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THE SAHIDIC AND THE BOHAIRIC VERSIONS
OF THE BOOK OF DANIEL

HENRY 8. GEHMAN
PHILADELPHIA DIVINITY 60HOOL

INTRODUCTION

interest in the various versions of the Book of Daniel
began with my studies under Professor Montgomery at
the University of Pennsylvania and the Philadelphia Divinity
School. In the J. B. L., XLIV (1925), 289 —302, he pnblished
his “ Hexaplaric Strata in the Greek Texts of Daniel,” in which
he discusses the relationship of the various groups of manuscripts
of this book. In the same volume of the J. B. L., 327— 352,
appeared my first work in this field, “The ‘Polyglot’ Arabic
Text of Daniel and its Affinities.”” The present essay is the
result of my continued interest in Old Testament criticism and
the history of the versions. The latest and most authoritative
work on the critical pedigree of the various families of manuscripts
and the versions of the Book of Daniel is found in the Intro-
duction to Professor Montgomery’s Commentary on the Book
of Daniel.

In making my collations I used Ciasca for the Sahidic and
Tattam for the Bohairic, which were the only Coptic texts at
my disposal. In translating the varions Coptic passages, I have
made no attempt at literary excellence; in most cases my ren-
derings are literalistic for the benefit of the non-Coptist. All
the variants have been compared with the different readings
isted in Holmes-Parsons. In this work I received many valuable
‘suggestions from Professor Montgomery, who also generously
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gave me access to his then unpublished notes on Daniel. The
results of his investigations may be summed up in this diagram:

Recensions of Hexaplar OrP(alestinian) V, 62, 147
LXX inSyria /\
\/ Eusebius
Lucian OrC(onstantinopolitan)
22, 36, 48, 61, 231, ¢ A, 106, 35, 42, A, Q, 230
——
based on an
Egyptian text

The following symbols have been used in this essay:
Codex Alexandrinus

Arabic Version

Codex Vaticanus

Coptic-Bohairic Version

Coptic-Sahidic Version

text of the Chigi MS.

Old Greek Version or the Septuagint
Hebrew-Aramaic Text

Old Latin Version

Lucian

Constantinopolitan-Origenian text (A group)
Palestinian-Origenian text (V, 62, 147)
Codex Marchalianus

Codex Venetus (H-P 23)

Theodotion

Codex rescriptus Cryptoferratensis
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GENERAL REMARKS ON THE COPTIC VERSIONS

Missionary activities have always resulted in a demand for
the Bible in the vernacular. There is no doubt that missionary
labors by Greek monks among the Copts antedate our historical
records of those activities, The work of a few pioneers is
generally not known to posterity, while the men who follow
them and consolidate their work establish a movement and give
it permanency. It is prohahle that the first missionaries among
the Egyptians had no Coptic Bible, and it is also likely that
at first they felt no need of it. They knew their Greek Bible,
and, having learned the colloquial Coptic, went forth to preach
to the people in their vernacular. From their Greek copies
they could tranelate at sight the lessons to their hearers or
make a paraphrase with many comments of their own. In the
course of time, however, with the conversion of educated
Egyptians and with the rise of a native clergy, a translation of
the Bible became imperative; it is also possible that the Greek
preachers, too, realized the value of a Coptic Bible for their
personal use.

It may not be amiss at this point to make a brief résumé
of the opinions as to the date of the Coptic Scriptures. The
remarks and views of the various scholars and the references
on which their arguments are based may be traced in the
articles quoted in the bibliography. The Bohairic and the
Sahidic versions are best known, but there were also translations
into Fayumic, Achmimic, and Middle Egyptian or Memphitic.

The first mention of the *Coptic Scriptures” is made in the
life of St. Anthony, who heard the Gospel read in the church
as a boy about 270 A. D., but we do not know whether the lector
had a Coptic version or made a mental translation from the
Greek text; it is said that St. Anthony did not know Greek.
According to the regulations of St. Pachomius in the early part
of the fourth century, the monks had to study the Scriptures,
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which implies the existence of a written Coptic version before
this date. All applicants had to know the Psalms by heart
before being admitted to the monastery, and even the most
ignorant monks had to memorize both the Psalms and the New
Testament.

Lightfoot is inclined to place both the Sahidic and the
Bohairic New Testament, or at least parts of them, before the
close of the second century B. C.; in this view he is followed
by Westcott and Hort, who maintain that the greater part of
the Bobhairic version cannot well be later than the second
century, while the Sahidic “was probably little if at all inferior
in antiquity.” According to Adeney, in favor of an early date
of the Bohairic is the fact that the Apocalypse apparently was
not contained in it; this book was generally accepted after the
end of the third century, but was regarded with some doubt
before. Ciasca believes that Lightfoot is right in assigning at
least part of the Coptic versions to the second century. Headlam,
who believes that the Bohairic is older than the Sahidic, main-
tains that translations of the New Testament into Coptic existed
in the third century and very probably in the second. Kenyon
believes that in the third century at the latest and possihly by
the end of the second, a Coptic translation of the New Testament
(except the Apocalypse), was in circulation. He considers the
Sahidic New Testament older than the Bohairic, while he regards
the century 260350 A. D. as the most probable period for the
origin of the latter. Leipoldt believes that the Sahidic Bible
was complete about 350 A. D. Burkitt argues for late dates;
he regards the Sahidic New Testament the older version, which
he dates in the early part of the fourth century. Following
Guidi, he places the Bohairic Old and New Testaments in the
sixth century.

Hyvernat, who has written the most extensive articles on the
Coptic versions, maintains that the older views in favor of a
comparatively early date are correct; his opinion is that the
Bible was translated into Coptic toward the end of the second
century or somewhat later. He considers the rapid diffusion of
Christianity in apostolic times as the true proof of the antiquity
of the Coptic versions. It is likely that Christianity spread by
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way of the Nile after it was preached at Alexandria. Egypt
was the seat of a well established Christianity, as is shown in
the vigor with which it resisted the persecutions of Severus,
Decius, and Diocletian and survived the schism of Novatian and
the heresy of Sabellius. The results of the persecution of
Diacletian prove clearly that at the end of the third century
Egypt was quite universally Christian. The increase of the
episcopate under Demetrius (c. 189-232 A. D.) and more
especially under his successor Heraclas (c. 233-248 A. D))
must, indeed, be regarded as an indication of missionary activity
and of the firm establishment of Christianity in the hearts of
the people. In view of these conditions I believe that at an
early date there was a need for portions of the New Testament
in Coptic. With the establishment of the vernacular church
the work of translation was continued until the Old Testament
was included in the native Bible.

Many manuscripts of Coptic-Greek liturgies and bilingual
texts do not go beyond the sixth or the seventh century; the
manuscript of the Sub-Achmimic version of the Gospel of
8t. John is assigued by Sir Herbert Thompson, on the authority
of Sir Frederic Kenyon, to the third quarter of the fourth
century; the translation is probably much eatlier than this date
of our earliest Coptic manuscript. The versions in the various
dialects were made for the common folk and were independent
of the canonical Greek. That would explain the existence of
the renderings into dialects so similar as Fayumic and Middle
Egyptian or Memphitic. In my articles on the Arabic Bible
I showed reasons for a comparatively early date of the Bible
in that language. Probably the same conditions prevailed,
speaking comparatively, in the case of the needs of the Copts.
Judging empirically and influenced by the opinions of Dr. Hyvernat
et al., 1 am inclined to believe that portions of Scripture at
an early date were translated into Coptic, probably before the
end of the second century.

Scholars generally, on internal evidence, regard the Sahidic
a8 older than the Bohairic. Although the Sahidic dialect is
older philologically than the Bohairic, this fact proves nothing
about the comparative age of the two versions. But Greek
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was not known as well in the South as in the North, and there
were far more Greeks in the region around Alexandria than
in the Thebaid. Since the missionaries in Middle and Upper
Egypt had to deal almost exclusively with natives, it seems evident
that there was an earlier necessity for the Sahidic than for the
Bohairic Bible. The more polished literary form and more
evident Greek influence noticeable in the Bohairic would argue
for a later date of the translation into this dialect.

We cannot speak about the provenance of the Old Testament
as a whole; each book must be studied individually. While the
Sahidic in the Book of Daniel is Theodotionic and in general
follows B, there is Origeunian influence which will be noted in
detail in this essay. In other words this book in Sahidic does
not in its present form antedate Origen.

THE SAHIDIC VERSION OF THE BOOK OF DANIEL

The only extensive texts of the Old Testament in Sahidic are
found in the work of Ciasca, which is quoted in the bibliography.
The edition of Ciasca is based on Sahidic manascripts containing
parts of the varions books and dating from different periods;
these codices, hailing from divers places, had been catalogued
by Zoega and published at Rome in 1810. In citing his variouns
manuscripts, Ciasca always employs Zoega's numbers.

The Book of Daniel in the Sahidic is very fragmentary and
represents a collection from three manuscripts. The following
portions are extant in this dialect and are thus distributed
among the three manuscripts:

MS, no. xxxii—3 21-92; 52 end —63

9 29-27;

10 4-11.

MS. no. xcix—7 9-15;

MS. no. xii—818-27;

9 1-217;

10 18

In the case of 9 28—27, Ciasca uses MS. no. xiii, but cites in the
footnotes the variants of MS. no. xxxii as well as Milnter's text.
Minter also had used MS. no. xiii for his work on the Sahidic.
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In making a detailed study of the text, it is apparent that
the Sahidic fragments follow B. This fact was pointed out by
Ciasca, op. cit., Vol. I, p. liv. In that connexion he cites
various readings which differ from B, but his examples are not
numerous, and he does not pretend to offer any exhaustive
treatment of Daniel in the thirty-five lines of discussion devoted
to this book.

Since the Sahidic fragments in the main agree with B, it is
not necessary to record all the passages where the two versions
coincide. On the other hand, in view of the many variations
from B and the fragmentary state of the book, it may not be
amiss to quote some important passages in which @S is free
from traces of Origenian influence.

Tn 3 22 OrC has a plus, xat Tovs dvdpas éxeivovs Tovs BaAhovras
Zedpax, Migax, ' ABedvayi améxrewey 1 pAoE Toi wupos.

This is not in @3.

In 3 26, where OrC reads aiverdy, €S translates B xai aiverds,
KCMAMAAT, ‘Thou art praised.’

In 710, where OrC inserts écmopevouevos before efAxes and
Lu the same participle after the verb, @S follows B in not
having this participle added.

In 815, @S renders xai elrev by TIExaq, ‘He spake.’ Here
OrC (A, A, 35, 106) add pot.

In 8 27, éuakaxioOnpy is rendered by ATA0GAEX, ‘I was sick.’
Here OrC (2, A, 35, 42, 106. 230) adds fuépas.

In 92, R, A, Q bave a plus, év &ret évi Tijs Baakelas avrob,
which is not translated in €S5.

In 93, where OrC (R, Q, 42, 106, 230) adds xai exodp, €S
agrees with B in having no plus.

In 95, @S agrees in word order with B as against Or P,
OrC, and Lu, Thus q'na'p‘romv, Joucjoaucy, Jroutcausy, xai
awéoTnuey xai !'Euk('vamv T A ANFPHNOBE " ANXINGONT*
ANANOMFL" ANCAZW®WN EBOA' ANPAKTEN EBOA RNEK-
ENTOAH: “We sinned, we have done unjustly, we have broken
the law, we have removed ourselves away (from thee), we have
turned away from thy laws etc.”

It is important, however, to note all the cases where the
translator (or translators) of the Sahidic version has not slavishly
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followed the text of B. This does not imply that the translator
had several texts before him as he was at his task and made a
conflate rendering by choosing from different editions of Daniel;
I believe that he had just one manuscript and that he made a
translation of what he was reading. He may occasionally have
erred, but he performed his work as faithfully as he could.

Even though Theodotion became the accepted version of
the Book of Daniel, the influence of & was not entirely gone.
This does not imply that the translator of the Sahidic had ®
as well as a Theodotionic text before him when he made his
rendering. Either he knew many of these Septuagintal passages
by heart, or, as is more probable, they had found their way
into his Greek manuscript through copyists who knew ®.

The following are the cases of & influence —

3 81, maga 7 dVvams; G wascw ai Swdpers xvpiov: FEOM
THpoy MNxofiC: ‘all the powers of the Lord.’

713, pera Tov vepehdv: B éxi Tdv vepehv: 21XN NEKAOOAE:
‘upon the clouds.’

714, xai adrp €ddfn g apxi xai 4 Ty xai § Bacdeia: ® «ai
édd0n avre éfovoia xai Tiun Bagdu: Aq"‘ NA( FTAPXH MW
TEZ0YClA MR TMRTEPO: “He gave to him the rule and the
authority and the kingdom.” Here Sahidic T€Z0yCI1A implies
u kmowledge of & éfovaia,

9 9, d11 awéornuev: here ® adds awo coi. So does the
Sabidic; x8 ANCAZ®®@ON €80A FIMOK, “We have removed
ourselves from thee.”

In 910 it appears that the influence of ® has led to a
grammatical ervor; év Tois vopos avTod ofs {dwcev xaTa TpoTwTOV
quwv: ® T¢ voup cov @ Edwxas évimiov Mwoi xai Judv: zpar
2R TIEgNOMOC* NAL RTAQTAAY FINFNEMTO €BOA: “In
his law, which (pl.) he gave forth in our presence.” The trans-
lator here renders ofs, & ¢ by a plural without being disturbed
by the lack of agreement. Itis a slavish rendition of a conflate
reading. While the translator had the sg. voue, he did not
have aov of &.

9 13, xafs yéyparrai: & xara Ta yeypapuéva: KATA OF
€TCHe, ‘according to what is written.” It may be that the
construction of ® suggested the relative in the Sahidic.
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9 14, éxt macay Ty zoinaw avrol fv exoincer: ® éxi xavra
3ra & wovjon: E2PAl EXN NEQZBNYE THPOY NTAQAAY:
‘upon all his works which he has dome.” The plural of the
Sahidic here undoubtedly goes back to ®.

In 7 12 are clear traces of & influences, but the Sahidic
reudering is neither ® nor B; it is a decided conflate: xai Ty
Notwiv Onpiwy 7 &px;‘; ueteaTaly, xal naxpoTns guﬁc €800n avTois
s xaipov xai xaipo: & «xai Tovs kU@ avTOU améoTRae TH
e'Eoum'ac avrdy, xai xpdvos cwﬁc édd0n avrois &ws xpovov Kai
xaipov: AY® AY¥l FAMXWK FTApPXH MR NEZOYCIA
RNEOHPION AY® AYT NAY ROYWNZ WA OYOFly MF
oyXponoc: “And they took the limit of the rule and of
authority of the animals and they gave to them a life until a
time and a season.” The Sahidic here agrees with B in re-
presenting Onpiwv 4 dpy; it follows ® in omitting Norwaw and
paxpdrns. We may also safely assert that & xixhg and éfoveaias
are rendered by nxwx and ¥Z0YCIA respectively. It is also
likely that @A 0YOEI® MN OYXPuNOC represents & Fos
xpo'vou xai xaipoi rather than B, &ws xatpoi xai xaspoi.

In 98 we have in B and 87 a plus, éorw qudv 5 dwaioovv,
which was omitted by Origen. Here the Sahidic also has the
correct reading, but this is not necessarily due to Origenian
influence. It follows in this case an older tradition; £ does not
have this plus, nor did ©. xpte of verse s is generally joined in
punctuation to the preceding verse, which concludes thus in as,
Z2PAL 2N TEYMNTATCOTH RTAYAAC WZHTK WXOFIC:
“Upon their not listening which they did before thee, Lord.”
Now it may seem at firet sight that we have here an Origenian
addition, for A and A read év dfecig avriv § fBérnoay oe xe:
for the latter two words, 42, 106, 230 have év oot xipte. But it
is not necessary to assume Origenian influence in this case when
we bear in mind £ exprobaverunt te.

A nother old reading is preserved in B 18, éxi wddas. A, R,
Que of the OrC group and 23, 51, 231 of the Lucianic gronp
add pov, while 36 and 42 write Tobs mddas. €S EXN NAOYEPHTE,
‘upon my feet,’ is not Origenian; for the same reading is found
in £ supra pedes meos.

It is noteworthy that &S numbers the visions. Thus the
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heading of the ninth chapter, TMEgMHTE NZOPACIC, ‘the
tenth vision’ represents 3pagis { of the OrC group (A, A, Q).
Likewise the heading of Chapter 10, TMEgMNTOYE R2OpACIC,
‘the eleventh vision’ agrees with OrC Spaois «d as represented
by X, A, Q. This is hardly Origenian influence; for Origen
placed Susanna after the canonical book (e. g. in SyrHex),
although the Church retained in general the old order.

Let us now note the cases of Origenian and Egyptiau (Q
and 230) influence in the text—

7 10, xapiomikacay arrp. Instead of avrep OrF, OrC, and
Lu have &uwposfev avrov. This Origenian reading is represented
in €3: azFpaTOoy RNEQRATO, ‘stood before him.’

711, éAdhet &wx dvgpédn, OrF (62, 147) and Lu (36, 48, 51,
931) insert after é\d\et, Oewpdy Funv. This in translated by €S
NEiNAY ‘I saw.’

7 13, xal wpooixdn atre. For avre Orf OrC, and Lu have
evémiov avrov. This Origenian reading is represented in €S:
AY® Aqet FneqFTO €80A: “And he came forth into his
presence.” For the uncertainty of the originsl O, ¢f. Montgomery,
Commentary, 304—-305.

8 18, wiwrew. Here OrC as represented by A, A, 35, 106 reads:
é9apBifm xai wiwte. €S agrees with this reading: [a1)
QTOpPTP ARFE: 4] trembled, I fell.”

8 22, xai ovx é&v Th loxUt abTdv, adTev is an ancient error in
® and O which was corrected by Origen to avroi. This
correction is found in OrP, OrC, and Lu. £ is non-committal,
in virtute sua. @S also has the correct reading: Ay® 2par
eV TEq6oM Aw, ‘and not in his strength.’

8 23, xai éx' éoyxarwr. Here OrC (A. A, Q) and OrF (62,
147) read the singular éoxdrep. This may not be a serious
textual matter, but still it is important to note: ZpA1 a€ 2N
@AW, ‘but upon (= at) the end.’ It probably represents Origenian
influence.

8 24, xai xparaid 4 ioxvs avroi. Here OrP, OrC, Lu have a

lus, xai ok év Th ioxUt avroi. The same addition is found

6, but compared with xaTa i loyiv, @ 8 22, it appears to

ave been interpolated into ® from the plus in ©. €S also
ds Aym Zpas gR TEqOOM AN, ‘and not in his strength.’
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This addition is probably due rather to Origenian influence
than to 6.

8 26, 811 is not followed by any verb. MS 230 and Lu (28,
48, b1, 231), however, add éorai. Tn €S xg FCWOOMN represents
oTtL . .. €0TAal.

9 13, aknfeia oov. Both Q and 230 omit oov. So does the
Sahidic. Here @S agrees with the Egyptian group (Q and 230)
within OrC; here is no Origenian influence.

9 14, xai éypnyopuaev xipios. Here the OrC group as represented
by A, A, 106, Q adds 6 Oeds nuwv. So does the Sahidic,
TIXOFIC TIENNOYTF, ‘the Lord, our God.” There is, however,
a further Origenian plus. Thus R, A, 106, Q add ér: Tav xaxiav,
while 230 and Lucian add éwi Tiv xaxiay quiv. With all these
additions the Sahidic agrees: A Nx0FIC NENNOYTE F2THg
€2PAt EXEN TENKAKIA: “The Lord, our God, gave his
attention to our wickedness.” The addition of the possessive
‘our’ is not mecessarily Lucianic influence; it may have been
added by the translator for the sake of a more fluent rendering.
But the translator apparently was unaware of the inconsistency,
or rather he slavishly followed his text. He translates xa:
émpyayev abra éd juds: AQENTOY E2pal €XwN: “ He brought
them upon us.” It seems that he did not have the Lucianic
reading admjv nor was he acquainted with & éri Ta xaxd. I
he had known either, he would not have perpetuated this in-
consistency of OrC,

9 16, "mt{p‘romv xal év Tais adiciaus juiov. OrC as represented
by A, A, Q, 42, 106, 230, omits xai. So does the Sahidic:
ANEPNOBE PAl 2N NENXINGONG: “We have sinned ir
our deeds of violence.”

9 17, xai viv elodrovooy, kipte 6 Oeos nuav. Here OrC (as
represented by A, Qu8, and 106) and Lucian (as represented
by 22 and 48) read: xat viv xipte, 6 Oeds juav eloaxovoor. Q.
however, omits judv. The Sahidic here agrees with Q even ix
the word order: TFNOY §F TIXOFIC TTNOYTE COTR: “Now
however, Lord God, hear.”

9 19. mpdayes, xipte* uy xpovions Evexév aov. Here OrC, ar
represented by A, A, Q, 35, 42, places woinoov xai, before xvpie
The Sahidic reads: +tgTHK MXOEIC" APIC ETBHHTK
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NPTH®CK: “Pay attention, Lord, do it for thy sake, do not
delay.” The Sahidic, however, transposed the &vexév oov to go
with woingov. We should also note in this connexion that we
may have ® influence in this verse, since & reads xUpie, éxaxovoor
xai woincov xai wy xpovioys Evexa oeavrod, but inasmuch as €8
translates the verbs elrdxovaor, AdaoOrri, Tpdoyes, Tolpror and
3 xpovions in this order as found in OrC, it is more likely that
we are dealing here with Hexaplaric influence.

9 20, ad finem, X, A add 7o’ Ov uov; so €3 RTE MANOYTE,
‘of my God’

There are also cases where Hexaplaric influence is reflected
not in plusses or omissions, but in the renderings of the passages.
Thus in 3 20 we have: X€ ANPNOBF AY® ANANOMEL
ANCAZMON EBOA MMOK: “We have sinned, and we have not
obeyed the law, we have set ourselves away from thee.” This
translation suggests aroardrres of A, Q, 106 rather axooTiras
of B.

In 9 25 for Terxos, OrC (as represented by A, 35, 106) and
Lu (36, 48, 51, 231) read wepireixos. It seems that Sahidic
McoBT €T2180N ‘the wall which is outside’ is a rendering of
wepiTeixor rather than of Teixos.

‘We shall now consider 9 26-27—

926, xai T woAw: Q, 230, T &¢ woAw. €S here follows
Q and 230, TOMC A€ ‘but the city.” This does not imply
Origenian influence; in this case €3 agrees with the Egyptian
group, Q and 230.

9 20, dpavopoi. Here A, Q, have dpamauois. €S renders
this ZPAlL gN ZENTAKO, ‘upon destructions;’ but this does
not argue in favor of Origenian influence when we note that
Bsb also reads &¢amry.o?9.

In the vexed passage, 9 27, €8 follows in general A and Q
with some unique readings or an attempt at interpreting what
is a desperate verse. What we find here is a doublet of © 's
text, and not any Origenian influence. In the text of A and Q, 27%
is a doublet of 27b. The antiquity of 27 is attested by Ter-
tullian's destruet pinnaculum usque ad interitum. Thus reads
the text of A and Q with the translation of €S: xai dwaudaoe
dichicmy woAhois éBdouas wla' xai év 76 Fuov Tis éBdouddos
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xararaiore Quoaomipa (-piov A) xai Buoias (-oiav A) xai &es
(om. Zws Q) wrepryiov &wd apanouoi xai fws cuvreleias xai GTov-
diic TdEes éxi dpanoup (-ouov A) xai dwaudoe Sabiony woXhois
¢éBdouas pla- xai év T@ suioe (-ov A) Tis éBdouddos apbieral
uov (om. Q) Ovoia xai owovds, xai éwi To iepov BdéNvyua Tev
épnudaeny, xai &ws Ths auvreleias xaipov cwréeaa SobijceTar éxi
Ty épiipwav: OYEEBAOMAC® AYW TNAQYWE NOEBAMMAC®
NQTAAGO RNEOYCIACTHPION® MR TFOYCIA NTE NENTE-
pyrion TBoA oM MITAKO® NQHO FMOOY WA EgpAl
ETCYNTEM1A RNEYTOpTP Egpal FXN 0yTAKO® AY®
gNAT NTALAGHKY REAE : OYEFBAWMAC' AY® gN TRAQE
NOFBAWMAC" CEFNAQFL NTEOYCIA® MN MOYWwTR ToOA ¢
RTE TBOTF Hrywq wone 21xM npne: @a Fepm‘
enzoKk EBoA Fineyoriy* Wcet woysoTE Angwq:
“A week and the half of the week. He will cause to cease the
altars and the sacrifice of the xreplyior from the destruction;
he will place them up to upon the completion of the excitement
upon a destruction. And he will give the covenant to many; a
week; and in the half of the week; they will remove the sacrifice
and the libation; (and) there will be the abomination of the
destruction upon the temple until upon the fulfillment of the
time; they will give an abomination of the destruction.”—whatever
that may mean.

Let us now note the differences between €S and the text of
A and Q (9 27) and also the cases where it follows the reading
of either A or Q:

1. it omits at the head of the verse A and Q, xai dvvaudoe
diaBieny woXois:

2. xai & T Huov omits ev;
. Bvgiacmipa, agrees with Q in having the plural;
. Ouaiav, agrees with A in having the singular;
. with Q it omits the first fws;
. for the sake of making sense it omits xai after Buvoiay;
. €8, definite article before adamauoi;
8, €S omits xal after &tpavwwoﬂ;
9. @8 interprets éws 2° as éxi;
10. for the sake of making sense it omits xai before orouvdis;
11. €8, definite article with oxoudns;

- O W
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12. with Q it omits uov before Buvoia;

13. €8, definite article before uvoria and oxordy;

14. €8 supplies a verb with éxi 10 iepor BOAvyua Tav épn-
pabrewy;

15. due to New Testament influence it read Sdé\ryua Tis
epnudaens;

16. last xaf is omitted;

17. €8, definite article with aspoi;

18. ovrréleia is omitted;

19. éxi Ty épripwow was read as BdéNvyua Tis épnpoaens,

There are a few instances which apparently show a Lucianic
influence, but they cannot be pressed too hard. Here there
may be agreements with Lucian’s particular primitive text, or
they merely reflect a method of translation which happens to
coincide with Lucianic readings.

In 7 14, 4 ékovaia avroi éfovoia aidmos, ¢ omits the second
éfovoia. So does €S: NEPE TEQFZOYCIA AF MHN FBOA
@A ENFZ NENFE: “And his authority shall remain for ever
and ever.” This rendition is probably merely a free rendering.

In 8 25 surrpiyer, Lu (29, 36, 48, 51, 231) adds avrods. So
does €5, Neqoy@wq FMooY : “He shall rub them to pieces.”
But we must bear in mind that €3 may have added the object
merely for the sake of a smoother rendering.

It is important to look into the psychology of the translator
and not expect him to make a literalistic translation. An oc-
casional freedom in his renderings does not always imply that
he had a different reading before him. Thus in 3 31 év a\nBuwp
spicet, the rendering 2pal gN 0Y2aT MR OYME, ‘in a judg-
ment and a truth,’ involves no textual problem.

10 7, oo Wov Ty dwTaciar: MNOYNAY €poq: “They did
not see it.” This translation does not signify that we are dealing
with a different text. Since the accusative of the same noun
occurs shortly before in the same verse, the translator chose to
use the pronoun instead of repeating the noun.

When we meet 7 11, EY0y, ‘being many’ for ueyarwy, we
gsimply have a free rendering. Similarly in 1011, éxé 74 oTace
gov: 21XN NEKOYEPHTE, ‘opon thy feet,’ we have an attempt
at interpretation.
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‘When the translator found zeugma in the Greek, he recog-
nized the necessity of using two verbs in the Sahidic. Thus in
711, éedpovy Tdre aw0 Puviis Ty Noywy Tiv peydhov dv TO
xépas éxeivo ehdher: NEIGWYT NE NTEYNOY AYy® AlcwTH
EgN2pooy €Yow W@axe: “I looked forthwith and I heard
voices; they are many.”

Semitisms are correctly understood; 97, of. .. éxei —m
QY. éxei is not translated; NTAKX00poy EBON W2WT{:
“Thou didst scatter them in it = in which thou didst scatter
them.”

‘We notice a case of wrong verse division in 9 8, ad finem,
goi: NAL RTANEPNOBE: “We have sinned.” oot is not
represented, but by wrong division it appears in the following
verse; 9 9, Tp xpiy Oep nuidv ol olcTeipuol xai of Magpoi:
FAMNTEN2THG® MR FK® €B0A: E€YWOON NAK TIXOEIC
ENNOYTE. “The states of pitying and the forgivenesses are
to thee, our Lord, our God.”

‘We meet an interesting instance of a slavish (and at the
same time inaccurate) translation in 9 16: xipie, év wdon é\n-
poavvy dov awosTpadite I & Buuds cov xai § Spyf aov axd
Ths wohews gou lepourakiu: TIXOFIC 2pAl 2N NEKMNTNA
THPOY" MAPE(RTOG NI MEXGWNT MN TEKOPrH® €B0A
2R ew\nM: “May the Lord in all thy mercies avert it, i. e.
thy wrath and thy anger from Jerusalem.” The Coptic follows
the Greek in the possessives. Since the Coptic does not have
a passive, the translator had to use the third person active,
but in rendering «ipw as a nominative and in using the
optative, he forgot to bring his possessives into concord with
the subject.

In studying the translator’s methods of rendering the Greek
into Sahidic, it is interesting to notice how he avoids or
simplifies his difficulties by interpreting rather than trans-
lating—

713, épfaaey, AQ2®N E2OYN: “He approached inside.”

7 15, f¢pa£¢v T0 mebud pov év TN et pov: ANOK 2AE
AiQTOpTP 2N TAYYXH: “But I made excitement (became
excited) in my soul.” The translator changed the person
merely to make sense.
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715, éyw Aavij\ is removed from its place and put at the
end of the verse; érapasodr ue is followed by éyw Aavijr.
Then we have a unique addition, which will be considered in
its proper category.

9 2, éy Aavyh owika év Tais PuPhois Tov &ple;u‘w T
éTv, 0s éyenin Adyos Kupiov xpos "lepeuiar x. 7. A.: ANOX
A€ AANIHA AIEIME ZPAL 2N NXMOME ETHIT RNFPOMIE
Anwaxe RTE NXOFIC* RTAGNOE WA TEpuMiac: “But I,
Daniel, knew in the books the number of the years from the
word of the Lord which reached Jeremias.” This is not a
literal traoslation, but the translator found the sense of the
passage. It is not likely that he had a different text.

9 13, amoorpéya, 6 amosTivas: ETPENKTON: “that we

may turn ourselves.” Whence the object pronoun? It prob-
ably is merely a matter of finding the sense of the passage.
It is hardly necessary to assume that the translator knew ®
aroorivat.
. In 710, we note that the abstract has been rendered by a
inomen agentis; xprripiov éxabioev: AgZMO00C N6l MEXPITHC:
“8at, namely the judge.” Cf. Greek 5 apyp} ‘the governor;’
ai apxa, ‘the authorities.’

In 9 27, Swaudae, by haplography, is represented by dwwer,
nAt, “He will give.” May this be due to the inflnence of
ofiaerar at the end of the verse?

‘We may wonder whether a gloss aided in the rendering of
10 9, Junv xaTaverwyuévos: NETAYTIFL: “I was grieved.” Why
is & Greek word used to translate xaraveswyuévos? In this
place the Arabic has a facile expression, laidaie o ) |
raised the question' whether that was a direct translation or
whether it was influenced or aided by a gloss xaragepdueros
as is found in the margin of 36, It is quite possible that the
translator read xataAvwoduevos. If not, then it is almost
apparent that a form of Avwéw was used as a scholium to this
assage. Or did the translator simply borrow what he thought
a8 a verb that would be readily taken over into Coptic?

In 9 26, we have what at first sight appears pecaliar, but it

v J. B. L., XLIV, 343.
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is merely an attempt at interpretation: rai xpiua ovx &orwv &
avrg: NTE M2AN WONE NAq EYTIETYOYEIT: “(and) the
judgment is to him sometbmg which is empty (or vain)."”

There are some unique additions which should now be con-
sidered—

In 7 9 we meet the plus, ANOK AANIHA AiNAY gR
oyzopacic Ryeygn: “I, Daniel, saw in a vision of the
night.”

In 715, éyd A, ANOK AF NANINA, is placed at the end of
the verse and is followed immediately by this plus: RTEpEiNAY
ENAT 2R TagopAcCic €iRKoTK: “But I, Daniel, when I
saw these in the vision, I fell asleep.”

There are many additions which may not mean anything
from the point of view of textual criticism. Let us first con-
sider the pronouns in 3 57, 58, 59, 60, 83, vuveire, CMOY FPOY:
“Praise unto him.” These are all merely a matter of the
influence of atrdv, the object of the following verb irreprroirre.
In 3 62, we meet CMOY ENXOFIC, “Praise unto the Lord.”

The following pronouns may all have been added merely for
the sake of g'iving better sense:

8 27, crwon, HGTEIHG €poc: “He who knows it.”

9 19, elzaxovaov, pie: COTH Epon TIXOEIC: “Listen to
us, Lord.”

9 19, IAdaOnr, xvpie: KM NAN FBOA Tixo€iC: “Forgive us,
Lord.”

9 19, woincov, s ApIC, “Do it.”

9 27, Tafer, NGK® FM00Y: “He will place them.”

An adverb may be added epexegetically. Thus in 3 24
FMay, ‘there’ follows suords.

The addition of the definite article cannot be regarded as of
serious consequence in textual criticism: 924, Spacw, N@OpACIC,
‘the vision,” 9 25, mepiTeiyos, COBT, ‘the wall.’

Through the influence of adjacent nouns with modifiers, ax
adjective may be joined to a noun which in our Greek texi
is not qualified by the particular adjective; thus in 3 27, xa
eddeiar ai odol oov: AY® NEKZIOOYE THPOY CFCOYTMN
“And all thy ways are straight.” This addition doubtless it
due to the influence of the preceding warra ra épya and the
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following waca: ai xpizers. Similarly a possessive is joined to
a noun. Thus in 10 6, Ta axéhs, NFQOYEPHTE, *his legs;’ the
other parts of the body are modified by avroi, which is then
repeated with ‘legs.’

In 100, a verb is added, but it may be only a means of
interpreting the passage: xai 70 xpdowwdr wov éxi TV Yiv:
AnwgT MAnago egpar €xM Tikag: “I poured my face
upon the earth.”

In 3 33 we meet the addition of a conjunction, but this plus
may be explained as an attempt to make a more fluent render-
ing; aloyvvn xai Sveidos éyeniBn Tois doAois: XE AYQOINE MR
OYNOONG @mNE FWNEKZM2AA: “For shame and reproach
happened to thy servants.”

There are also some unique omissions which should be
noted at this point: 3 28, T dyiav; 3 32, xai éxOicTev; T 12,
Aocriv. The following are not important and probably do not
mean anything. Thus in 9 12 7u®v is omitted with éxi Tovs
xperds, WpEQt 2am, ‘those giving judgment.’ On the other
hand, the translator may not have deemed it necessary, since
the expression is clear from of &xpwov juds, NAL RTAYKPINE
HAmMon.

In 9 16, Tis ToNews oov is omitted, but 'Iepovoalsu is trans-
lated.

In 917 €S agrees with 232 in omitting Judv with 6 Oeds;
but this also may be of no significance.

We should also note the omission of the demonstrative in
711, To xépas éxeivo, MITAT, ‘the horn.” Here €S agrees with
230. In this connexion compare 10 7, where €S has the
demonstrative for the article; Tiv dxraciay, ENEIGOATN, ‘this
vision.'

There are some unique readings waich can hardly be con-
sidered as of serious textual importance, but which nevertheless
should be noted—

711, Ppavis, grepooy, ‘yoices.’

825, ev 7% xeipi avros, 2N TEQOIX, ‘in his hand.’ But in
this connexion compare 9 10, é&v xepai, where it is translated
by the singular, 2N T6ix, ‘in the hand.” Tbe singular is prob-
ably only an idiomatic rendering; cf. 3.

200
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9 16, eAenuocivy gov, NEXMNTNA, ‘thy mercies.’

9 18, TOv okTeipudy Audy, TNENMNTYENE eTHg, ‘our
mercies.” This was probably influenced by émi Tols olcTeipuods
oov in the same verse: €2pAl EXN NEKMNTYR 2TH(, ‘upon
thy mercies.’

The translation shows considerable freedom in the treat-
ment of coordinate conjunctions. xai is very frequently left out
in Coptic; in many cases this omission represents the spirit of
the language, as is clear to one who has studied this tongue.
On the other hand many of these omissions seem to depend
on the mood of the translator. There are, however, five cases,
where for no apparent reason xai has been added: 7 9, 6 Opovos
adrai, AYW MEQOPONOC; 710, woTauos mupds, AY A OYEIEPO;
719, kpmipioy éxabioer, AY® AGZMOOC W6I MEKPITHC; T 14,
¢vhai, MV NEQYAN; 104, & Guépa, AYW® 2PAL 2N ete. On
the other hand we have thirteen cases where Greek «xai has
been rendered by Sahidic a€. This does not necessarily imply
that the Greek original had J¢. These particles are a subtle
matter, and in many instances it appears that the translator
was not careful in his rendition of them and allowed himself
considerable freedom. These are the passages where a€ is
used for Greek rai: 3 22; 3 24; 7 9; 8 23; 8 26; 8 27, bis; 9 26;
10 7; 10 8; 10 10; 10 11, bis. Furthermore we have three
examples where aF has been added: 7 15, éyw Aavaf, ANUK
A€ AANIHA; 715, éppifev T0 Treiuc uov, ANOK A€ AiQTOPTP
2R TaYryXH; 92, éyo Aavoih, ANOK 2F AanmA.

From this study of the fragments of the Sahidic version
of Daniel, it is apparent that it follows the Greek text of
Theodotion as represented by B. There is, moreover, a tinge
of ® and an Origenian influence from OrC. There are about
fifteen cases of Origenian contamination in the text; seven of
these instances are well represented in various Origenian
manuscripts. There are two cases of OrC where Q and 230
are not represented; five cases of OrC where Q and 230 are
represented; one agreement with Lu and 230; and two with
Q and 230 alone. The Origenian influence came in through
OrC, and the latter was the Egyptian variety as is proved by
the frequent presence of Q and 230. Where Q and 230 stand
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alone, we are dealing not with Origenian influence, but with
an older Egyptian text. These two manuscripts in many
respects have characteristics not common to the OrC gronp
and constitute a small family within OrC. We cannot deter-
mine whether we have before us the original Sahidic version
of Daniel or not. It is possible that the first edition had no
Origenian influence. Haw much revision took place we do not
inow with our present maunuscript evidence. It is certain,
however, that we are dealing with a version that in the main
is based on a pre-Origenian text. As regards @S in its present
form, the Origenian influence fixes the terminus a quo as not
previous to 260 A. D. The following study of this book in
the Bohairic makes it very clear that of the two versions the
Sahidic is decidedly the older.

THE BOHAIRIC VERSION OF DANIEL

In his Introduction to the Prophetae Majores, Tattam in-
forms us that for the Book of Daniel he first made a copy from
a codex in the National Library at Paris, which, as Ascarins
noted, had been copied Anno Hegirae 1071 == A. D. 1660-61.
He took his transcription of this codex to Egypt, where he
compared it with another one of more recent origin. He
finally collated his work with two Copto-Arabic codices which
he brought with him from Egypt to England. One of these
was a bombycine manuscript in folio, but not very old; the
other was in quario and had been recently transcribed. Speak-
ing of the divisiona of the book, Tattam says: “Liber Pro-
phetae Danielis in Codicibus Copticis sequitur divisiones apud
Graecos usitatas; sicut etiam in Codicibus Alexandrino et
Vaticano reperitur.”

All his Bohairic manuscripts divide Daniel into thirteen
visions as follows: the first vision, Susannae Historia; the
second vision follows Susannae Historia, and the title is placed
at the beginning of the first chapter; the title, “The Third
Vision,” is placed at the beginning of the second chapter; the
fourth vision begins with chapter 3 and extends to verse so,
including the Canticum trium puerorum; the fifth vision begins
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with 3 31 and ends with chapter 4 inclusive; the sixth visioh
begins with 51 and extends to verse 29 inclusive; the seventh
vision consists of 5 so—31 and all of chapter 6; the eighth
vision is chapter 7; the ninth, chapter 8; the tenth, chapter 9;
the eleventh, chapters 10, 11, and 12; the twelfth is the Historia
Belis; and the thirteenth, De Dracone Babylonico.

A careful collation of Tattam's text shows that @B is
decidedly a member of OrC, First of all it agrees with OrC
in numbering the visions and placing +80PACIC with the
proper number at the head of the respective visions. In this
it agrees with A, which is our best representative of OrC.
‘When we come to the text itself, the constant agreements
between €B and OrC are so numerous that there is no sc'en-
tific value in publishing the list. On the other hand i is
important to record all the cases of Origenian readings wi :h
are found in OrF or Lu, but not in A, Q, 106, 35, 230, 42.
Finally all agreements with unclassified manuscripts will be
considered as well as the influence of ®.

First we shall consider the cases where B agrees with A
alone:

3 3, fyovuevor TUpavvor ueydlot

Here both A and €B have the conjunction ‘and’ before each

of the ahove words: \')7“‘2‘") w.”“,)._i..", dx.sjl,; NEM
NIZHTOYMENOC NEM NITYPANNOC NFM NiNigyt.

11 15, xai éxxeei mpdoxwpa. Here both the Aldine Edition
and A made a wrong division, reading wpos yéua. @B is
based upon a similar error; eqExwy MoyKagl: “He will
pour upon the earth.”

Sometimes @B agrees with A where the latter’s reading
has no representative among its confréres in OrC, but agrees
with 34 —

118, elouyayeiv abrovs, Here A and 34 add wpos avron.
8o does €B; EMxindAOY EboyN wapoy: ‘to bring them in
unto him.’

8 2, xal Fupv 2°; in the OrC group this is preceded by xai
eldov (ov) év 5p¢§y.a'ﬂ. But for xai fupw A and 34 read &
7w, So does €B; oyog NaNAY ben oygopoMa gwe
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£NAIXH 21X6N MOYAA ME: “And T eaw in a vision that I
was upon the oyaA.” Did the translator have ¢ in his text?

11 24, xai Zwr xaipoi. Here 230 joins A and 34 in omitting
xai, This may be only a minor point, but it is interesting to
note that B also omits «ai, having simply @A 0ycHOY, ‘until
a time,'

Now although €B belongs to the OrC group, that does not
necessarily imply that the complete series (X, A, Q, 106, 35,
230, 42) always agrees with it. Sometimes only a few of the
group may agree with @B, but it is worthy of note that usually
botk Q and 230 are represented. If the one is missing, the
othe, is generally in evidence. Now Q and 230 in many cases
run ,together, and since Q is supposed to be of Egyptian
(H ychian) origin, we should not be surprised at the observ-
at. . that @B shows a strong leaning toward Q.

First let us note a & influence which is found in 230 and
€B, In & 3 24 we have the order ‘Avavias xai A{apias «ai
Mwajh. This tendency to place ‘A{apias in the middle is
reflected in 1 7, 2ANIHA XF BAA2AZAp AnaNIAC XF
C APAK AZAPIAC XE MICAK MICAMA XE ABAFNAP®D,
agreeing with ¢. We note the same order in 1 11, aanmA
NFM ANANIAC NFM AZAPIAC NEM MICAHA, agreeing with
230 (and also 34), 'A{ap. xai Mio. Furthermore in 1 19 we
have the same order in &B, which in this case corresponds to
the reading found in 230 (and also 34 aud c¢). Likewise in
2 17 we meet the same order of names; in this case we have
an agreement with 230 (also 130 and c). Although this &
influence is also found in c, it appears that B got it from 230
or rather from the small group to which it belongs.

We shall now note the special cases where €B shows a close
relationship with either Q or 230, or with both of them—

Making all allowance for freedom in translation, the in-
fluence of Q is evident in 2 5, xai of oixor Vudy dupwayisorras.
Here Q substitutes for the verb eis diaprapiv. €B #i2oAMoY,
‘for plundering them’ evidently shows the influence of Q.

2 23, & nfidoauer rap& oov. Here 230 reads rifwa'pyv. So
€B tnniTAIEpZ10 1N MMDOY EBOAZITOTK: ‘which I asked
of thee.’
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3 1, efixovra, edpos; Q inserts xai between these two words.
So does €B: oyog TeCcoyHWCL, ‘and its breadth.’

In 2 33 we have what may appear to be a minor point, and
vet we should not pass it by. For uéposr 7, A and Q have
uépos uév Ti. @B cA MEN may be derived from the uév of A
and Q.

2 34, xai exéxrTuver. Here Beb, A, Q¢ add avrovs. So does
€B; oyoz AqYTM®OY: “And it made them small.”

Similarly in 2 as, @B ugrecs with A and Q, which give an
object to the verb in xaréarnaer xipiov; aAgXak NOT: “He
established thee as Lord.”

In 3 4, for Aaois, A and A have éBvy Aaol. So does, €B,
NIFONOC NIAAOC, ‘Dations, people.’ But the influence +f Q
cannot be ignored, when we notice: Q* Aaoi, QUS &by,

Tn 3 (25) 92. @B agrees with Bsb A and Q in having a plus:
xai elmev 6 facels: 0Y0g NEXE NOYPo: “And the king
said.”

In 52 A. A, and Q agree in leaving out avrov in év T,
qeioer Tov ovov avres. So does €B: ben mxemtm WTE
TMHPT, ‘in the tasting of the wine.’

In 5 10, for xai elrev Baoc\ew, 230 reads as follows: xai
amoxpileiza elrev T Sagei: 0Y0Z ACEPOY® NXE "'OY'P‘”
NEXAC MMOYPO: “And the queen replied and said to the
king.” The only difference is that the Coptic repeats the word
for ‘queen.’

513, xai elwey ¢ Bagiets T Aavolh: 230 omita T A,; B
also leaves out Tp A., but writes NAg, ‘to him,’ which is
probably added for the sake of clearness.

6 2 (3), xai éraww; 230 omits xai. So does B, Agxw, “He
set.” But we cannot press this point too hard, since the
Coptic frequently does not translate xai. At any rate it here
agrees with 230,

7 6. merewos. This is omitted both in 230 and in B,

811, xai &¢ avrov uaia épayfn: 0Y0Z FEBHT( AQUOOPTEP
NXE oY QWOoYy@woy@: “And through him was disturbed a
sacrifice.” This translation suggests erapayfy of A and Q.

In 8 10 €B agrees with Q in omitting 7 Gpaaes.

926, 7dfe: dpaviouol. Here Beb, A, and Q read dgpaviouois.
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This is followed by €B: guaemyw WHzantaxo: “He will
decree for destruction.”

10 4, Tiypes is omitted by Q*, 230, and 34; likewise in €B.
It is added, however, in Qm8.

10 14, éx’ éoxdrar. For the plural, Q has the singular
éoxary: @B FNbAE: ‘at the last.’

10 18, xai idov: 230 omits idos, So does €B,

10 16, xai ivotfa TO oTdpa pov: here 230 has the third
singular, fvoifev. B agrees; Aqoy@n Mpmi: “He opened
my mouth.”

In 10 20 we have what may cause us to wonder whether we
have the influence of 230: xai elxev Ei oldas. Here 230 omits
el, €B TEXAq XE AKC@OYN: “He said, ‘Do you know?'”
Although it is permissible to omit the interrogative particle in
Coptic, it is more usual to have it. Is this due to the influence
of 2307

In 11 14, for 7ov Aoewwv A and Q@ (marked as 6 :0)
correctly read Tév Aoiudr; so does &B, NIAOIMOC. T&v Aouidy
is original ©.

11 15, A and Q unite in omitting xai before oi éxherroi
atrod; so €B NXE NEGCOTTT: ‘namely his elect.’

In 11 29, €B agrees with Q* in omitting xai 7 éoxary.

11 37, xai éxi wavros Oeod. Here Bob, X, A, and Q have
wdvras Geods. €B agrees with this, #xEn Ninoyt Tupoy,
‘upon all the gods.’

11 43, xai A:Blov. Here 230 reads AsfBims; so does EB,
FAysn.

In 12 4, Q* reads Adyous for Aaiwois; thuq goes the sen-
tence: &ugppafor Tois 7\o'yovs‘ xai appayicor 70 BifNiov. With
this @B agrees, even in word order: TMB NNICAX1 0YOg
Apichpamzin FmxwM: “Seal the words and close the
b k'"

In 128, Q, 230, and 36 omit o) in xai ov owixa. So does
€B, oyoe AlKA"'. “And T understood.”

In 1211 for x\ar Q* reads dioyiMias, with which @B agrees,
@0 B, ‘two thousand.’

Now although @B belongs to the OrC group by overwhelm-
ing evidence, there are cases where its readings may have only
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a few representatives in the OrC group and a good many in
the OrP and Lu gronps. In this connexion we must bear in
mind that the number of manuscripts has nothing to do with
fixing the group to which our text belongs. In this case the
Lucianic and OrP agreements merely are evidence of Hexa-
plaric origin in a general sense. It is interesting to note, how-
ever, that the few representatives of OrC in such cases are
generally Q and 230. We shall not cite any passages where
OrC is represented by almost all the manuscripts of the group
as well as OrP and Lu in addition. In all instances where the
reading is supported by a goodly number of OrC manuscripts,
Q and 230 are generally present; if not both, at least one of
them—

In 2 35, efipev 10 wAROos Toi wveiparas, A and Q insert
abra after the verh. So does EB: agqoToy, ‘destroyed
them.’ In this case Lu (22, 36, 48, 51, 231) adds adrols as
the object.

In 238, A, A, and QUS have a plus, xai ix0as Tiis Oahaoors.
We meet the same addition in €B: NEM NITEBT NTE droM,
‘and the fish of the sea.” Lu (22, 36, 48, 51, 231) has the
game plus.

In 2 45, edwdias, €B reads oyceol NOYq, ‘a good odor.’
The singular ewdiav is found in Q, 230, and 106, but also in
La (61, 231, c).

In 3 ¢, we meet a plus, xai amoxpiférres elmov Tp Baoei
N. This is found only in 230 of the OrC group, while in Lu
it is represented by 22, 48, 51, 231, c¢: oyog Ayi:poyd)
TMEX®OY NNABOYXO0AONOCOP MOYPO: “And they replied,
they said to N., the king."”

In 315, 73, efeom is followed in A and Q by T xpvon €B
bas the same plus: N}gikmN NNOYB, ‘the image of gold.’
OrP (V) and Lu (22, 51, 231) have the same addition.

In 4 7 (10) at the head of the verse we have & plus, xai ai
opdeoes Tis xepafs uov in Q' (subt lineas) and 43. A joins it
to the end of the preceding verse as an accusative. @B follows
the word order of Q' (subt lineas), but interprets dpdoers as an
accusative depending on éfedpovy; MIZOPACIC NTE TAAQE
ANAY #pwOY: “And the visions of my head, I saw them.”
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In 420 (23), A, Q, and 230 agree in omitting év with yaA«sp;
80 &B, NEM 0YgOMT, ‘and copper.” OrF and Lu also agree
with this reading.

In 5 12, Tv olyxpiow avros, Q and 230 omit avroi; €B
mMOYOZEM, ‘the interpretation.” OrF and Lu agree with this
reading.

In 7 12 for s xapod, Q and 230 read Zws ypdvov; B wa
oyXxponoc. OrF and Lu also agree in having xpdvov. Now
of course it is possible that the translator rendered xaipoi by
OY'Q‘CPONOC, but it is more probable that he transliterated or
borrowed what he bad before him.

In 810, &7 775 duvduews Toi ovpavei, Q* and 42 omit Tod
otpavei; so does €B, #BOA2A Tx0M, ‘from strength.” OrF
and Lu also agree with this reading.

In 819, Q and 35 omit 5 pacis; so does B. In this it also
agrees with OrF and Lu.

In 823, éx' éoxdTov, A and Q have the eingular, &’ éoxaty;
so €B, tNbaAE, ‘at the end.” OrP and c also have the same
reading.

In 95 A, Q, and B agree in the order of the verbs:
:)p.&p'ropcv, nductrauey, foeficaucy xai améarTnuey xai Efeth'va-
pev: ANFPNOBI ANGINXONC ANFPACEBHC ANZENEN EBOA
ANpIKI CABOA: “We have sinned, we have done wickedly,
we have been sacrilegious, we have separated ourselves, we
have turned away.” This order is also found in OrP (23, 62,
147) and in Lu (22, 36, 48, 231).

In 95, &B agrees with Q, 35, and 230 in omitting éorw
suiv § dwatoovim. This is an Origenian correction as is shown
by the agreement of Orf and Lu in omitting this intrusion
from verse 7. In O texts, only B and 87 have it; not £, €S,
although it is taken over into A, 106, and .

In 913 ad finem, év wdon a\nBeia oov, Q and 330 omit cov.
So does @B; bEn MEOMHI MIBEN, ‘in all truth.” Lu also
omits oov,

In 1020, Q, 35, 106 omit Tov in uera Tov apyovros; 8o does
€B, oyapXmn, ‘a ruler.” OrF agrees in this omission.

In 11 13, émavriov is omitted by Q and €B. Lu and OrF
also omit this.
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In 11 37, for éxBupia, Q, 230, and 42 read éxi éxiBuuiav; 80
does €B, #xen TEMOYMIA. OrF and Lu also agree with this
reading.

In 12 11, for doBioerar,  and I’ have 7oi doBivay, with
which €B #frxint agrees. OrP and Lu in this passage also
have the infinitive.

On account of its difficulty and textual importance, 9 27
should be considered by itself. Where Q and A differ in this
passage, €B agrees with Q. Thus reads Q: «ai dwaudse dia-
Gixny woMhois ¢éBdouas uia- xai év T fuav Tis éBdouddos
katamaice Ouoaomipa xai Ovaias rai wepuy[ou awo (’upavw-
pov xai éos ourTekeias xai awovdns T&Eﬂ émt &tpawo'm:f: xai dvva-
woaet Siabixny woAXois éfdouas pia’ xai év ¢ Ruiger The é380-
pddos apfioceTar Buola «ai omwovdi, xai éni 1o lepov BdéAvyua
Tov épnudoewr, xai &ws guwrekelas xapoy guvTélea dobioeras
érl iy épjpwow: (NAtEOM NOY2120HKH NZANMNIY NoY-
FBAOMAC NOY®T OY0g ben Tgpag: Moyesaomac gna-
OPE ZANMANEPYWOYY! KHN NEM 2ANQOYYWOYWI NEM
OYMTEN E#BOAZA OYTAKO 0YO0Z WA(YXWK EBOA NEM
0YCNOYAH 0Y0Z (NAGMY EXEN 0YTAKO EqEx0oM NoY-
AIAOHKN NZANMHE NOYEBAOMAC NOYWT oyog ben
Thag a€ NtesaoMac cENADAI NOYQOYQDOYW! NEM
oy®TEN ¥B0A oyog FXFN MEPPEL 0YCWQ NTE OYWwY
WA Nxok NTE oycHuy eqit Noyxok NTE mxingwg:
“Apnd he will confirm a covenant to many one week, and in
the half of a week he will cause to cease altars and sacrifices
and libation from a destruction, and he is accustomed to com-
plete with a haste, and he will determine upon a destruction;
he will confirm a covenant with many a week, but in the half
of the week they will remove a sacrifice and libation, and upon
the temple an abomination of a destruction, until the ends of
a time he will give an end of the destroying (destruction).” —
whatever that may mean.

There are, however, some differences between €8 and Q:

1. instead of wrepvylov the translator read crovdiy;

2. xai €ws cuvrelelas xai orovdis was probably read as
xai elwbe ouvTeNéoar (aWv) owovdy:

3. xal before oxoudis may have been transposed and




GEHMAN: THE BAHIDIC AND THE BOHAIRIC VERSIONS ETC. 307

placed before Tdfe or 0yOg may have been added by the

translator for stylistic reasons;

4. xai translated Ar may not involve any different reading;

5. BdéAvyua Tov épnuvoewr, €B read épnpudaens under
New Testament influence;

6. the last xai is dropped;

7. ovvreheias was probably understood as a plural.

I have stated before that €B beyond any doubt at all
belongs to the OrC group, but from this list of examples it is
apparent that Q and 230 form within OrC a special group with
which €B has strong affinities. In fact it is clear that it belongs
to this special group.

Even though I maintain that @B belongs to the special
group of Q and 230, I do not wish, however, to leave the im-
pression that Q or 230 is represented in every case where we
have readings from the OrC group—

2 23, oof, 6 Oeds Ty watépov mov. Here OrF (147) has ov
and OrC (35) ov el This is reflected in €B: Neox ne ¢+
#7€ nawt: “Thou art the God of my fathers.”

In 3 (30) 97 we have a conflate of B and A; év 74 xspa
BaBuAévos, Here A has a plus, éxi Ta e'p'ya ThHe xépac. ([ &1
#2pul ¥XFN NIZBHOYT THPOY NTE TXWwpA MBABYA®N,
‘over all the affairs of the land of Babylon.’

In 610 (11), év Tois Imepgrors avrop, codex 106 reads év Tip
vrepiw avros. €B has the singular, but also agrees with 34
(also 33, 49, 90, 91, 228) in omitting adroi: bEN MMA
E€TCANW®1, ‘in the upper place.’

In 6 14 (15), after avros, A and A (also Bab mg. inf) add
xai éws éomépas v dyon{duevos Toi (omit A) éfeAéadar avrov:
0Y02 AGFPAP®NIZECOF WA POyl ENAgME]: “And he
labored until evening to free him.”

98, ad finem, xai Tois TaTpaTW Ruiov, OrTIVES IuaPTONEY GOl
Codex 35 reads jjuapror. The verb is also third person in
Bobairic: neM NENto} ba mwETAYEpNOSI Fpok: “And
to our fathers, they who sinned against thee.”

. In 919, X, 35, and 42 place woincov before wy xpovions.
|€B has the same plus: Apioyi, “Do.” Lu (32, 48, 51, 231)
has the same addition.
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In 9 20, ad finem, ayiov, A and X add Toi 6v mov. So does
Lu (22, 36, 48, 51, 231). @B also has this plus, MTe manoyt,
‘of my God.’

In 11 39, alter aAAorpiov, 35 adds of dv emyvp. So does
130. €B puir EQNACOYWN(, ‘whom he will know,” may
go back to this reading. In this connexion ¢f. ® of ear
éxeprp.

11 40, ovwkepariohjoerar pera Toi Pasihéws Toi viTov,
Here 35 has mera avroi 6 Sac. 106 also has this reading,
but omits 6. OrP (V) omits 6 as does Lu (36, 48, 231). B
follows this reading: €qEt NEMAQ NxE Moypo NTE Ppuc:
“There will contend with him the king of the South.”

In 11 43, xal év wacw émwvuntois, A and 106 omit the
conjunction xal. So does B, but this cannot be considered
very seriously, since Coptic frequently omits the conjunction
‘and.’

11 45, 'Epadavé. A reads 'Evppadavé; 106, év padave, €B
agrees with this reading, beEN paranw.

There are only a few OrF and Lu readings which are not
also found in the OrC group—

In 32, for Tols warovs, €B reads NNIZYWATOC TupOY.
Now Lu (22, 36, 48, 61, 231, ¢) has warras Tovs Uxdrovs. On
the other hand, it is possible that THpoy is due to the in-
fluence of wavras Tols dpyovras in the same verse,

6 20 (21), xai év T éyyilew avTov TG Aaxxw. Lu (22, 36, 48,
51, 231) places év before 7@ Adxxp. It is possible that such a
reading is reflected in the tramslation: oyog irnqbu»rr
tboyN E€mAaxxoc, “And when he approached within to
the den.”

7 11, éAaker. Here OrF (V, 62, 147) and Lu (36, 48, 51,
231) add Bewpiv fv. So does B nmanAY TE, “I saw.”

In 119, Tof Bao\éws is omitted by 62 and 147. Likewise
the words do not occur in {B.

In 12 » we have an agreement with Lu (22, 36, 48, 51, 231)
which adds uot to xai efrey, nexaq nwi, “He spake unto me.”
But the dative may bave been added merely for the sake of a
more fluent translation and need not have been in the original
manuscript.
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These examples argue for Hexaplarie origin in the general
sense of the word, and do not disprove the conclusion that €B
belongs to the special group of 230 and Q within OrC,

There are some readings that can best be explained by the
influence of 6—

In 9 14, xai éyprydpnaer xipios, Q, A, and 106 add & Oeos
suiov éxi Tiv xaxiav, Here ® has éxi Ta xaxd. This plural is
found in €B, Exen MIMTETEZOOY, ‘upon the evils,' In 1117,
ad finem, xal ovx avry fora, we notice that & does not have
avrp. This influence is reflected in €B oyae Mnecwmm,
“And she will not be.”

In 9 19, we may question & influence; éxi Tor Aadv is
rendered £XFN NEKAAOC MCA, ‘upon thy people Israel’” @
reads éxi Tov Aadv cov 'lopajl. But it is possible that we
have here an influence from 9 20, Toi Aaoi uov 'Tepant.

Further ® influence is found in 11 33, xai of ovveroi ToU
\aoi ourigouow efs ToAAd: 0Y0Z NIKATEHT NTE MAAOC
eyttxat Nzanmng: “and the wise of the people will in-
form many.” Instead of eis woAXd, €B represents eis woAAovs
of 6.

We may question the influence of ® in 84, where «ai wdrra
Ta Ol;pl'u oV omjoovrar évibmiov avrov is rendered NIOHPION
THPOY MITOYQOE! EPATOY FIMEQqHE0: “All the animals
could not stand before him.” @) (‘to be able’) may have been
added as an interpretation by the translator. Why does €B
use the negative of the first perfect? Is it the influence of &,
which reads xai wxdvra Ta Onpia oix EsTnray dxice avros? It
is possible, however, that the Coptic first perfect is merely an
interpretation due to the other verbs in the verse, idow, Jv,
éxoinaey, éueyakivdy.

There are a few readings which are neither Hexaplaric nor
&—

1 16, owépuara, NNIXKPOX NTE ITKAL, ‘the seeds of the
earth.’ Codex 34 also has this plus.

3 (28) 95, wavri Oes, NKENOY'T, ‘another god.’ Codex 299
places érépy after Oeg.

In 620 (21), éBdnmev iy ioyupa, A, 106, 230 read eB. ¢.
weyali; 149 has a conflate of these two readings: ¢. weyahs
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wy. ¢8. B also has this conflate: ben oymt Wbpwoy
€qXop EMAQ®, ‘in a great voice which is very strong.’

The addition or the omission of xai cannot be taken too
seriously in Coptic, but we may note 8 18, where Codex 130
places xa{ before faro. So does €B oyop Aq0iNEM, “And
he touched.”

In 10 11, Tov Adyor Tovrov, Codex 229 omits Tovror. So
does €B famicaxi, ‘the word.

While there is no doubt about the conclusions reached con-
cerning the provenance of &B, in many places it runs wild. In
various passages the translator shows considerable independ-
ence and originality. In some instances he shows a tendency
toward verbosity, but most of the unique additions and read-
ings doubtless are due to the manuscript from which the trans-
lation was made. As in the case of the Arabic and the Sahidic
versions, I believe that the translator had only one manuscript
before him, and that from it he made the Bohairic rendering
to the best of his ability.

In this connexion we have to consider unique additions and
omissions as well as readings whose general context is unique.
At times it is not easy to determine whether we are dealing
with a unique reading or an attempt at interpretation. All
unique passages, however, will be recorded in various cate-
gories; and while in some instances it is impossible to draw a
hard and fast line where one division ends and the other be-
gins, an attempt has been made to visualize the psychology of
the translator as he was at his task and to classify the various
unique readings and also the methods of translation, inter-
pretation, etc. under definite heads.

‘We shall first consider unique additions—

14, loxvs, xop WNOMT, ‘strength of strength.’

15, 0y0og AYCOKOY €80ALEN NIAAWOYi NTE FoXMaA-
Awcia ben THL Fimoypo: “And they led forth the boys of
the captivity into the palace of the king.”

110, Tov écrdfavra. Here codex 35 adds ue, but B has a

further addition: GHETAQOYAZCAZNL NHL ... MMHNL, ‘him
who commands me . . . daily.’
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110, wj wore dn, MUTIOC NTEQL NTEQNAY: ‘lest he come
and see.'

110, Ta wasdapia, MIAA®OYI THPOY:, ‘all the boys.’

1 12, weipacor 3n Tous waidds gov: XE GONTEN po ba
NEKAA®OY1: “Just try us, thy servants.”

112, Tév ereppaTuy, mixpox NTE TKOL, ‘the seeds of the
field.’

117, xai ppovmaw év maay ypappatwch xai copig. Here we
have a plus after ppovnowv, NEM OYMETCAIE MbpH ben
COYEN: ‘and a beauty in knowing.’ This addition leads to a
syntactical interpretation, Cbar NIBEN NEM cOYdIA, ‘all
writing and wisdom.’

118, vavriov N.; AqTAZOOY EPATOY MITEMO0 MNIOYPO:
“He set them before the king.”

1 20, émioTiuns oy s'{ri'n]a'sv wap’ avriv o Sacdevs: oyd-
mMCTHMI 0Y02 NHETAGKwT NCwoy NTOTOY NXF noypo:
‘knowledge and whatever things the king sougbt from them.

1 20, Tods payors + NEM NIAA®OYi: ‘and the youths.

2 19, 70 pvoTIploy ﬂwexa)\uftpeq + énohgl‘ﬂm woc, ‘from
the Lord.’

2 21, uebiorg, qOYDTEB NZANTOOY t80A: “He deports
mountains.”

2 28, TIExaq NAQ NXE AaniwA: “Daniel spake unto
him.”

238, ol viol Tev avfpdTwr: NIWWPL RTE NIPOML THPOY,
‘all the sons of men.’

33, ad finem, évamiov Tis eixdvos + NNOYB; ‘of gold.” This
plus may be due to the influence of 3 1.

3 11, 7§ eixdv TH Xpuai + GHET AKTAZUC i;purc: ‘which
thou didst set up.’

313, évdmior Toi Bacdéuws, MITEMOO NNABOYXO0AONOCOP
moypo. The king’s name is added.

3 18, IOY PO, “0O king.”

3 20, elwev, IEXE NOYPO, “Said the king.”

3 (24) 91, Tois peyioTACW AvTOY, ﬁNGquQ"' NEM NEQPEQ-
@WEMI: *to his grandees and his ministers.’

3 (26) 93, xai deire, 0YOZ MOUW MITAFMOO: “And come
forth before me (into my presence).”

2N
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3 (26) 93, éx péoov Toi TUPds + EYMOWL MITEMBO FMTTOYPO
NEM NiNiwT THpoY: ‘coming forth into the presence of the
king and all the grandees.’

3 (20) 96, mas Aads, PuAif, YAdoora: NAAGC NIBEN NEM
YA NIBEN NFM ACM NAAC NIBEN: ‘every people and
every tribe and every tongue.” The translator may have
repeated was (or wdon) with the following two nouns, since the
first one, Aaods, had it. But note that below in (41) 3 98, he
does pot repeat it. Accordingly he may have translated liter-
ally from his Greek copy.

3 (30) 97, E2pHL EXEN NIZBHOYL THpOY; ‘over all the
affairs.’

4 (4) 1, ey NafBovyodoveadp + oy po, ‘the king.’

4 (17) 14, & Nuoros Tis Bacelas, ET60OCI 2IXEN FME-
TOYpo: ‘the exalted one upon the kingdom.’

4 (27) 24, 6 Oeds, ¢F NTE TPE, ‘the god of heaven.’

4 (33) 30, d¢ dpvéwy + NTE i’(l)s, ‘of heaven.'

4 (37) 34, Toi odpavoi + NEM TiKA2), ‘and of earth.’

5 9, oweTapdooorro + NEMAQ, ‘with him.’

b 11, év Tais q'p.e'pmc Tov -ra‘rpo'c aov + NTE noypo nexioT,
‘of the king, thy father.’

B 12, 8Tt wvebua TepiTaor év abTg: XE NE OYOTN OYTINA
Ngoyd won NBpm NbuTq: “that pure was a spirit of
abundance within him.”

512, kat 0 Bagi\els, noypo MEKIOT, ‘the king, thy father.’

B 17, goi €oTw, NAK noypo, ‘to thee, O king.’

6 (4) 3, xai & Bageds, FOBE PA), ‘on account of this,’ but
xal is left out.

6 (11) 10, xai Aavjh, jrika Eyvw: ACQ®M @TAq%Ml NXE
AantnA: “It happened when Daniel knew.”

71, gat ai Gpa'ﬂu' Ths keahis avToU €wi THS KOITNHS auTOU,
After atroi 1° read Ay, ‘came.’

7 20, xai Toi érépov, 0YOZ FOBE MKEOYXL NTAM: “And
as regards the other small horn.” This plus may be due to
the influence of verse s.

8 11, principio, 0yog bEN TIXINGPEGCAXt NEMHL: “And
while he was speaking with me.”

9 4, éfwuoroymoduny + oyog Akwt, “Aud T inquired.”
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9 5, xai axo Tiv A'puu.{'ruv oov, NEM i-‘nerA NEKZAN
MMm: ‘and from thy true judgments.’

98, év T dwduari gov, LEN TIEKPAN £00YAB, ‘in thy holy
name.’

9 11, xai éféxhway Tol uy dxoloa: OYOP AYpIXI CABOA
NNEKENTOAH EWTEMCOTEM . . . T0C: “They turned aside
from thy commands so as not to hear ... O Lord.”

9 22, xai ouvéTioey me + oyog Aqéplx&"’: “ And he made
me understand.”

10 ¢, woe 5paa'¢c c'w'rpaw?n + [!q'h-ioyﬁ, ‘gleaming.’

10 10, ad finem, yovaré wov + oyog aqtxom Mmnamx:
“And he strengthened my hand.”

11 2, «ai ¢ Térapros + (NAT®NQ, ‘Wil rise;’ this probably
came in through the previous avarjoorrai. Cf, also avacrigeras
in verse 3.

There are also a number of unique readings which will now
be considered. Some may not be of any serious value in the
study of the text, and yet they should not be passed over in
silence—

15, awo Tiis Tpamé(ns Toi Bacikéws, £80A21 ’rsq'rpgnsza,
‘from his table.’

115, Tais capfiv, bEN TOYCApZ; singular for the Greek
plaral, ‘in their flesh.’

11s, |'nr3p Ta racJa'pm Ta éobovra T 'rpa're{uv Toi Bagi-
Mes: NgoYd ENoyQdHPp MMAIN THPOY NAAOY EThEN
TiHt MTOYPO: “more than all their companions, the boys who
were in the house of the king.”

117, év -ra'c_q 6pa'a'¢t xai éwmvios: BEN CBO NIBEN NEM
tbpnt ben Nipacoyd, ‘in all their learning and in dreams.’
The first noun is not a translation.

118, évavriov N. Here codices 34 and 233 add Toi Bac:-
Aéws, but @B omits the name of the king, MITEMO0 K1MIOYPO,
‘before the king.’ ‘

1 20, edpev avrois, AyxEMOY: “They found them,”

2 6, 70 éwbmmov 1° pronoun for noun: #poc, ‘it.’

2 10, éraoddy, pdyor xai xaAdaior: Nlpsqﬁ'l(_l)HM NEM
NMAX®DOYI NFM NIXAAAEOC, ‘the enchanters, the sorcerers,
and the Chaldaeans.’

21¢
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2 24, xai Tv ovyxpiow 19 Baciei avayyeAd: "'plCOYi
NEM TIECOYO2EM TNATAME ToYypo Epoc: “The dream
and its interpretation I will tell the king.”

2 25, Soris TO a'l"yxpap.a T® Bacei &vafye)\ei: d)Al €TE
OYONWXOM MMO( ETAME NACC TOYPO ETFGPACOYi:
“One who is able to declare my lord, the king, his dream,”
This, however, way be partly an interpretation.

2 36, xai TV oUyKpiow alToi époiuey évamiov Tov Pacihéuws:
NEckEoyOgeM tnaTAMOK Epoqg oyog Fraxoq FnEx-
*e0 noypo: “Of its interpretation also I will inform you
and will tell it in the presence of thee, O king.” It should be
noted in this connexion that here A also has the verb in the
first person singular,

9 38, v TavTi ToWY Swov xatowoiow: LEN MAl NIBEN
NHETOYWoON MbuToy: ‘in all places in which dwell . . .’

4 (18) 16, xai awexpify Bakragap xai elwey: Aqi:‘poy(‘n NXE
AaNA: “Daniel replied.”

4 (%) 27, & 7 xpare Tis lrxvos uov: EZpwt BEN MaMAR)
NTE TAMETOYPO: ‘in the strength of my kingdom.’

518, Tiv Baciheiav, NFMETPAMAD, ‘riches.’ It is possible
that this rendering is based upon a reading like that found in
codex 233, which here has Tiv dvvamy.

5 22, Toil feoi of wavra Taira éyves: Mt PuETAKEM
tpoq XF gWBNIBEN NoY(q NE: “The God whom thou hast
known, because everything belongs to him.”

6 (13) 12, xai wpooeAdorres Aéyovow 7@ Hacdei: AYL @A
MoYpo NExwoy naq: “They came to the king, they said to
him.”” This probably is an inteipretation.

8 5, awd Aifds, EBON CA MEMZIT, ‘from the North.” This
probably is an interpretation.

9 4, 6 Oeos & péyas xai BavpaocTds, I'IANO‘Y"' NlNlQ'I‘
PutToL NQ)(I)le: “My great God, who is wonderful.” This,
however, may be only an interpretation.

99, xai of I\aouol, NEM MIXW® €B0A, ‘and the forgiveness
(sg.).

99, ad finem, 6T dméoTuey, XE OYHI ANZENEN CABOA
MMOK NOC: “Since verily we separated ourselves from thee,
O Lord.” I did not call this an addition, since w0 xupiov is
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found in A, A, 106, 230. It is also possible that oywi and
MMOK TOC may be due to the translator's desire to make a
more fluent rendering.

9 18, 7ov oixreipuov quwv; here B renders the singular by
the plural, NNENMET@WFNZHT.

10 8, @s Gpagts xakos arizBorros, NTE OYCETEBPHX, ‘of
a flash of lightning.’

10 o, fjuny xavavevvyuévos, NAIMOKMFK MMOL TIF, “I was
considering.” Or is this merely a guess at the meaning? Cf.
€S on this passage.

11 10, xai owxpooTAaxicera, 0YOg FQEFpWOPN EqFp-
cynTAerin: “And he will be first, he will strive.”

11 21, jfe, Sq%al-‘l, “He will fall.”

11 20, fpauua'n'm ToANol, NXE 2ANMNY) nboTes, ‘many
dead.’ This is probably an interpretation.

11 27, 371 &1 mépas eis xwpdv: X€ €TV OYXOK TIE NTE
oycHoy: ‘that there still was an end of a time.’

11 36, éxi mdvra Bedv, E2pM1 EXEN NINOYT THPOY': ‘upon
all the gods.' Is this due to the influence of 11 37?7

121, 6 Nads gov wis: OYONMIBEN ETOYNMAXEMQ bEN
mexAaoc: “All whom they will find in thy people.”

12 9, éws xaipoi wépas, @A NX®K NOYCYNTFMA, ‘until
the consummation of the end.’ Inasmuch as a Greek word
has been employed, it is possible that the original had a unique
readiog.

12 11, awo xaipot, BEN NICHOY;, ‘in the times.’

We shall now consider the unique omissions—

15, 6 Baoihess.

116, 76 defwvov avTdv; avrav is not translated: MATIIAITTNON,
‘the food.’

2 2, xai J\Oav.

2 13, xai e'{ﬁﬂp'av Aavin\ «ai Tovs Pikovs avrol aveXeir,

2 16, Aavig\.

9 24, 1% Tovs codois BafBuhdvos; omits Bafukaves.

9 26, xai awexpifn. o Bacdeds is then placed after eire.

2 89, #frTov cov xai Sacdeia Tpirs.

2 40, loxvpd.

2 43, xui ok ErorTal WPOTKOANGUEVOL.
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2 47, &7t foumibne dxoxakiar TO pvaTipoy ToiTo.

2 48, an omission with an interpretation; xai xaTéornoe
avTov éwi waons xopas Bafvidvos xai dpxovra: oyop AqTa-
20q EPATq NAPXDN ZINEN TXWPA THPC MBABYAGN:
“And he appointed him ruler over all the land of Babylon.”
There is an omission of carpawdy émi wavras Tods cogpoix
BafSuvAévos.

4 (18) 15, o7 wavres of a'otpo} Tis Bucikeias uov oV Svvavrar
To olyxpiua avToi Snhdoai wor. '

4 (23) 20, xai &7 Bev 6 Pachels: agNAY NXE TOYpO:
“The king saw.”

4 (27) 24, wemjTov,

b 7, év loxvr.

5 14, mepioo].

5 23, kat waoat ai 6do! oov,

6 (3) 2, Tobs gaTpdras.

6 (11) 10. éri Ta yovaTa avTod; omits avrov.

6 (18) 12, Bacikev 1°,

6 (1) 15, I'val:, Bacev.

6 (16) 15, xav Opiomov kui gTaow: TMZOPICHOC NEM M-
cemMnt: @B omits wav, but both nouns have the definite article.

6 (17) 18, évdeheyids; it is also omitted by some Armenian
manuscripts. But note in 6 (21) 20 that it is translated by
€qMuN. In other words, this omiseion is not a matter of inter-
pretation.

7 18, Ppofepov wepiroas: ¥qo1l NgoTi, “It is frightfol.”
@B omits Tepioois.

8 13, 5 dobeiza.

8 15, ds Spaois avdpos; omits @s: OYLOPACIC NPOMI.

8 17, xai A fev.

8 21, & fv ava uéoov Ty opBaruiov avrov.

8 %, xai xatevBurei xal woujoet.

8 28, 71 eis fuépas woANds,

9 5, Mvouaauey.

9 13, xal Toi owwévai; omits xai, but the addition or the
omission of ‘and’ in Coptic is not to be taken too seriously.

9 15, év xeipi kpaT@A].

10 8, ad finem, juepdv. Tertullian also omits this word.
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10 4, Toi wpdaTov.

10 14, 87t 74 7 Bpaais efs Fuépas.

11 3, whoirrov uéyav; omits uéyar, but it may have been left
out as unnecessary; OYMETPAMAO, ‘wealth.’

11 13, xai &fes SyAov wokiv vwep Tov wporepor. This was
probably regarded as a doublet of what follows.

11 14, 70U Aaov aov.

11 20, xai ook €orai. ovx is left out. It ghould, however, be
noted that codex 26 and some Armenian manuscripts also have
this omission; 0Y02 EqEwmM; “And it will be.” -

11 45, 6 prouevos atrov; abrov is omitted.

12 1, cwbioeras.

12 3, x@uat:; it may have been omitted as unnecessary.

19 5, &Evepor.

12 10, xai ov gvnjcovsy dropor.

There are some passages where the addition of a pronoun
or of a possessive or the use of the demonstrative instead of
the Greek definite article probably does not imply that the
translator had a different text. In most cases (if not all) these
apparent unique readings represent merely an idiomatic render-
ing or an attempt to make a fluent translation.

‘We shall now consider the instances of the addition of pro-
nouns—

2 4, avayyehoiuey + NAK, ‘to you.'

2 7, avaryyehovuer + i-’poq, ‘to him.’

2 8, elxey, WEXAq Nwoy': “He said unto them.”

2 23, xai aivd; FNACMOY EpoK, “I shall praise thee.”

2 47, amoxaAirToy uvoTipa: NEGEMPN NZANMYCTHPION
NAK £B0A: “He who reveals mysteries to thee.”

3 18, ayayev + NAQ), ‘to himself.’

4 (18) 15, efxov + NWL, ‘to me.'

5 17, dvaywsooua + EPOX, ‘for thee.’

‘We shall now note the additions of possessives—

25, 70 éwrvior, TAPACOYY, ‘my dream.’

2 o, TO éwiwviov 2°, TAPACOYT, ‘my dream.’ In this con-
nexion we may note that for To éwmwov 1° codex 34 reads
evUrVIOY MoV,

27, To éviTmoy, mqpaeoyi, ‘his dream.’
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29, 76 évirmor 1% TAPACOYY, ‘my dream.’

2 26, 7o evdmviov & o, Tapacoyi, ‘my dream.’

2 32, ai xeipes kai To aT700s, NECXIX NEM TECMECTENZNT,
‘its hands and its chest.” Lu (22, 36, 48, b1, 231) adds adris
.after al xeipes. But there is no reason to assume Lucianic
influence here. The addition of the possessive is a natural
plus, especially on account of of Spayioves airiis, From this
noun it was carried to the names of the other anatomical parts
in the series.

2 36, 70 éwimwmoy, TEKPACOYY, ‘thy dream.’

241, Tols wodas xai Tovs daweriovs : NFC(I)A‘I’ NEM NECTHB:
‘its feet and its toes.’

314, T4 eixov, TAZIKON, ‘my image.’

4 (7) 4, T6 éwimvioy, TAPACOYY, ‘my dream.’

4 (19) 16, To évvrvio, T GKPACOYi, ‘thy dream.’

6 (11) 10, ai Bupides, NEQWOYQT, ‘its windows.’

9 7,  aloyuvn Toi wpogdwov, ﬁglnn MITENZO, ‘the con-
fusion of our face.” The same phrase occurs in 9 s.

We shall now consider the cases of the use of a demonstra-
tive which do not imply a different text—

210, T0 piua, AL CAXI, ‘this word.' Similarly in 8 15,
nAl caxi for 76 piua.

2 11, 6 Adyos, TTAL CAXI, ‘this word.’

2 15, § yvoun, AL CAXI, ‘this word.’

4 (34) 31, Tav iuepdy, NNIEZOOY ETEMMAY, ‘of those
days.' It is safe to assert that in all these cases of the use of
the demonstrative for the article we are not dealing with any
textual problems.

In 104, ETEMMAY ‘that’ is added to év juépa, NBpwL bew
mézooy €TeMMAY. That is done merely as a matter of
securing a fluent translation.

In 315, adri T dpg is rendered ben Foynoy ETEMMAY,
‘in that hour.” This is merely an interpretation of the phrase.

There are a number of words or phrases which are idiom-
atic and do not involve any textual problems. Many of these
idioms are very expressive and reveal our translator as a man
who was aiming not at a literalistic version, but who made an
honest attempt at securing a fluent and idiomatic rendering.
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Among some of his idiomatic and emphatic expressions
note—

211, AN’ § Beoi, £BMA ApHOY 2ANNOYT, ‘unless perhaps
gods.’

2 18, Aavig, AANIHA 2o ‘Daniel himself.’

2 18, ueTa TV Ew\oixwy cmﬁv BaBui&vos: NEM TICOXT
NNICABEY NTE BABYAMN THpOY: ‘with the rest of the wise
men of Babylon, all of them.’

6 (11) 10, xais iy oy Euwpoolev: l(A‘rAil)pﬂ"‘ l\:NAt“)A
MMOC P ICXENWOPNT: “As he was doing even from the
beginning.”

6 (23) 22, xui évwmioy de gol, OY0Z MITEKMEO 2mK: ‘and
in the presence of thee thyself.”

77, xai avts, 0Y0Z NOOq 2m(, ‘and it also.’

8 9, xépas & ioyupoy, OYTAN NOYDT €qx0p, ‘a single
strong horn.'

While in 7 7 he renders ioxvpor wepiooias by Eqxop
M20Y0, he does not translate wepioods in 7 19 with poSepdr.
On the other hand it is interesting to note his addition of
EMAW®: 3 100 (4 3), b peyda xai ioxvpd: 20C ANNIYT
NE oyog €yxop tMAwm: “How great they are, and they
are very powerful.” Similarly note the addition of the same
word in 11 31, Bdé\vyua dpavionévor, OYCDY EGTAKNOYT
£MAQ@O: ‘a desolation which is utterly destroyed.’

We shall now note the occurrence of MmAIpHt ‘in this
manner.” In all cases this expression is merely an idiomatic
addition—

24, has a unique addition, Zupiori + EYXOMMOC MTIAL-
pu'l‘. ‘saying it in this manner’ — ‘saying as follows." This
addition probably involves no different reading.

3 (20) 93, xai elwer, OYOZ WEXAQ FmApHT: “And he
spake as follows.”

4 (33) 20, xai efrey, Aqx0C MIMAIPHT: “He said it in this
manner” = ¢ He spake as follows.”

8 16, xai elxer, OYyOZ MEXAQ FTTApHE: “And he spake
in this manner.”

10 19, «al elrév o, TEXAQ nMt FmAIpWT: “He spake to
me in this manner.”
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12 9, xai elwey, TEXAQ NWI ﬁl’l&lpn'f: “He spake to me
as follows.” The addition of MMi1 hardly means anything
textually.

The use of the word ‘heart’ in several cases gives an inter-
esting idiomatic turn—

2 8, §T¢ dwéoTn 4w duol To phua: XE A TICAXL 20A
£80AbEN: E26H1 ANOK: “that the word departed from my
heart, me.”

6 (15) 14, ToAv Aumiifn éx’ avTi: AQEPMKAZNZHT E2puL
¢xmq: “He was grieved in heart about him.”

We may also observe the occasional use of &7y, xafdm
translated by x€ OyH1, ‘since verily." 2 10, xafdTi, X€ OYMI;
3 (29) se,a'meo'-n, XF OYHL; 916, 71, X¢ OyHI. For another
emphatic particle, h‘rrupq, note: 21, xai 6 Sxvos avrol éyévero
&’ avrod + ETFTHPQ, ‘entirely.’

6 (13) 17, év 76 Aavoik + EIFTHPY, ‘at all.’

11 19, xat ovy evpebrioerat, NNOY!SHq h‘lfﬂpq “And
they will not find him at all.”

In a number of his renderings our translator has shown
that he understood the meaning of the passage, but chose not
to make a literalistic translation. Thus far our attention was
drawn to single words or short phrases which involved a matter
of idiom or fluent translation. It is important, however, to
observe also that he shows originality and independence of
thought in the;vinvterpretation of individual words and even
whole sentences.

We shall first consider brief expressions—

In 2 6 we have an emphatic translation: xui Tw alyxpiow
avToi, NEM_TIECKEOYO2EM, ‘and its interpretation also.’ In
2 7 we meet the same expression, but €B does not translate
«ai, In 2 9 and 2 36 the same expression occurs without the
«ai in Bohairic, while the Greek has the conjunction in 2 9,

In 8 23 Bacuheds is rendered by KFOyYpoO ‘anotherking.’
This is_an interpretation based upon the context. Similarly in
7 24 an addition is made for the sake of clearness; xai dwisw
alrdv dvaomigera 85 . . .1 0Y02 (NATWNG NXE KFOYA
cadagoy *iMoy Puitonaepgoyo: “And there will arise
after them another one who . ..”
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No textual problem is involved in 12 2, xai ore: 2°, NIKE-
X®OoYynt, ‘and the others.’ Again we have an interpretation
that is obvious from the context of the Greek.

In 3 21 xai Tidpass is rendered by NEM NOYO®OYi, ‘and
their sandals.’

In 4 (11) 8 it appears that the translator gnessed the mean-
ing of xiros from the context; xai To xiTos avroi: OYOZ

TeqMETNIWT: ‘and its magnitude.” Here A has Li.ii..;

‘and its width, extent.’ In 4 (20) 17, however, he does not
render this expression in the same way, but 0Y02 TeqMA,
‘and its form, quality, or stature.’ In this case A retained the
same translation as in 4 (11) e.

In 11 10, xai xaraxAi{wv is rendered by the same verb in
€B, gqiepkATAKAYZIN, but when we come to 11 20, we
note that the same verb is rendered into Bohairic by a native
word ; thus xai duwwdues xaTaxhioe is translated literally, oyog
Eqifxamx N2aNx0M. Why was our translator inconsistent
in this particular verb? Did a gloss aid him in the latter
passage, or did he intentionally keep a foreign word in the
former case?

It cannot always be determined whether we are dealing
with a unique reading or an interpretation. Let us now note
some cases where the free interpretation of a word or passage
does not warrant us in assuming a different text. In all these
cases the translator did no violence to the meaning of the
context, but chose rather not to make a literalistic version—

15, xai dierafer avrois 6 Bageis To Tie quépas xab fuépay
aro TH 'rpare'cln Tov Paci\éws xai axé Tob olvov ToU ToTOU
alroi: x€ NTOoYl nwoy Nrbpr NTE mEgooy bartem
Mmizooy EBOAZI TEQTPANEZA NEM E80AbEM Winpn
twaqueo WbrTq NXE Noypo: “That they should give them
of the food of the day by the day from his table and from the
wine of which the king was accustomed to drink.”

1 7, xai éxélnxev avroir 6 Gpyrewwoiyos ovopara: OYAZ A
MX®X NCIOYP NTAJOYDTES NOYPAN Naa-fpan: “And
the chief eunuch changed their names; he named . . .”

18, & ov uy dhioysdi & 7 Tpawé(y Toi Pacikéus sai o
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T oy TOL TETOV AVTOL . . . b§ O a\igynfy,: %gb‘rmoymn
t80AbEN 1¥paneza NTE moypo NEM EBOALEN mmpn
twaqco WbHTQ ... EQTEMOYWM €BOA NbuTOY: ‘not
to eat from the table of the king and to drink from his wine...
not to eat of them.’

In 112 xai Paydueda is rendered 2INA NTENOY®M, ‘that
we may eat.’ Here the text of Holmes- Parsons reads ¢payw-
pefa, a reading found in OrP (V) and OrC (230, 42). Of
course it is easy to confuse o and « in manuscripts. @B
appears to be based on the subjunctive form. If not, the
translator saw the meaning of the passage and made an inter-
pretation. Similarly xai 6dwp midueda in the text uf Holmes-
Parsons is subjunctive, mduefla, a reading which is also found
in OrF (V, 62, 147) and OrC (42, 230). Whether the trans-
lator had a subjunctive in this case or not, he found the true
meaning, NEM OYM®OY NTENCO(, ‘and some water which
we may drink.’

113, ai opBirwgay evdmdy gov ai eidéar fuav xai ai eidéat
Tav Taidapivv: 00 ENFOYWNZ EBON MTEKMOO Mmpnt
€TENOI FMMoy ANON NeM Mdpwt €T nAAwoyt o
f-iMoq: “And we shall reveal before ihee the manner that we
have become in consequence of it and the manner that the
youths have become on account of it.”

115, xal ioyvpoi Taiv capkiv: 0yog AYXEMNOMT bEn
Toycapz: “They found strength in their flesh.”

2 3, Tob yvivar TO évimviov: MMEMI ‘Epoc: “I did not
know it.” Probably this translation is based not on a different
text, but rather is a psychological interpretation: “I dreamed
a dream, my soul was disturbed, I did not know it.” If my
soul was disturbed to know, I did not know, Else why was it
disturbed?

216, xai Thv oUyxpiow abrol avayyeiAn 7o Baciei: N‘l’[-‘q-
TAME Tioypo E(PBwA NTegpacoyi: “That he might inform
the king about the solution of his dream.” The noun used
instead of the pronoun.

22, ¢p6vch Tois elddaw avveqiv: OYKL“‘ NNHETCDOYN
FiMoq, ‘prudence of those who know it.” The pronoun used
instead of the nuun.
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2 34, dvev xetpiv, MNTE X1X NPpOMI GINEMAQG: “The hand
of man has not touched it.”

3 18, xai éav wi, 0Y02 TWOW OYN AGWTEMNAZMEN:
“And if therefore he does not liberate us.”

4 (25) 22, xai xoprov ws Boiw Veowovely oe: oyog Gxi-‘om
cowoyBen Mdpnt MoYE2E: “And thou shalt eat hay like
an ox.” But in 4 (32) 29, we have a literal translation of the
same Greek, FYEOPFKOYFM CWOYBEN Fipput MoyEze:
“And they will feed thee hay like an ox.”

5 7, kal ¢ pavmaxns o Xpoois éxi Tov TpaxmAov avToi: NEM
OYMANIAKIC NNOYB EYETHIQ 2I0T(: “And a necklace of
gold they will place upon him.”

5 16, kal ¢ pawdns ¢ xpuoois éoTar émi T TpaxiAp gov:
0Y02 NIAPIC NNOYB FGEw®M €gTol NbHTK: “And »
necklace of gold will be placed upon thee.”

5 21, xai xo'P'rov s Boiv é\,w'uugov avTir: OY0Q NAQOYEM
cooynsen Mpput MoyEgt: “And his food was hay in the
manner of an ox.”

b 23, xai émi TOV Kuptoy Oeov TOU ovpaves Nrolns: oyve
AKGICt MTEKEHT Exen MO ¢ WTe TPF: “And thon
didst lift thy heart against the Lord, the God of heaven.”

5 29, xai TOV pavidkny TOV Xpuoovy wepiéOnray wepi Tov -rpci-
X"\ov adTol: 0Y0g MMANIAKIC NNOYB AYTHIq NbHTq:
“And the necklace of gold they placed upon him.”

6 (4) 3, xal v Aavg]\ Vwep abross: 0YOR NAQTAINOYT
E20TEPWOY Tnpoy NE NXE AaNmA: “Aud Daniel was
honored above them all.”

6 (13) 12, xai wpogeNOivTes Aéyovow To Bacikei: AYI WA
noypo NExwoy Naq: “They came to the king, they said
unto him.”

6 (27) 26, xai 7 xvpia avToi Ews TéAovs: TFYHETOC AMA2)
@A #yoA: ‘his lordship, power unto the end.’

87, xai auvéTpryev dudrepa Ta xépata avred: OY0E A
bombeM NNGqTAII €ycomn NE: “And he broke his horns at
the same time.”

11 44, xal dxoal xai owovdai, NEM ZANCMH EYINC: ‘and
quick sounds.’
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When Semitisms are correctly understood. @B represents
) better than do the Greek versions:

62, kai miétwoa év avTois: EOPOYCW NBHTOY: ‘that these
might drink in (i. e. from) them;' 10 15, xai wpocé@ero xai
yard nov: ETAQOYALTOTq AqBiINEMHL: “He continued (or
added), he touched me."”

In 2 13 we have a literal translation of a Semitism, and
consequently the meaning is not adequately rendered; xai of
gooi amexTéworro: 0Y0Z NICABEY NAYLOTEB NC®OY:
“And as to the wise men, they were killing them.”

In 116 a literal rendering of a Semitism is just as clear in
Coptic as in the Greek; «ai éyévero “\ueAaad avarpoluevos 10
deimvoy abriv: AQWWM NXE AMEAAAA EGDAL MITIAUITNON:
“There happened Ameldad, he bears the food.”

In 5 12 the translator did not understand the meaning of
xparovueva. He tried to be literal; perhaps he read xpaTov-
uévous : FQx® MNHETOYAMONI MMWOY: ‘announcing those
who possess them (the dreams).’

Although our translater has done an excellent piece of
work, he is not always exact in his renderings. In 4 (17) 14,
éx’' avmiy relers to Ti#s Busielas. In Coptic 'l'MSTOTpo is
also feminine, but in translating éx’ avmiv he uses a masculine
pronoun, éxmq. In 2 15, § yvoun 5 avaidis is rendered TaL
caxi ETWOYLT, ‘this word which is empty.’ This is no
exact translation; we should rather expect ETNAQT for 5
avaidis,

There are some errors which are due to misreading the
Greek, either by a previous copyist or by the translator—

In 1 20, beside a unique addition and an omission of wdan,
some one misread T Basela as a plural BaciAea, ‘palace;’
Tols Gvras év waop T4 Paceln avToi: NEM NIAA®OYL
NWETBEN TAYAN MNOYpo: ‘and the youths who are in the
court of the king.’

2 31, xai f wpogos alris iwepepis: NAPE MECZO 01
tigot EMa@®: “Its face was very frightful.” Is it possible
that the translator read vmepgpoBepds for vmepdepis? Pofepa
in the same verse is rendered by Nao"", but without EMAQ®.

2 44, éxelvav is transposed; xai év Tais r}/u'pms- TOV ﬁaa'd\éwv
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éxeivav: 0Y0g NP bEN Nit200Y ETEMMAY NTE MOY-
pwoy: ‘and in those days of the kings.’

6 5, xai probably omitted; Toé Tolyov xai okov: NTE Fx08
NTE TNt ‘of the wall of the house.’

711, Ews avppebn 10 Onplov xai axdhero, kai TO geopa avrov
€360n: xal before T6 cipa was either dropped or placed before
é3d0n; @waNTOYbWOTEB MMEGHPION 0Y0Z AYTAKO MNEG-
CaMA AyTHIQ: “Until they lalled the beast and destroyed
its body; they gave it . . .”

7 17-18, al dpbicovrar xai wapahiuyorrar Tov Basdeiay
dyio1, xal before mapahijuorrar was either dropped or placed
before af, @B has a different verse division, af starting verse 18;
0Yoz NuETOYNAOAOY FYE6 NiMFTOYpO NxE Nmid-
60yas: “ And which shall be taken away; the holy ones shall
take the kingdom.”

11 6, ifoxvos Bpaxiovos, MMXPOI NTE TEQKOM, ‘the arm
of his strength.’

7 21, xa{ was apparently dropped; eBedpow, xai To xépas
éxeivo éwole: MAINAY TIE EMTAN ETEMMAY Nagipr: “I
was beholding that horn; it was waging . ..” According to
Holmes-Parsons the same reading occurs in the Georgian.

819, &1 yap eis xaipoi wépas: ETI PAP OYCHOY NE NTE
oyxwi: “For still there is a time of an end.” Furthermore
@B agrees with Q in omitting 4 Gpaos.

8 23, éx Tob EBvovs avroi: EBOALEN nsqbponoc, ‘from his
throne.’

11 2, #doais Bacileluss, was probably read as xac: Bagikevar,
EXEN NIOYP®OY THPOY, ‘upon all kings.’

11 21, xai ovx év wpogdwors ovde év wohéuw: bEN 2AN-
2OTAON AN 0YAE bEN 0YTIOAEMOC AN. It appears that
on account of the proximity of woNéus, GxAois was read instead
of wposamas. ‘

11 29, xai Bpayioves Toir xaTaxAi{ovros xaTaxAvioorral a¥o
wpogwwoy avroi, By haplography rararhvficorrar was omitted
and Toi karaxA\v{ovros read as a plural: 0Y0g NIQMBY NTE
NNETEPKATAKAIZIN MM@OY €B0AgA MEQZo: ‘and the
arms of them who flood them from his face.’

Some doublets occur which may have their origin in glosses
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that crept into the text. Others may be due to dittographs in
the text which our translator nsed —

11 43, év Toic dxvpduacw abriv: NEM ZANMA ETXOp
EMAQ® NEM NIMA €Txop: ‘and (in) very strong places and
the strong places.’

1 4, veaviorovs, NZANAAGOYI Nbl’hglpl, ‘youths, bays.’
But ¢f. 1 5, where N1AA@OY1 occurs alone.

In the case of yAwooa, the doublet appears to be idiomatic:
3 (29) 98, yA@oaa, ACML MAAC, although it is not consistently
used; 3 4, yAdooar, NLIACTM NAAC; similarly 3 7.

In 6 19, 6 (26) 25, 7 14, the plural is rendered by NiAac. It
is interesting to note that in 7 14 @S has nacTie RAAc.

There are a few misprints in Tattam’s edition which we
should notice now: 4 (25) 22, EYENKOT for EKENKOT; 8 24,
Al for AN; 11 6, MEETIN for NFETING; 11 10, ENEPCYN-
HAEPIN for #qEpCYNTIAEMN. In 1145, MABAIM for cafacly
was so copied by Tattam; in this connexion ¢f. 11 41, where
CABAIM i8 used.

Familiar geographical names are rendered into their proper
Coptic equivalents. Egypt (9 15) is XnMt; the Greeks (8 215
10 20), NIOYEININ; Aethiopians (11 43), NIE@AYW, Bohairie
plural of E6WW).

Some proper names strike us as peculiar; 12, els yiv Zevaap,
#Tka21 NeNap. Through a confusion of € and C, NENAP
probably represents RCNAP <*NCENAp. 8 2-3, & ovfBaA,
moyaA; 11 30, Kirioc is rendered nikpiThc.

Some foreign words have been simply transliterated: 1 3,
Tav Popfoueiv, NITAPOOMIN; 4 (i3) 10, (17) 14, (23) 20, oywp
for eip. In 5 7 MANIAKIC is an evident borrowing from uavie-
xns, but in 5 16 we meet MIAPIC. Further transliterations are
813, 7§ Peruovvei, i:‘q)GAHoYNI; 11 15, cafeip, CABID; 11 35,
Oeov nam{et’v, l'nNO‘Y"‘“ NTE MWAAIN; 1141, caBaelv, CABAIM;
11 45, 'E¢padavs, ben panranw.

The use of the word ‘and’ in Coptic does not have any
textual significance. In many cases «al is translated, but on
the other hand it seems that in many instances the spirit of
the language allowed it to be ignored. The cases of both
these phenomena have been so numerous that I have not
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counted them. But I observed fifteen cases in the first five
chapters where 0y02 appeared in Bohairic without having xa‘
iu the Greek. In two of these passages (2 6; 3 15) 0OyOg2 may
represent d¢. From this observation it appears that in the use
of ‘and’ the translator allowed himselfl considerable freeuom.

In several cases «ai is translated by another word than
‘and’: 224, xai 7AOev, TOTE AQi; 245, kai wioT, (ENZOT ON,
‘true furthermore;’ 3 16, xai awexpiOnoay, TOTE AY@'pOTﬁ);
5 15, xai viv, FNOY OYN; 5 16, xai éyd, ANOK AE.

d¢ is rendered by AF; b 17, éyw dé, ANOK AE. A€ may be
added where it does not occur in the Greek: 2 7, axexpifyoav,
AYRpoyd aF; 2 37, v, Basiked, NOOK AE TTOYPO.

8¢ is trauslated by AAAA; 2 24, elzdyaye &, ANAA ANIT.

xal is rendered by A€: 4 (6) 3, xai & éuov éréln: AQCEMN
AE; 5 4, xal Tov Bedv, (p'f AE.

Particles may be taken directly from the Greek into
Bohairic: 2 41, uépos uév Ti. . . uépos 8¢ Ti: OYCA MEN . ..
OYCA AF. +Noy, ‘now,’ occurs occasionally: 5 12, viv oy,
Fnoy aE; 615, xai viv, FNOY OYN; b 16, viv ody, TNOY AE;
6 (9) 9, viw odv, FNOY OYN.

From these observations it is apparent that the use of Greek
particles gave Bohairic a certain flexibility which the native
idiom did not originally possess.

In conclusion we may state that the definite Hexaplaric
character of @B proves beyond the shadow of a doubt that
@3 is the older translation of this book. It is also a definite
fact that @B belongs to the OrC group, hut not merely in a
general sense. On the contrary it very specifically is a member
of the smaller group within OrC of which our best represent-
atives are Q and 230. Its Egyptian (Hesychian) provenance is
accordingly assured.
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