Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique.8<s
 In studies after the Second World War, which include two editions of the De

 incarnatione, the secondary nature of the short recension has become generally

 accepted. Yet the Syriac remains an important witness to this recension as it

 constitutes a separate branch in the stemma of the tradition, which has not

 been crossed with copies of the long recension.87 What the two editors of the

 Greek text of the De incarnatione do not agree about, however, is the nature of

 the changes made by the author of the short recension and that of the unique

 variants of the Syriac.

 Neither of the editors follows Robert P. Casey, who considers the short

 text of De incarnatione a literary rather than a doctrinal recension, made by
 Athanasius or someone very close to him.88 Thomson stays very close to Lebon,

 stating that the two main characteristics of the short recension are typical of

 Apollinarism: the emphasis on the Logos at the expense of Christ's human

 nature and the similarity of the role of the Logos in Christ to the role of the soul

 in ordinary human beings.89 Kannengiesser calls this a stress on the absolute
 transcendence of the Logos, but he considers this no more than "un accent

 nouveau."90 He does not see any reason to assume that the original version
 of the short recension came into existence in Apollinarian circles, but rather

 thinks of Athanasius s immediate pupils, who at most were beginning to feel the

 861 See the following section of this paper.

 871 Thomson, ed., Athanasiana Syriaca, i [CSCO 257, Syr. 114], pp. v-vi; Athanasius:
 Contra gentes and De incamatione, ed. and trans. Robert W. Thomson [Oxford Early
 Christian Texts] (Oxford, 1971), p. xxxiv; and Athanase d'Alexandrie: Sur l'incarnation
 du Verbe, ed. and trans. Charles Kannengiesser [Sources Chrétiennes 199] (Paris, 1973),
 pp. 224 and 251-253. Kannengiesser seems to assume a more limited influence of the

 long recension on manuscripts C and D than Thomson, but both scholars agree that only
 the Syriac version is free of secondary alterations on the basis of the long recension.—On
 Kannengiesser's edition and that of Thomson, see G.C. Stead, Athanasius' De incamatione:
 An Edition Reviewed, The Journal of Theological Studies NS 31 (1980), 378-390.
 881 Robert P. Casey, The De incamatione of Athanasius, 2. The Short Recension [Studies and

 Documents 14.2] (London, 1946), pp. xx, xxxvi-xl. Cf. also the position of Cross, who
 thinks that both recensions go back to Athanasius: F.L. Cross, Review of Robert P. Casey,
 The De incamatione of Athanasius, 2. The Short Recension, The Journal of Theological Studies
 49 (1948), 88-95.

 891 Contra gentes and De incamatione, ed. and trans. Thomson (see above, n. 87), pp. xxvi
 xxix.

 901 Sur l'incarnation du Verbe, ed. and trans. Kannengiesser (see above, n. 87), pp. 43-48.
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 influence of the ideas of Apollinaris. More polemical and rigorous overtones
 are found, he says, in some of the variant readings of the manuscripts.

 It appears that all Greek manuscripts of the short recension have eliminated

 the expression èv àvftQcujtip when it is referring to the humanity of Christ,

 while the Syriac, which does render these words, in its turn uses different terms

 where the Greek calls Christ's body opyavov "instrument" and vaoç "temple."91

 Kannengiesser explains these variants as further, more systematic developments

 in the direction taken by the original text of the short recension. Thomson,

 however, puts forward a more precise hypothesis for the Syriac version.92 First

 of all he stresses that the suppression of ÖQyctvov and vaôç in itself does not

 indicate an inclination towards one of the parties in the Christological debate.

 If they played any role in this debate, these terms were more likely to have

 been considered Dyophysite than Apollinaristic or Monophysite, as Opitz
 had claimed.93 Thomson thinks that all parties saw the danger of a Docetic

 interpretation of these words. In his opinion there are, however, a few other

 variants in the Syriac version that are more telling. These variants, which are

 not discussed by Kannengiesser, deny a personal body to the Logos and would
 seem to eliminate most references to the human nature of Christ, stressing

 the eternal divinity of the Logos. Though the changes are not extreme, they

 do position the Syriac version further away from Athanasius than at least
 the original short recension. As none of these readings has a counterpart in
 the Greek manuscripts, Thomson says they "must be ascribed" to the Syriac

 translator, if not to a later Syriac copyist. Thomsons hypothesis departs from

 the latter option: he thinks the scribe of the manuscript, John, may have wanted

 to contribute in this way to the debate between his monastery (Mar Cyriacus)

 and the Julianists. This would explain the tendency to remove terminology
 which was considered Docetic.

 9I) See Sur l'incarnation du Verbe, ed. and trans. Kannengiesser (see above, n. 87), pp. 38

 43, and on the Syriac version also Thomson, 'Some Remarks' (see above, n. 81), 22.
 921 Thomson, 'Some Remarks' (see above, n. 81), 22-28. Kannengiesser criticizes Thomson's

 approach, but has unfortunately misunderstood the purpose and part of the content of his
 article (in which Thomson clearly indicates the hypothetical nature of his proposal, while

 stressing the limitations set by the fact that at the moment of writing no proper edition of the
 Greek text was available): Charles Kannengiesser, 'A Propos du témoin syriaque (Cod. Vatic,

 syr. 104) du traité Tlegl xfjç èvavdçtojtf|OEO)ç toù Aöyou d'Athanase d'Alexandrie,' in Texte
 und Textkritik: Eine Afiatzsammlung, ed. Jürgen Dummer et al. [Texte und Untersuchungen

 133] (Berlin, 1987), pp. 283-286.
 931 Opitz, Unterteilungen (see above, n. 15), p. 137.
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 With regard to the milieu in which the original version of the short recension

 came into existence, I see some strong arguments in favour of Kannengiessers

 position that we should think of Athanasius's immediate circle of pupils. The

 non-systematic nature of the changes and their closeness to Athanasius's own

 formulas and style should be mentioned, as well as the fact that the short

 recension was widely quoted by fifth- and sixth-century authors. If it were

 an Apollinaristic recension, I would not be surprised to find it in the hands of

 Severus of Antioch [cf. CPG 2217], but in reality we find it quoted not only

 by him, but also in the manuscript Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana

 Cod. plut. IV.23. This manuscript contains de Sermo maior de fide as well as

 a careful selection of authentic Athanasian material, together constituting a
 clearly anti-Apollinaristic collection. At least the first part of this collection

 may have been already in existence at the turn of the fifth century.94 The short

 recension also appears in a number of other authors—in fact, the existence of

 the long recension in the fifth and sixth centuries is felt only by the fact that

 there are some mixed quotations.95

 With regard to the specific background of the Syriac translation—at least in

 the form we know it—I am more inclined to Thomsons position, hypothetical

 though it may be. Here the fact that very specific readings of a certain tendency

 are found only in the Syriac version is important. Though I would not say
 with Thomson that they must be ascribed to the Syriac translator or a later

 scribe, the idea that they came into existence within the Syriac tradition (at
 the time of translating or afterwards) is certainly the simplest explanation.

 It makes it unnecessary to assume a lost Greek revision between the original
 short recension and the Syriac translation. The parallel of the collection of
 Athanasian writings found in the manuscript BL Or. 8606, which shows two

 layers of tendentious alterations,96 also argues in favour of the idea that Syriac

 translators and scribes now and then "helped the truth a little." Also in the case

 of the last text to be discussed, the Letter to Epictetus, the possibility of changes

 within the Syriac tradition should be entertained.

 941 See Sur l'incarnation du Verbe, ed. and trans. Kannengiesser (see above, n. 87), pp. 44
 45

 951 On the quotations, see Contra gentes and De incarnatione, ed. and trans. Thomson (see

 above, n. 87), pp. xxx-xxxi; only Thomson has integrated a number of quotations into his
 edition.

 961 Cf. Thomson, 'The Syriac Athanasian Corpus' (see above, n. 15).
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 8. The Epistula ad Epictetum

 The Syriac version of the Letter to Epictetus has come down to us in a manuscript

 written in a seventh-century hand,97 but the translation dates back to the fifth

 century, as it is quoted by Philoxenus of Mabbug.98 The biblical quotations
 also follow to a large extent the Peshitta, as is to be expected from a translation

 of this period. Now Lebon found that there are many differences between the
 Greek tradition as a whole (hereafter A) and the Syriac version. In his opinion,

 the readings peculiar to the Syriac version constitute tendentious alterations

 of an Apollinaristic nature. He presents a most ingenious hypothesis, which

 supposes that the Syriac text including its Apollinaristic readings goes back to
 a lost Greek text form (hereafter S). It would have been this text which made

 Cyril of Alexandria conclude that A, which he had quoted as authentic before,

 was in fact a Dyophysite forgery.99 In other words: Cyril's complaint about this

 forgery was not made up for the occasion, but based on the fact that he was
 confronted with two texts. These two texts were, however, not the original and

 a Dyophysite forgery, as he thought, but the original and an Apollinaristic fake.

 Lebon's theory came under scrutiny from Rifaat Ebied and Lionel Wick

 ham.100 They first deny that S was ever quoted by ecclesiastical authors. Lebon

 himself had only found the quotations in Philoxenus mentioned above, but
 even these are taken away from him as they would go back to a different Syr
 iac version in Ebied and Wickham's view. As Philoxenus did not read Greek

 and his quotations follow the known Syriac version word for word with only

 one significant variant, I think Ebied and Wickham are overstating their case.
 It is true, however, that S has left no traces in the Greek tradition. If it were

 indeed the version considered authentic by Cyril, this would be hard to explain.

 That Cyril himself was quoting A, the version he deemed Nestorian, can be
 accounted for: when he did that, he had not yet been confronted with the

 "authentic" S. But after he had realized the priority of S and written to many

 people about the assumed forgery, one would expect this text to have become

 97) BL Add. 14557; see Wright, Catalogue (see above, n. 13), 2: 719.

 981 See Joseph Lebon, 'Alteration doctrinale de la "Lettre à Epictète" de saint Athanase,'
 Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 31 (1935), 713-761, there 736 n. 1.
 ,9) See the discussion of the sources in Lebon, 'Altération doctrinale' (see above, n. 98), 717

 720. He refers to Cyril's letters 39, 40, and 4 5, to John of Antioch, Acacius of Melitene, and
 Succensus of Diocaesarea, respectively [CPG 5339, 5340, 5345].
 1001 pjfgat y. Ebied and Lionel R. Wickham, 'A Note on the Syriac Version of Athanasius'

 Ad Epictetum in MS. B.M. Add. 14557,' Journal of Theological Studies NS 23 (1972),
 144-154.

This content downloaded from 128.228.0.55 on Wed, 08 Apr 2020 19:22:47 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 252 Bas ter Haar Romeny / CHRC 90.2-3 (2010) 229-236

 the text of preference among his followers, and there is nothing that points

 in this direction. This is even more surprising if one realizes the importance of

 the Letter to Epictetus, which played a major role in the attempts to restore rela

 tionships after the Council of 431 as it was accepted by all parties as common

 ground.

 Ebied and Wickham are also right that Lebon, by giving all the Syriac
 passages in a retroversion to Greek, predisposes the reader to think that all the

 changes had been made on the level of the Greek text. It is equally possible,
 as they say, that the translator had decided not to translate literally. They

 even suggest that the unsystematic and moderate nature of the changes could

 be accounted for by "the inadequacy, or the tendency to paraphrase, of the

 Syriac translator."101 This is supported by a discussion of the nine samples of

 Apollinaristic alteration given by Lebon. At first sight their argument looks

 impressive, but on the basis of a careful comparison of Lebon's discussion

 with that of Ebied and Wickham, I have to say that they are again somewhat
 overstating their point.

 Thus it is too simple to say that the Syriac word K'vSyA pagrä, which Lebon

 retroverts to σώμα "body" is a "perfectly good translation of σάρξ." It is true

 that the Peshitta renders σάρξ with this word in Matt. 19,6 and at other places,

 but this translation is probably determined by the context, and the Sinaiticus,

 Curetonianus, Harclensis, as well as a variant reading in the Peshitta tradition

 give a form of the word rc'im-i besrä "flesh." The latter word is even found
 in the Syriac version of the Letter to Epictetus itself as a common rendering

 of σάρξ,102 which suggests rather that the translator felt reluctant to depart

 from the standard rendering of σάρξ everywhere. The issue is that σάρξ is

 almost synonymous with άνθρωπος in Athanasius: it has the implication of
 full humanity. The word σώμα, on the other hand, is more limited as it refers

 only to the body.103 Ebied and Wickham also consider most of the alterations

 in Lebon's Sample IX "trivial."104 They must have overlooked the full discussion

 10" Ebied and Wickham, 'Athanasius' AdEpictetum (see above, n. ioo), 146-147.
 I02) A search in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (which gives Ludwigs edition) produced 29
 instances of the word σάρξ and its declinations. The majority of these (21) are rendered as

 i^iaa besrä. For a sample, see Thomson, ed., Athanasiana Syriaca, 1 [CSCO 257, Syr. 114],
 p. 801. 20 (bis). Greek text: Athanasii Epistula ad Epictetum, ed. Georg Ludwig (Jena, 1911),
 p. 12 11. 15-16.

 1031 See Thomson, 'The Syriac Athanasian Corpus' (see above, η. 15), p. 258, who refers to
 Oratio contra Arianes III 30 (PG 26, c. 388C).

 1041 Ebied and Wickham, 'Athanasius' Ad Epictetum (see above, n. 100), 154.
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 Lebon gives further on in his article.105 It is actually one of his strongest
 samples, as A is directed against the separation between the Logos and the
 Son, and thus against Arius, whereas S rejects the separation between the Son

 Logos and his body. The latter rejection is perhaps not un-Athanasian, but it

 is not the subject of this letter and seems to fit more the later Christological
 discussions.

 In short, with Lebon I do see variants in the Syriac which show a clear
 tendency. However, the fact that none of these is found in Greek witnesses
 makes it more obvious, as in the case of the De incarnatione, to conclude that

 these originated in the Syriac tradition, either at the time of translation or as

 the result of scribal activity. The fact that there is no Greek version underlying

 these alterations also makes it less likely that we should think of Apollinarian

 activity. Now the variants do fit a Miaphysite milieu as well. This brings us back

 to Ebied and Wickham, who after downplaying the alterations still suggest that

 the translator showed "a tendency to interpret Athanasius along the same lines

 as Cyril."1061 should add that the variant in Philoxenus could point to a gradual

 process in which changes were made on at least two occasions: he reads

 bapgar for èv oagxt, but does not add re'crArf aldhd "God" to K'àtl» m eilt à

 "Word," as is characteristic of the manuscript.107

 9. Conclusions

 At the end of this paper we may conclude that there are clear indications for

 both the importance of Athanasius for Syriac Christians of all churches and the

 importance of the Syriac traditions for the establishment of his text. However,

 both conclusions also come with qualifications.
 The Syriac translations support the attribution of a number of works to

 Athanasius. They are a witness to at least three works that are no longer extant

 in Greek. Without the Syriac tradition, we would no longer have access to
 most of the Festal Letters and our picture of his ascetic works would be more

 limited. Moreover, one cannot ignore the Syriac tradition when establishing
 Athanasius s texts. The translations of his works have been handed down to us

 in manuscripts that are generally much older than the oldest Greek witnesses

 1051 Lebon, 'Altération doctrinale' (see above, n. 98), p. 734 (sample) and pp. 749-751
 (discussion).

 106) Ebied and Wickham, 'Athanasius' AdEpictetum (see above, n. 100), 154.
 107) See for the textual data Ebied and Wickham, 'Athanasius' Ad Epictetum (see above, n.

 100), 146 with n. 3.
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 and in some cases even date back to the century in which the translation was

 made. Most of the versions belong to a phase in the history of Syriac translation

 technique in which translators started to follow the form of the original more

 closely. Still, there are limitations to the extent to which Syriac can render

 Greek. It appears also that some of the translations suffered from tendentious

 alterations. These points need to be kept in mind while examining the Syriac
 tradition.

 When we were trying to assess the role of Athanasius in the various Syriac

 churches, we found that manuscripts of Athanasius have indeed been handed
 down within the Syriac Orthodox, Melkite, and East Syrian traditions alike.

 As far as the Melkites are concerned, however, it appeared that they copied
 texts from a Syriac Orthodox library. As Greek remained important to them

 for a much longer period, I would suppose that they had direct access to Greek

 manuscripts as well. For the East Syrians the situation was more complicated.

 It is clear that they knew Athanasius and we have indications that at least from

 the beginning of the ninth century, they had access to a collection of texts much

 similar to that of the Syriac Orthodox. In the course of the study of our five

 examples, however, we have not found any support for Baumstark's idea that

 the Syriac translations of Athanasius would go back to the period before the

 split. Most of the translations were made in the sixth century, as Brock said.108

 Possible exceptions are the Letter to Epictetus and the Life of Antony, which may

 have been translated in the fifth century. The latter has even been considered

 an East Syrian work, but we have seen that the supposed "Nestorian" formula

 discovered by its editor cannot be used as evidence for such an origin. As in the

 case of exegetical sources, it would seem that the East Syrian tradition, which

 focused on Theodore of Mopsuestia, was initially much more uniform, while
 the Syriac Orthodox translated a wide array of authors.109

 In short, it may be surmised that most if not all Syriac translations were

 made by the Syriac Orthodox. This would also explain why the East Syrian

 Catholicos-Patriarch Timothy I had to ask his friend Sergius to make copies of

 1081 Note, however, that Thomson states that the ten works in the Syriac corpus of BL Or.

 8606 differ very much in translation technique: .. some are very literal, some periphrastic"

 (Thomson, "The Syriac Athanasian Corpus' (see above, n. I 5), p. 253). This may be taken

 to suggest that in addition to sixth-century texts, there are some fifth- and seventh-century
 translations in this collection as well.

 I0,) Cf. Lucas Van Rompay, 'Between the School and the Monk's Cell: The Syriac Old
 Testament Commentary Tradition,' in The Peshitta: Its Use in Literature and Liturgy, ed.
 Romeny (see above, n. 50), pp. 27-51, there 43-45.
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 these texts in the library of the Syriac Orthodox Monastery of Mar Mattai. The

 list of'Abdisho' would then be a testimony to his success. It is true that an East

 Syrian doctrinal florilegium quotes De incarnatione in a different version,110

 but this can easily be explained by assuming that the rather short quotations

 from this text do not go back to a full version, but were translated afresh as part

 of an existing Greek composition. All quotations form part of an anonymous

 Refutation of Cyril's Anathemata. One would certainly overstretch the evidence

 if one hypothesized a separate East Syrian translation tradition of Athanasius s
 works. There are also no indications at all that the sixth-century translations
 are revisions of earlier versions.

 One question remains: why was Athanasius held in high esteem in all Syriac
 churches? Part of the answer is connected with an enigma I passed over in

 silence at the beginning of this paper: why is there no trace of a Syriac Contra

 gentesi A look at the texts that have been translated suggests that two categories

 were preferred: works with a clear doctrinal, and in particular Christological,
 content, and ascetic compositions. The Festal Letters are no exception: in
 addition to what they tell us about the history of the Alexandrian Church
 and the establishment of the date of Easter, the Incarnation is a major subject

 in them. The only text which stands apart to some extent is the Expositions on

 the Psalms. Interestingly this text is not mentioned by Timothy or 'Abdisho',

 which might suggest that the East Syrians, who had a major commentary on

 the Psalms by their most authoritative exegete Theodore of Mopsuestia, were

 less interested in what Athanasius had to say on them.

 The interest in ascetic works, in particular the Life of Antony, is perhaps best

 attested and also most evenly spread over the East Syrians and Syriac Orthodox:

 fifteen manuscripts of just this text are known, and six of these represent the
 former tradition. The various dates of the manuscript also suggest that the

 interest in the Life was not restricted to one period. One can imagine that
 it must have been a favourite read among monks. Athanasiuss works on the

 Incarnation may have attracted a more varied audience, but they were probably

 in particular demand at the height of the Christological controversy, which
 dominated discussions among Christians in the Near East for centuries.

 What must have attracted Syriac Christians to his works during the Chris

 tological controversy was the fact that Athanasius, who had been the secretary
 of the council of Nicaea and had fought all his life against the Arians, was

 considered the champion of orthodoxy, standing above all suspicion. What he

 110)  See note 3 above.
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 had to say about the Incarnation was therefore of great importance. People
 even attributed works to him that were in fact written by members of either

 side in the conflict. In this context it is important to realize that Athanasius
 took a clear stance on the divine nature of the Son and Christ's position in

 the Trinity, but that what he said about the relation between the divine and
 the human in Christ was still ambiguous enough to be claimed by all parties
 in the controversies of the fifth century. This explains why some copyists and

 translators felt the need to "clarify" certain expressions and even to attribute

 their own, less ambiguous works to him. The goal was to sanction one's own

 Christology with the authority of the Father of the Council of Nicaea. The
 Syriac Orthodox Life of Athanasius also shows that people could identify with

 him: they felt they were standing alone defending orthodoxy against the might

 of the Emperor and his Church, much as Athanasius had to face the Emperor

 and other bishops in his time.111

 If I am right about the Syriac Orthodox background of most if not all of
 the translations and the polemical intents of the translators of at least the

 non-ascetic works, it is all the more striking that Athanasius remained the

 champion of orthodoxy to all. In that case the East Syrian reception of his
 works could also be seen as evidence of a certain rapprochement between
 these two communities, allowing the translations of his works to become the

 common heritage of all Syriac-speaking churches.

 Professor Bas ter Haar Romeny

 Leiden Institute for Religious Studies
 P.O. Box 9515

 2300 RA Leiden
 The Netherlands

 romeny@religion.leidenuniv.nl

 "" This Syriac Orthodox composition, wrongly attributed to Amphilochius of Iconium,
 is in fact fully based on the church histories of Socrates and Theodoret. However, the

 particular selection of material and the way in which it has been rewritten tell us much
 about the feelings towards Athanasius in this community. On the sources, see Michael
 J. Hollerich, 'The Sources of Ps.-Amphilochius' Vita Athanasii syriaca (Ms. Mard. Orth.
 269),' in VSymposium Syriacum 1988: Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, 29-31 août 1988, ed.

 René Lavenant [Orientalia Christiana Analecta 236] (Rome, 1990), pp. 273-283.
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