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Abstract:

This article examines the Mediaeval Christian Arabic compendium Kitab al-Magdal
from a new perspective. While its theology and language have previously been
studied, its hundreds of biblical quotations have not yet been analysed. Scholars
working on Mediaeval Christian Arabic texts are aware that these often quote the
Bible freely, however, no study has yet undertaken a thorough linguistic examination
of Arabic biblical quotations or compared them systematically with the various
versions of the Bible (though a few comparable studies will be referenced in the
Conclusions). One difficulty in pursuing such an endeavour lies in the fact that
numerous Arabic Bible translations circulated in the Mediaeval Middle East, and not
all have yet been mapped. This article seeks to identify the possible source(s) of the
quotations found in one chapter of the Magdal, while also shedding further light on
the complexity of Mediaeval Arabic Bible translations.
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1 Introduction

The Kitab al-Magdal (The Book of the Tower)' is a monumental East Syrian work,
originally composed in the early eleventh century,? which addresses a range of topics

! According to the most comprehensive dictionaries, the Arabic J»= should be read
migdal in this sense, however, for the sake of simplicity, I employ the form prevalent in
scholarly literature.

2 It was previously dated to the twelfth century, but Holmberg has convincingly argued
for an early eleventh-century dating (Holmberg 1993).
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central to Christians: theology, apologetics, and church history.® Its complete and
oldest surviving version, the thirteenth-century BNF Arabe 190, extends to over a
thousand pages. In total, twenty-four manuscript witnesses are known today,
although many transmit only parts of the work (Holmberg 1993:269). The present
analysis is based on the seventeenth-century manuscript BL Or. 4240.

The Magdal attracted the attention of scholars already in the eighteenth century,
but for a long time, only its fifth, historical chapter was in their focus. Most notably,
Gismondi published a portion of this historical chapter with a Latin translation in
1899 (Holmberg 1993:259). In 1975, Gewarges Putrus prepared a critical edition of
the second chapter as his PhD thesis in French, although it remains unpublished.
Gianmaria Gianazza has published most chapters of the Magdal with an Italian
translation (Gianazza 2022, 2023-2024);* however, this edition exhibits several
weaknesses. Although presented as a “critical edition”, it contains only a restored
Arabic text,’ a very literal Italian translation and an index of names and biblical
citations. Ayse I¢cdz wrote her PhD thesis on the fourth chapter of the Magdal (1¢6z
2016), and she also published an article focusing on the stylistic features and number
symbolism in this work (I¢6z 2024). However, none of these scholars conducted any,
or any serious inquiry into the immense number of biblical quotations found in this
work.

The present article examines the biblical quotations of the fourth chapter of the
Magdal, titled al-Masabth (The Lamps). This chapter is essentially a guideline on
Christian virtues, accompanied by hundreds of quotations from the Bible. The
practice of frequent biblical citation (sometimes referred to as ‘prooftexting’) is
common in Mediaeval Christian Arabic works, yet the Magdal is exceptional in that
it constitutes an extensive collection of biblical quotations and recollections of
biblical events. The Masabih chapter alone contains approximately 200 biblical
citations, which together make up nearly half of the text. This feature represents one
of the chapter’s most distinctive characteristics and therefore warrants close
examination. This article focuses solely on the Gospel quotations of the Masabih
chapter: These represent the majority, as their number is about one hundred.®

3 Its authorship, as Holmberg also observed, is rather problematic and will not be
discussed here (Holmberg 1993:257). Suffice it to note that, following Holmberg, the work
is now generally attributed to “Amr ibn Matta, who is otherwise unknown.

4 Departing from the prevalent use of ‘magdal’, he uses *migdal’.

> Although he provides variant readings from the manuscripts he consulted, those from
Or. 4240 are frequently omitted, and the criteria for selecting particular readings remain
unclear.

¢ Other books of the New Testament — Acts of the Apostles and some Epistles — are also
quoted, but only about two dozen times. These are usually short and/or loose citations and
are not valuable for such an examination. The Old Testament quotations would require
separate research.
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The central question is whether it is possible to identify which version of the Bible
the author used? First, I compared the citations found in the Masabih chapter with
the known and extant Arabic Bible traditions and then examined their
correspondences in the Syriac versions of the Bible.

Research on Arabic Christianity and the Arabic versions of the Bible has gained
increasing attention in the twenty-first century. However, beyond specialist in the
field, the wider community of Arabists remains, in my experience, largely unaware
of the remarkable plurality of these translations. Thus, before turning to the Gospel
quotations of the Masabih chapter, it is necessary to outline the most important
features of the Arabic versions of the Bible. When presenting the Arabic quotations,
they are always preceded by the corresponding English text from the King James
Bible, unless otherwise stated.

2 The Bible in Arabic

As noted above, numerous Arabic Bible translations existed in the Middle Ages.
Their most prominent features are as follows:

— Translations from various Vorlagen’: Hebrew, Syriac, Greek, Coptic, and
Latin. More importantly, many Arabic translations are eclectic: They do not
follow a single Vorlage but incorporate readings from multiple sources.
Newly emerging translations often drew on existing Arabic translations in
addition to their non-Arabic Vorlage(n), further complicating textual criticism
(Kashouh 2012:262). Within the same manuscript, the different Gospels
sometimes follow different traditions (Kashouh 2012:198, 298).

— Linguistic diversity: This refers to the fact that virtually any verse from the
Bible can be rendered differently across various traditions. The meaning is
generally consistent, but it may be expressed using synonyms and different
grammatical constructions, even within manuscripts belonging to the same
translation tradition. Such diversity leads to inconsistencies in translation
choices: Even technical terms, such as the “Pharisees”, are often rendered
differently within the same manuscript. For example, in. B.O. Or. 432 the term
4 yiaa (“Pharisees”) and cmu 4 (“the Pharisees™) appear on the same page (f.
22v, lines 5 and 17; corresponding to Matthew, 15:1 and 15:12).

—  Textual deviations: Some do not appear to be supported by any known Vorlage
(see, for example, 5.1.2 and 5.2).

— Omissions: Many translations omit words or phrases from their Vorlage(n),
often to avoid the pleonasms that are particularly characteristic of the Old
Testament (Vollandt 2015:211-212).

— Expansions: Translators often employ chains of synonyms, typically when a
single Arabic word does not fully capture the meaning of the Vorlage. Other

7 Vorlage: the source text from which a translation is made.
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additions serve to clarify ambiguous passages, while some are exegetical in
nature (Vollandt 2015:53-54, 207-211; Kashouh 2012:154).

—  Harmonisation: Although not a prominent feature, occasional tendencies to
harmonise parallel passages in the Gospels can be observed (Kashouh 2012:
144, fn. 45; 158).% This phenomenon holds some significance from our
perspective (see Conclusions).

The presence of omissions and expansions indicate that many of these Arabic
translations were reader oriented. At the same time, numerous translations are
extremely literal, following the syntax of their Vorlage awkwardly (Vollandt 2015:
77, 88) and, according to Blau (2002:19), “they are hardly worthy of being called
Alrabic] at all.”

As Vollandt (2015:1X) sums it up: “Arabic versions far outnumber all other
known translation traditions.” Consequently, it is necessary to examine all known
traditions and compare them with as many biblical citations from the Masabih as
possible, even though the different Arabic versions of the Bible are still not fully
mapped.

This article does not discuss the history of scholarly research on these
translations. Suffice it to say that by the nineteenth century, European scholars had
recognised the remarkable plurality of Arabic translations, but they considered these
versions unimportant and largely disregarded them (Vollandt 2015:3—4). Between
1944 and 1953, Graf published the monumental, five-volume Geschichte der
christlichen arabischen Literatur, which aimed to encompass the entire literature of
Christian Arabs, naturally including Bible translations, and provided some insight
into the Vorlagen they used (Graf 1944: 1, 142—170). Other scholars have attempted
to identify the Vorlagen used by specific Arabic translations or have focused on
particular books or versions of the Bible.” However, comprehensive research in this
complex field was limited, as manuscripts could only be consulted in situ. With the
digitisation of manuscripts, research on Arabic Bible translations has accelerated in
the twenty-first century.

In 2012, Hikmat Kashouh published his monumental work The Arabic Versions
of the Gospels. The Manuscripts and Their Families, which remains the most
extensive study in this field. He examined over 200 Arabic Gospel manuscripts,
grouping them to twenty-four families, with some further divided into subfamilies.
His work provides the principal foundation for my research in identifying the

8 Additional cases may likewise be observed. For example, in Luke, 12:4-5, BNF, Ar. 57
reads (1611, last-162v, 1) : paall JU 8 agailiy duall g pulil) 36 Cpan 18A duall Ji& (jae 185 Y,
which is harmonised with Matthew, 10:28. The same parallel accounts are also combined in
the Masabih; see below.

% Cf. Kashouh 2012:25-27. An early example is J.F. Rhode’s PhD thesis (1921). More
recently, Sidney Griffith has made substantial contributions to the field (Griffith 2013).
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possible source(s) of the biblical quotations found in the Masabih chapter of the
Magdal (see 4.1).

3 The characteristics of the Bible quotations in the Masabih chapter

The Masabih chapter is further divided into subchapters, each opening with the
author’s reflections on Christian values, followed by biblical quotations. Without
detailed examination or collation, we can assume the following possibilities for how
the Arabic authors quoted the Bible: they may have memorised an Arabic translation;
consulted an Arabic Bible and quoted directly from it; memorised a Syriac, Greek,
or other version and translated it into Arabic themselves; consulted a Syriac, Greek,
or other version and translated it into Arabic; or employed a combination of these
methods.

Turning to the focus of this article, we may now summarise the characteristics of the
citations in the Masabih:

—  Combination of verses: Different verses are often combined into one saying.'

— Gospel harmonisation: Parallel accounts (the same narrative in multiple
Gospels with varying details) are sometimes amalgamated.

— Loose quotations: Many citations are rendered very freely.

— Textual deviations: Some deviations do not appear to be supported by any
known Vorlage.

— Repetition: The author occasionally quotes the same verse(s) multiple times
throughout the text, but with varying wording.

—  Omissions and additions: The author often omits certain words from a verse,
or, when quoting several verses, omits entire passages; these omissions are
sometimes clearly deliberate, serving to make the quotation fit the narrative
better (for example, omitting the words of the disciples who ask Jesus to
clarify a parable). Conversely, words are occasionally added, sometimes as
clarifications when the quotation is taken out of context.

— Combination of categories: In many cases, multiple types of variation occur
simultaneously. For example, when quoting Matthew, 10:28, “... fear him
which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” In the Masabih (103v, 5):
e U 8 Ll s Tanen aually Gl @llgy a8 (3 4 ) 8. The verb “cast”, present
in the Masabih, occurs only in the parallel account of Luke, 12:5, which is
otherwise worded quite differently: “Fear him, which after he hath killed hath
power to cast into hell...” The Masdabih also adds 4V, which is absent from
both original verses, likely serving as a clarification.

Another example is Matthew, 19:21: “If thou wilt be perfect, go and sell that
thou hast, and give to the poor, and thou shalt have treasure in heaven: and

10 This has also been observed by Putrus (1975:623) and Holmberg (2003:175) in the
second chapter of the Magdal.
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come and follow me.” In the Masabih (128v, 17-18): S (S5 ) s i€ gl
il s CpSlsall e 4y G5 el L s g oamnal Landl Sk ) 53l 3l Since
the quotation is taken out of context, the addition of Lewd) < Sle ) J 53l 3aiud)
appears deliberate: in the preceding verses, Jesus is asked by a young man
what he must do to attain eternal life, so this insertion substitutes those verses.
Conversely, the quotation omits “and thou shalt have treasure in heaven.” This
omission may reflect reliance on memory, but it could also be deliberate, as it
might seem redundant given the addition of Lewl) < Sla,
Other cases, however, can only be explained by the author’s reliance on
memory. For instance, a free mixture of the parallel accounts of Matthew,
10:37 and Luke, 14:26 (137v, 10-11): aiun ¥ 4al g ol g 43l g ola) &l 5 ol e o
Sini Y e ST aal g oyl 5 4581 5 sla) iy (e
—  Misattributions and unidentifiable quotations: The quotations are usually
introduced by the formula gala, such as gala Musa or gala sayyiduna I-Masth,
but in a few cases the attribution is incorrect. For example, on one occasion,
the author states that a quotation is from the Prophet Daniel, although it
appears in the Epistle to the Romans (102v, 7-9). These instances suggest that,
at least occasionally, the author was quoting Scripture from memory. A few
unidentifiable quotations also point in this direction, although it is possible
that he drew on apocryphal sources—he extensively references The Cave of
Treasures and may have used other apocryphal sources as well. Nevertheless,
misattributed and unidentifiable quotations constitute the minority.
Regarding the different editions of the Magdal mentioned in the Introduction,
only Putrus (1975) attempted to provide explanations for these complex citations, a
discussion to which I will return to at the end of this article.

4 The research method

As noted above, the Masabih chapter contains approximately one hundred Gospel
quotations. For this study, I selected twenty test passages for collation with the
sources outlined below. Three types of sources were employed in this collation of
the selected quotations:

4.1 Arabic Gospels

Despite the Magdal’s East Syrian background, I sought to collate the quotations with
all Arabic translation traditions described by Kashouh, regardless of their Vorlage.
This approach is motivated by the fact that Arabic Bible translations were not only
numerous but also highly mobile. As Vollandt observes regarding the Pentateuch: ...
Saadiah’s originally Judaeo-Arabic Tafsir [i.e. translation] was adopted by
Samaritan, Syriac-Orthodox, and Coptic communities. A translation of East-Syriac
provenance [...] was borrowed by the Syriac-Orthodox Church but also circulated
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among the Mozarabs of Spain.” (Vollandt 2015:IX). The Gospels were similarly
mobile; see, for example, “family K below.

The approach to the families established by Kashouh is straightforward: every
family for which microfilmed versions exist was examined, irrespective of their
Vorlage, dating, or linguistic characteristic. Thus, even if the witnesses of a family
postdate the Magdal, they were still considered, as in many cases it cannot be ruled
out that they derive from much earlier exemplars. “Family F” and “family O” are
rhymed translations, the latter also employing obscure language (unlike the biblical
quotations in the Masabih chapter), yet both were examined, and—as we shall see—
this was not done in vain (see 5.2).

The collated families established by Kashouh are:

1.
2.

Family A: Of Greek origin; represented by Sinai, Ar. 74.

Family B: Of Greek origin with some Syriac influence; represented by
Sinai, Ar. NF M 8.

Family C: Of Greek origin with some Syriac influence; represented by
Sinai, Ar. 75.

Family D: Of Peshitta origin; represented by Sinai, Ar. 70.

Family F: Of Peshitta origin; represented by Leiden, University
Library, Or. 561.

Family G: Of Peshitta origin; represented by Bibliothéque orientale, Or.
430.

Family H: Of Peshitta origin; represented by Vatican, Ar. 13, which
contains many lacunae.

Family J: Of Syriac origin; showing some Greek influence, divided to
three subgroups:

—  Family J*: Kashouh’s representative ms is not microfilmed,
therefore another ms from this family, Sinai, Ar. 115, was used
as the collated base

—  Family J®: Represented by Sinai, Ar. 106

—  Family J¢: Represented by Sinai, Ar. 76

Family K: This is the most complex Arabic translation tradition.
Previously referred to as the “Alexandrian Vulgate” or “Egyptian
Vulgate”, it was once believed to have been translated from the Coptic
Bohairic. Kashouh rejects this theory, arguing instead that it was
translated “either from Syriac and Greek with some of its witnesses later
corrected against the Coptic version, or from Syriac and then corrected on
some occasions against the Greek and on other occasions against the
Coptic.” (Kashouh 2012:205). He further notes that this tradition
circulated widely outside Egypt, including in Syriac churches (Kashouh
2012:206). Kashouh assigns ninety-nine manuscripts to this group, with
additional manuscripts likely belonging here based on Graf’s work,
though he could not consult them (Kashouh 2012:250). Due to their
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complexity, no definite subgroups are outlined. Kashouh selects Sinai, Ar.
101 as the representative manuscript; since I could not consult it, Vatican,
Copt. 9 was instead chosen. A long test passage from Sinai, Ar. 101
presented by Kashouh is almost identical to that of Vat., Copt. 9, justifying
this substitution.!" To increase diversity, Sinai, Ar. 112 was also
examined; this ms will be referenced only in 5.3, footnote.

10. Family L: This tradition was produced by the Coptic Ibn al-*Assal in the
mid-thirteenth century. He relied mostly on the Coptic version but also
drew on existing Arabic translations (Kashouh 2012:262). As this version
postdates the Magdal, it could not have served as the source for our
author; nevertheless, it was briefly consulted to determine whether the
Masabrh readings show any congruence with it or a shared source.
Kashouh outlines three subgroups within this family, but only one
microfilmed manuscript, Leiden, University Library, Cod. 223 was
examined.

11. Family M: Of Latin origin; collated base: Munich, Staatsbibliothek, Ar.
238.12

12. Family N: A mixture of Vorlagen: Old Latin, Peshitta, and Greek
(Kashouh 2012:280). Its sole witness is Berlin, Staatsbibliothek, Do.
162. As it begins with Matthew, 10:28, many test passages could not be
verified.

13. Family O: Edited from an Arabic lectionary; collated base: Bibliothéque
orientale, Or. 432

14. Family P’: Its only witness is Sinai, Ar. NF M 6, 5 and 63, originally a
single codex. The texts of Matthew, Mark, and Luke appear to belong to
Family C, while John represents a distinct tradition (hence the sigla P’),
originally translated from the Peshitta and subsequently corrected against
either the Harklean or a Greek version, though not consistently (Kashouh
2012:288-291).13

15. Family R: Matthew and John appear to be independent translations, while
Mark and Luke are offshoots of Family C (Kashouh 2012:298). Collated
base: Leipzig, University Library, Cod. Tischend. XIL.'* Due to
numerous lacunae, not all test passages could be verified.

' His selection of Sinai, Ar. 101 appears to be aleatory, given the overwhelming number
of witnesses and their tangled textual nature, and not the result of textual criticism, as in other
cases.

12° As Kashouh’s representative manuscript was unavailable, an alternative from this
family was selected using the same method as for Family K.

13 On p. 289, there is a typographical error: it states that the Gospels of Matthew, Mark,
and Luke “contain the same family as 5”, but it should read ¢ (see p. 114).

14 This is the only undigitised manuscript that was examined.



THE INTRICACIES OF MEDIAEVAL ARABIC GOSPEL QUOTATIONS 9

16. Family S*: According to Kashouh, Matthew belongs to Family L, while
Mark, Luke, and John belong to Family K. Its only witness is BNF, Ar.
57 (Kashouh 2012:298).
17. Family T: A mixture of families A, J, and K. Its only witness is Sinai,
Ar. 102 (Kashouh 2012:298).
Other traditions were not considered, either because they are inaccessible'” or too
fragmentary.'®

4.2 Syriac Gospels:"

— Old Syriac type: The Sinaiticus (S) and Curetonian (C) versions.
— Peshitta (P).
— Harklean (H) version.

4.3 The Arabic Diatessaron

The Diatessaron is a Gospel-harmony, i.e. a single, non-repetitive narrative of the
four Gospels. It is attributed to Tatian, who composed it around 180 A.D., although
the original has not survived (Monier & Taylor 2021:193). Its Arabic translation,
attributed to Ibn at-Tayyib (d. 1043), survives in several manuscript versions and
constitutes the most significant witness (Monier & Taylor 2021:203—-208). Marmar-
dji’s 1935 edition of the Arabic version is regarded as the reference edition, though
he introduced numerous “corrections” to the text. The situation is further compli-
cated by the existence of other Gospel harmonies beyond the Diatessaron (Monier
& Taylor 2021:212). Consequently, the examination of Marmadji’s edition provides
only limited value.

Other relevant sources include lectionaries, Gospels interspersed with
commentaries, KarSuni Bibles, and non-Diatessaronic Gospel harmonies. However,
scholarly research on these is almost non-existent (except for one specific lectionary,
the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary), and they fall beyond the scope of this study, as do
the Ethiopic and Armenian versions of the Bible.

In this article, not all twenty test passages of the Masabih are discussed; instead,
five types are presented:

1. Two examples demonstrating how even a “precise” quotation cannot be
linked to any of the examined Arabic versions. The term “precise” is used

15 Families E, I, and Q; according to Kashouh, E and I follow the Syriac literally (Kashouh
2012:126, 172), so examining them would likely be unnecessary, since the Syriac versions
have already been studied.

16 Families SB, U, V, W, and X.

17 Consulted in the standard reference editions: Pusey & Gwilliam (1901); Kiraz (2004).
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cautiously here, meaning that the quotation contains no omissions, additions,
or textual deviations compared with the main known versions.

2. An example illustrating a textual deviation.

3. Anexample of a pericope in which the sequence of verses is altered, yet the
verses remain “precise” (in the sense defined above), highlighting the issue
of translating a single word from the Syriac.

4. An example in which the author presents an alternative reading.

5. Four examples indicating the author’s use of a Syriac Bible.

5 Examples

5.1 “Precise” quotations with no known Arabic source
5.1.1 Luke, 12:35: “Let your loins be girded about, and your light burning.”
Masabih (1171, 20-21): 4seke 88 a5 03 50 aSlabu ) ) 5<3

Sinai, Ar. 74 (151v, 7-8): 355 aSa ju g (1) 4ditie aSlia) ¢ <5

Sinai, Ar. NF M 8 (85r, 15): 038l 5 aSa a5 4dhaiia oS s8a () &0

Sinai, Ar. 75 (64v, last—65r, 1): o aSa ju 5 03 e aSlia (S5

Sinai, Ar. 70 (74r, 14) : o2t oS3 ju 5 03 g2l oS5 séa (K3

Leiden, Or. 561 (96v, 4): Cplaidia oS ) 6 1 gl g oShalu gl | g2

B.O., Or. 430 (227, 3): o pSaubian 5 53 sadia oS ) gl oS3

Sinai, Ar. 115 (1661, 3-4): s_nic aSapbiac e i i (1) aShla sl oSl

Sinai, Ar. 106 (117r, 12-13): o_xia aSailiaa 5 03 p1dia allabu gl (53 <)

Sinai, Ar. 76 (199v 8-9), : 638 e aSauliaa g 03 galia oSkl ) (S

Vat., Copt. 9 (3161, 21-22-316Vv, 1): 08 54 aSx yuu 503 salia oSkl gl (<31
Leiden, Cod. 223 (118r, 6): o3 s aSanbiaa 503 g0iia aShalus 5l (S

Munich, Staatsb., Ar. 238 (59v, 15): 8258 ga aSilal ju g 33 50 2Slal (1) sl
Berlin, Staatsb., Do. 162 (961, 17): o358 50 o i aSa juu 5 03 sdia pShalus 5} (S
B.O., Or. 432 (84v, 15): 828 aSaulias 553 g2l oS slaal oK1

Leipzig, Cod. Tischend. XII (89v, 1-2): o aSx ju 5 03 50 oS sela (S
BNF, Ar. 57 (1631, 4-5): 838 50 aSx yus g 03 g2ia oSkl gl (1) 15358

Sinai, Ar. 102 (136v, 3—4): 238 50 aSa ju 5 03 s2ka aShalus 5 (K1)
Diatessaron (Marmardji 1935: 414): Aa jue oS yu 583 sadia aShlu gl () o5

Although the Masabih’s version is close to several traditions, none of them render
‘burning’ as 4xl. Consequently, the verse was either memorised (from any
language); translated directly from a non-Arabic Vorlage; or drawn from a source
not examined in this study.



THE INTRICACIES OF MEDIAEVAL ARABIC GOSPEL QUOTATIONS 11

5.1.2 Luke, 14:13—14: “But when thou makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed, the
lame, the blind: and you will be blessed, because they cannot repay you. For you will
be repaid at the resurrection of the just.”

Masabth (128v, 6-7): 3 ush ) ¥l cpamdall g Ja il uSluall | geald 4al g 23] 1A
LY a8 S (8 & s L pg] s

Sinai, Ar. 74 (157r, 1-4):
Aal 3 ) e G 1S, e gl Gl 43Y (35S0 Al Ly sha g ol = e e (Slusa W1 5235 Y (38 Canaa 13)
Cpanall
Sinai, Ar. NF M 8 (87v, 17-20):
A a (550 @S L agd Gl Y s @l shad anl) (ppaniall linaal) (pSlaall (a2l J 35 Cinia Ll
Ofall 4dld
Sinai, Ar. 75 (67r, 8-10):
O Osrahion ¥ agdY el sk caall 5 (g puSall g aaiSall 5 uSluall | geald ag Caniia il Ll
VY Akl (8l a0 oS3 Bagy g Sl

Sinai, Ar. 70 (75v, 10-12):
i g b S )5S o S, agd ) ) Sl sha g (penl) gz yadl Ui 30 5 (pSlasall g 016 Limiamn Camim 13)
Sl
Leiden, Or. 561 (100r, 11):
e agd Gl 13 @l sk g () grady dane 5535 7 oo (sl (oae (e (Slusall 2l al ol Cilee Lo e
Oriaa Gl (el aliay gl s LB Y (G 5 50
B.O., Or. 430 (235, 3-5):
S (Y S BS ) agd el 4 Ay sha g Glaanll 5 paniall 5 pnsal) 5 (pSlisall £ 216 ol Ciniaa Lal
Orpall alia (5SS
Sinai, Ar. 115 (171r, 11-14): ) )
Sy s O ped ol 3 U ke ppesid (3Slse o Tla je Jlie ilaal (4Slise g 26 4l § Canioa 13)
Osaal) 4ald 8 LSS o &l (ST
Sinai, Ar. 106 (121r, 7-10):
Ayl O aed ol 3 Uasise preail i Glaal leall s 2 2l 5 Sloall | e ald sla Caniua 13
Cripaall 4dd 3 IS o) el (K1
Sinai, Ar. 76 (206r, 9-12):
O5S OSIs el ilag Lo agd ol 3 U siie yua (laeall 5 all g L 31 5 (pSlsall g ald a5 Cantia 13
Ostaall Aald 8 oLl el
Vat., Copt. 9 (326v, 10-19): )
) laa s <l bl Lo pgd Gl 40Y @l sha s Glaaall 5 Gaaniall 5 0 saadl GaSliall g o) Lilads Cania 13)
Oall dald b () oSS
Leiden, Cod. 223 (121r, 13-15):
il 5 ol 81K Lo llin agd ud 43Y Un gave ypecitd Wlaae 5Ta jo 5 elinia s (pSluse gl a5 Cania L 13)
Sl 8 el
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Munich, Staatsb., Ar. 238 (62r, 1-2)'*:
LAl 2ie LIS SHlElSL e | g jae \h\&g#‘fﬂbcﬂbw\y\ﬂ\%A\ta\j@muam\ ]
cpallall
Berlin, Staatsb., Do. 162 (99v, 16...18-100r, 2):
Uapaie 0155 Saian ea 305 2 oalls haaall s ) (Sl elalake W e Lie ) 1o a1
sl a8 Al ll o sake o Slae Ui 5 o SIS, Le g a3

B.O., Or. 432 (87r, 12-14):
SHES 6 i IS Le g ol 3 Ly gha g anl 5 paniall 5 Jlall (5 53 5 (pSlusall £ 38w sl Cilee L e
RERRMESE IR
Leipzig, Cod. Tischend. XII (931, 8-12):
G dy by L pavie gl 4l @l shag Gliaall g oz oall g (Fe g (pSluall g ald Lalada Caaiaa 12)
DY alie B g S
BNF, Ar. 57 (167r, last—168yv, 2): )
il a5 i g81S, Le gl ol Y Al ghai (Jlaaal) g (el g slinaall 5 bl g3l Lalads Canias 13)
Oiaall iald
Sinai, Ar. 102 (140v, 12-15):
OY i A1S Leagd Gl O (555 U sanad laasll 5 paniall s (s small 5 (Slsall g ald dad s Caniaa 13)
Caall 4ald G oS5 el e
Diatessaron (Marmardji 1935:284-286):
A3l 05 g ilas o) aed Gl Sua Al sha g el 5 gl 5 S 5 Slusall g ald 5 o0 Cilae a1
Dol b

This quotation in the Masabih differs markedly from all known Arabic Bible
traditions. For instance, none of these traditions render ‘thou makest’ as <3331, ‘the
blind’ as | _»=Y!, or ‘the resurrection of the just’ as L) 8 50, as found in the Masabih.

5.2 A puzzling textual deviation

Matthew, 5:9: “Blessed are the peacemakers: for they shall be called the children
of God.”
Masabth (quoted twice, 102r, 19 & 116r, 15):
Osendl Wl g al) Lalad skl /g sen dl) Wl ol pudl) Jeldl o lal)

One might initially suggest that the author relied on memory, accounting for the
two renderings of ‘makers’ and the textual deviation sayr. However, the latter does
appear in one Arabic tradition, Leiden, Or. 561, albeit in the plural:

18 Note the textual deviation (uallall 8éSs (“the recompense of the just”) instead of “the
resurrection of the just.”
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Sinai, Ar. 74 (7r, 8): |sex dl) Wl agt¥ mliall oailal Ll

Sinai, Ar. NF M 8 (10v, 14-15): ¢ 4 Wil agdY mball & gaiiay cpdll G gl
Sinai, Ar. 75 (5v, 4): Gy 4l W) agild Gpaliadll sk

Sinai, Ar. 70 (7r, 6-7): &) W (e y aghl 2Dl ailial Ll

Leiden, Or. 561 (5v, 2-3) : el b (5o agild <l pall (o slady cpAll o shall
B.O., Or. 430 (10, 12-13) : s dl) s aeild a3l lelall L sha

Vat., Ar. 13 (4r, 11-12): 4 Wl (sen a3y ol g paliaali gl

Sinai, Ar. 115 (9v, 7): 40 Wl (5o agd¥ alull dxiial o5k

Sinai, Ar. 106 (6r, 14-15): Ose 4l Ll aeild aadld) oaibial L gl

Sinai, Ar. 76 (22v, 6): 4 (1) Lk (5o agild 4adall | se 20 () sk gaa

Vat., Copt. 9 (34r, 13-15): Gsed il i agild Al Jeldl o4l

Leiden, Cod. 223 (22r, 4-5): 40 elil (j se20m agdY Ll aibial 6l
Munich, Staatsb., Ar. 238 (51, 3—4): 4l ¥ 5} (e n agilé () saliadl mu
B.O., Or. 432 (8v, last): 4 Wil ;e aedl Ll ailial o hall

BNF, Ar. 57 (231, 11-12): ooy dll (b agild 43l 5 mlall ailial gl
Sinai, Ar. 102 (91, 3-4): Oseb 4 L) agild aadld) oailia ¢ sh siaa

S&C: \csi.ném <\ ;;maun ~um ~“aly ;aaa\ \ocrn:msv

P: \csi.ném <\ ;;mauoy =l aaa\ \ocm:mlv

H: ({otods wonlwa s (cama A\ = <ur. j10s sihod),

The Arabic Diatessaron reads 2>« and 43 (Marmardji 1935:74).

Although Leiden, Or. 561 (Family F) is the only manuscript containing this
reading variant, it could not have served as a significant source for our author, since
the other quotations in the Masabih bear no resemblance to this tradition. It is
possible, however, that our author was aware of this tradition and recalled this
particular variant. Alternatively, could this be an accidental congruence? In any case,
although Leiden Or. 561 is a rhymed translation that frequently paraphrases rather
than translating literally (Kashouh 2012:128), it remains puzzling why it reads al-
hayrat where the Peshitta—its Vorlage according to Kashouh—reads slama. It is
also possible that the reading hayr/hayrat derives from a source currently unknown.

5.3 Altered verse order: issues in translating a Syriac term

There are numerous instances of combining different verses from the same
book—or even from different books— as well as of amalgamating parallel Gospel
passages. More intricate, however, are quotations in which the sequence of verses is
altered within the same narrative. The following example illustrates this, combining
five verses from the sixth chapter of Matthew: it begins with verses 20-21, followed
by verse 1, and concludes with verses 3—4:

“ ... [6:20-21] lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor
rust doth corrupt, and where thieves do not break through nor steal: For where your
treasure is, there will your heart be also. [6:1] Take heed that ye do not your alms
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before men, to be seen of them: otherwise ye have no reward of your Father which
is in heaven. [6:3—4] But when thou doest alms, let not thy left hand know what thy
right hand doeth: That thine alms may be in secret: and thy Father which seeth in
secret himself shall reward thee openly.”

Masabih (128, 10—14):

OS5 S (3 o Vg 3 baall iy W g dada )l Y 5 (s pan sy W s L) (8 S jlan 155300 [6:20-21]
e pal &SG5S B oS5l Gl (s (e Wb paial Y 2SlBaa | LG [6:1] S50 (65 cllia oS i
1w L) 0 gl g0 s liaia () oK Slivg ahal Lo Allad alad ¥ Cdass 13 [6:3-4] sland) oS

[BTENC. N

It is unnecessary to present the other Arabic or Syriac versions here, since this
example violates the original order of verses; this type of verse rearrangement is not
found in the Diatessaron either, suggesting that it was most probably quoted from
memory. Interestingly, the rearrangement does not obscure the message, and the
verses remain perfectly identifiable. If the author indeed quoted from memory, the
precision is remarkable.

Of particular note is verse 20, in which the word ‘rust’, present in the Greek, is
absent; instead, the synonyms sis and arada are used, raising a broader issue. The
same or similar reading occurs in eight Arabic families, all showing at least some
Syriac influence: G, H, JAB¢, K", L, O, S*, T. Six of these read siis and arada, J¢
reads sis and ‘utz, while J® reads the more general siis and diid. The Arabic
Diatessaron also renders the verse as as-siis and al-arada (Marmardji 1935:88). At
first glance, this might reflect the tendency of Arabic translations to use chains of
synonyms, yet it still does not explain the absence of ‘rust’. Let us consider the three
Syriac versions of this verse:

C:
a0 arla o aro Jaus ow s i s Khoue (aal asuow

P:
arla A a1 finuco alhaues ar o woo s /e urs Ko (aal acue
e da

H:
erle A a1 Mo sio Aar o oo i e urs i e caal acue
oy o o

As we can see, C reads o (= 0#5«) and omits ‘rust’. P and H read ~ww» and
~\aw~. The interpretation of the latter is the central issue here.

Pusey and Gwilliam’s reference edition of the Peshitta (1901) vocalises this word
as akla and translates it as ‘rust’, an interpretation which conforms with the Greek.
However, when we turn to the dictionaries of Brockelmann and Payne Smith, only a
single, but entirely different, meaning is given: “hammer’. With this vocalisation it
is not attested in Costaz’s dictionary. The skeleton, however, admits an alternative

19 Sinai, Ar. 112 of Family K reads u«s= and 4=, whereas Vat., Copt 9 of the same
family reads JS! (“corroding”) and 5.
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vocalisation: akld, meaning ‘moth’ or ‘woodworm’, which is listed in Brockelmann
(1928), Payne Smith (1957), and Costaz (2002).

Given that eight Syriac-related Arabic Gospel traditions, as well as the Arabic
Diatessaron, use two words for ‘moth’ (or ‘moth’ and ‘worm’”) without reference to
‘rust’, it seems clear that the translators interpreted <\a~ as ‘moth’ or ‘worm’, and
not as ‘rust’. This reading is likewise reflected in the Magdal. One might therefore
suggest that the Arabic translators misinterpreted the skeleton <\~ as ak/a and took
it to be a synonym of the preceding ~wcw.

Yet a difficulty remains. If, as Pusey and Gwilliam (1901) propose, ~\a~ should
indeed be read akla, meaning ‘rust’, why do the major Syriac dictionaries, mentioned
above, not record this meaning? It is true that the Semitic root ’-k-/ generally means
‘to eat’ or ‘eat away’ in both Syriac and Arabic, and both ‘moth’ and ‘rust’ share this
semantic field. Moreover, the root also carries the sense ‘to corrode’ in both
languages; in Arabic, the feminine active participle I denotes ‘rust’, so it is
conceivable that a Syriac derivative (regardless of vocalisation) bore the same
signification. The absence of this gloss in the lexica, however, remains perplexing.

In any case, the evidence shows that the Arabic translators of the Syriac Bible
understood s~ as ‘moth’ (or, in one case, ‘worm’), and the Magdal reflects the
same reading. It therefore remains inconclusive whether our author was drawing
directly on the Peshitta or Harklean, or on an Arabic version ultimately dependent
upon them.

5.4 An alternative reading offered by the author

When quoting Matthew, 5:37 (1231, 2), the author concludes the verse by
explicitly noting that there is an alternative reading of the final word.

“«Let your communication be yes, yes or no, no; anything more than this is
corruption» (M.5:37), or, according to another version: «anything more than this
comes from evil.»”?

A G T3 e a3l 0l o 138 e 300 Y 5 ot oS08 0S4

This verse occurs as part of a much longer quotation; therefore, the Arabic
translation traditions are not presented here, as the passage does not correspond to
any of them. The principal concern lies with the final word of the verse. Six Arabic
traditions read >3 (A, JB, K, L, O, SA, T), five read <3l (B, C, D, G, J°), F reads
sl me ) H reads (Uasdl) (0, and M reads 44 2 Y. Only one tradition, J*, has i,
which corresponds to the second word given by our author. By contrast, 2. does not
appear in any of the examined Arabic Bibles.

All Syriac versions read .o, which may be rendered into Arabic as _»_» or even
el The source of the Masabih’s reading 2é is unclear. In any case, this example

20 Translated by the author (A.G.-T.).



16 ADAM GACSALYI-TOTH

demonstrates that the author was aware of different variants, though their exact
origin cannot be determined. It is particularly striking that he considered it important
to draw attention to this variant, since the two words are semantically very close, and
in no other instance does he present alternative readings in the Masabih.

5.5 Quotations suggesting the use of a Syriac Bible

5.5.1 The three quotations below all display the same pattern in the Masabih. As
they cannot be linked to any of the Arabic Bible translations, they are not presented
here.

Luke, 11:28 (103r, 10): “... blessed are they that hear the word of God, and keep
it.”

21&).&3;)5\}5.\}433\394.4)\}&.4&@3“‘5!#‘}

John, 8:31 (102r, 17): “Jesus said [...]: If you abide in my word [you will know
the truth and the truth] will set you free.” Although the rendering in the Masabih is
very free, the quotation is identifiable:

4 sandl (e 45 ) pa A 5l Gl (ge rpasall Ui JU8

John, 8:51 (105r, 5): “... If a man keep my saying, he shall never see death.”
Tl ogall (50 Y sliba s Jaing 4

None of the Arabic versions examined employ the word wasiyya in these verses;
instead, they use kalam, kalima, kalimat, kalim, gawl or agwal. In all three verses,
the Greek reads logos, and all three Syriac versions read mellta. In the Masabih
chapter, the use of wagsiyya probably derives from one of the Syriac versions. The
primary meaning of «¥\> mellta is ‘word’, but according to Payne Smith (1957) and
Costaz (2002), it can also mean ‘command’, and in these verses, this is clearly the
intended sense (the word of God as command). The author was probably not familiar
with the Greek? and thought wasiyya renders mellta more precisely, whether he was
translating from memory or from a written copy.*

2l The expression o) & s appears only in manuscript Or. 4240; the other manuscripts omit
it.

22 The Greek term logos has, of course, been interpreted in various ways in philosophy
and theology. As noted above, even Greek-based Arabic Bibles render it using the roots k-/-
m and g-w-[.

23 In Christian Arabic texts, kalima is sometimes used in the sense of ‘commandment’,
but this is attested only in the expression “the Ten Commandments” (Blau 1967:380/§264.2),
which is also recorded in Hava’s dictionary (1899). In any case, even if kalima were
occasionally used more broadly in this sense, this does not undermine the discussion above.
Wasiyya is a stronger term, traceable only to the Syriac. Had kalima been widely used in the
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5.5.2 A probable Syriac mirror-translation
John, 14:21 (109v, 2): “He that hath my commandments, and keepeth them, he it

is that loveth me: and he [that loveth me]** shall be loved of my Father, and I will
love him...”

4l Ul g 4y QY1 (I ndl) 98 Lo dae 5 g Bads (e
Most Arabic Bibles do not render “he it is that loveth me” as ! «~<!l s4; instead,
they predominantly employ verbal sentences, usually > s s .25 Although the
former is not foreign to Arabic, it is noteworthy that even Syriac-based Arabic Bibles
did not adopt it. I would argue, once again, that the author translated a Syriac Bible
himself—specifically the Peshitta or the Harklean—where we find ,\ =2s= am am
(the Old Syriac reads ,\ xsi am am), of which the Masabih’s version appears to be a
mirror translation.

6 Conclusions

1. The author did not directly quote any of the seventeen Arabic translation
traditions examined. Only sporadic similarities appear—most notably the textual
deviation hayr in Matthew 5:9, which agrees with Family F—but these are most
probably accidental or may derive from a yet unknown source.

2. The author did not make use of the Arabic Diatessaron (as known from
Marmardji’s edition). The harmonised verses in the Masabih do not necessarily
derive from another Gospel harmony either. Since harmonising tendencies are
observable in traditional four-part Gospel translations, the combination of parallel
accounts in the Masabih chapter could be independent of any actual Gospel
harmony, instead reflecting a general tendency to bring these accounts into closer
proximity.

3. Incertain cases, the author most definitely relied on memory. The harmonised
verses, as well as the misattributed and unidentifiable quotations, also point in this
direction.

4. The most likely scenario is that the Peshitta or Harklean version served as the
author’s principal source. He may have been quoting it from memory in Arabic, or he
may have been consulting the Syriac text while composing his work and translating
the verses himself, without aiming for a rigid, word for word translation—or he may

sense ‘commandment’ by Christians, the author would presumably have employed it,
following the pattern of Syriac-based Arabic Bible translations.

24 The omission of “that loveth me” in the Masabih poses no difficulty: whether the author
was quoting from memory or from a physical Bible, this can be explained as an effort to
avoid repetition.

25 There is only one exception containing <>« here, B.O. Or. 432, a thymed tradition
using obscure language, which is cited here for reference (f. 120r, 12—13): @il oaa 3 5
P O Lisne 88 e I s,
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have employed both methods. It is also possible that he was aware of certain Arabic
translations, and we cannot rule out the possibility that he knew the Bible in other
languages besides Arabic and Syriac.

5. It is conceivable that the author used an Arabic translation not documented
by Kashouh,?® or not examined in this study. Furthermore, as noted above, other
relevant literature—such as lectionaries, Gospels with commentaries, KarSuni Bibles,
or a non-Diatessaronic Gospel harmony—might have served as sources, and these
could yield further correspondences in readings; however, such works still require
substantial research. We must also consider the possibility that non-biblical works
containing Bible quotations influenced one another.

Gewarges Putrus, in his PhD thesis on another chapter of the Magdal, reached a
conclusion like that described in (4). He states: “... les citations qu’il a tiré de la
Bible, il les a certainement traduites de lui-méme, directement du syriaque en arabe.
Il n’est donc pas étrange que sa source principale soit la Bible en langue syriaque et
non arabe, et tout particuliérement la bible Pschitta, puisqu’il existe de nombreuses
différences entre le style et la langue des citations bibliques qu’il a traduit [sic] en
arabe et entre son style et sa langue propres en arabe” (Putrus 1975:19-20).
However, he provides no detailed analysis or comparison of these quotations, and
his methodology was partially limited and partly flawed: although he correctly
consulted the Peshitta, he did not examine other Syriac versions, and he was
evidently unaware of the plurality of Mediaeval Arabic Bible translations
(unsurprisingly at that time), having examined only one modern Arabic Bible (Putrus
1975:626). This approach is misleading, as modern Arabic versions share little with
their medieval counterparts.

The third point is corroborated by the findings of other scholars as well. Samir
(1983) briefly discusses that Abli Qurra, the influential Christian Arabic theologian,
often relied on memory when quoting the Gospels. His analysis, however, is limited
to cases in which the same biblical verse is cited more than once but with different
wording.?” Abii Qurra himself admits his reliance on memory in connection with Old
Testament quotations, when he writes: Sl Glaled (o U jian Las axai o) Ll ) Le 138
Laie Gl dadall i€ €I 5 dwssall (Basa, Mayamir 104). Tarras likewise discusses Abil
Qurra’s use of Scripture, though purely from a theological perspective, and
demonstrates how this approach reflects the “Pauline antithesis between gramma

26 While Kashouh’s work is commendable, it relies on relatively few test passages, and he
acknowledges that selecting different passages might yield different conclusions (Kashouh
2012:249). In the case of families K and M, significant differences were observed between
Kashouh’s representative manuscript and other manuscripts assigned to the same family.

% For related research, the reader may consult Védbus (1947), who examined Rabbula of
Edessa’s New Testament quotations in Syriac; Toenies Keating (2006), particularly the
chapter Witnesses from the Words of the Torah, the Prophets and the Saints, which discusses
some of Abl Ra’ita’s Old Testament quotations; and Padwick (1939), which addresses the
manner in which Muslim authors quote the Bible.
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[‘letter’] and pneuma [‘spirit’]”, with the latter—“the spiritual meaning of the
Scripture”—being regarded as superior to the former. (Tarras 2017:82, 90).

A striking hypothesis is advanced by Kashouh, who suggests that even the Gospel
manuscript Vat., Ar. 13 (~800 A.D.) may have been, at least in part, translated not
from a written source but from memory (Kashouh 2012:156). The quotations
preserved in the Kitab al-Magdal provide further evidence that, in the Mediaeval
Arabic-speaking world, the Bible was not treated as a rigidly fixed corpus—whether
in the case of the eighth- to ninth-century Abiai Qurra, at a time when Christian Arabs
had only just begun to produce Arabic Bible translations, or in the eleventh-century
Magdal, when such translations were already numerous. Nonetheless, many more
Arabic versions await systematic study, and further analysis of biblical quotations in
non-biblical works is necessary to have a clearer picture of this complex and
multifaceted tradition.
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