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1. Introduction

Philo’s treatise De Abrahamo is one of his works that have survived not only in the
original Greek version but also in an Armenian translation. The importance of the
latter for restoring correct readings in the Greek text is out of doubt. The Armenian
translation is very close to the original, it literally transmits the sequence of words,
often preserving syntactic constructions, even if they are alien to the Armenian
language. This peculiarity allows us to make assumptions about the readings of the
Greek manuscript from which the translation was made. The treatise was translated
into Armenian no later than the second half of the sixth century, and perhaps even
earlier, in the second half of the fifth century, while the earliest Greek manuscripts
date from the eleventh century. So even if the Armenian text merely confirms read-
ings of some of the Greek manuscripts, the dating of this version is immediately
carried back five centuries, as James Royse rightly remarked (Royse 2008, 154).
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Besides its early date, the Greek source of the Armenian text is also of good quality.
Leopold Cohn, in his preface to the critical edition of De Abrahamo, drew attention
to its proximity to the BEK group of manuscripts, which he regarded as the best
one (Cohn and Wendland 1902, XXI). Later I will present my own thoughts on the
relation of the Armenian text to this group of manuscripts.

Nevertheless, at the moment it is almost impossible to use the Armenian trans-
lation for a new edition of the Greek text and for working with it. Cohn, when
preparing his edition and apparatus criticus, had recourse to Frederick Conybeare,
who communicated to him readings of the Armenian text. However, we do not know
exactly what form that cooperation took (Royse 2008, 153). As I will demonstrate,
in many cases Armenian readings are either omitted or indicated incorrectly. Besides
that, Conybeare used a text of poor quality, the 1892 edition based on one Venetian
manuscript, V1040, with occasional notes presenting readings from another Venetian
manuscript, V1334. This edition was prepared inattentively, contains many errors,
and certainly the evidence of only one or two manuscripts is insufficient to restore
correct readings of the Armenian translation.

In collaboration with Gohar Muradyan, I am currently preparing a new critical
edition of the Armenian translation of De Abrahamo. Nine manuscripts are now
known, and we have photographs of seven of them at our disposal. We have collated
and prepared a critical text of the first 16 paragraphs of Philo’s work. In the article
on the Armenian text of De Abrahamo, I offered a preliminary description of the
relationship between the seven manuscripts and showed the importance of taking
into account all the variant readings in order to establish the correct Armenian
text (Nikolsky 2024).! In this article I'll present new information provided by the
Armenian text, in order to either clarify variant readings in the Greek manuscript
tradition or even to reconstruct the original Greek text. Part of this information is
derived from the new results of the study of the Armenian manuscripts, while other
facts may have been known to previous editors, who simply did not pay attention
to them. I'll examine those cases where the Armenian text offers correct readings or
where it is necessary to correct errors in Cohn’s apparatus. In addition, I'll cite several
passages where Armenian readings are correctly mentioned by Cohn and where they
are important for describing the Greek manuscript tradition. Finally, I'll try to give
a preliminary definition of the place, which the Greek exemplar of the Armenian
translation occupies in the Greek manuscript tradition.

2. Correct Readings in the Armenian Translation

In many cases, only the Armenian text has preserved correct readings. There are three
such examples in the first 16 paragraphs. None of them was mentioned by Cohn. In

1 In that article, I also gave the list of all known Armenian manuscripts of De Abrahamo. The list of all the 28
Armenian manuscripts containing Philo’s works was compiled by Abraham Terian in the preface to his edition of
De animalibus (Terian 1981, 14-21)
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one case the Armenian text confirms Cohn’s conjecture, and in the other two it shows
the correct reading, which was not known and had not occurred to anyone.

In the first paragraphs of the treatise, Philo discusses the structure of the Penta-
teuch and the sequence of his own exposition of it. The writing of Moses is devoted
to the laws, but the legislation is preceded by a historical part: an account of the
life of the patriarchs. According to Philo, in this part, when describing the life of the
patriarchs, Moses depicts the same laws, but in their most general form: the acts of the
patriarchs show the same virtue as the laws laid down by Moses and serve as a model
for the latter. It is therefore necessary to begin with the more general laws, with the
pattern—the life of the patriarchs, and then to proceed to the particular laws.

In the third paragraph, the explanation of this order of exposition is prefaced
by a phrase, which in most manuscripts is written thus: Todg vépovg kata 10 £Efg
axodovBov avaykaiov Siepevvaodat. This variant cannot be correct, since the adjective
axohovBov is detached from the preposition katd and left without construction.
Two manuscripts, B and E, contain the reading xata 10 £fj¢ katakéAovbov. Cohn
considered this reading to be the closest to the archetype and suggested the reading
kata 10 ££fg kal akdhovbov: kai, he thought, might have been erroneously replaced
by kat-, which is read in all other manuscripts. However, Cohn’s conjecture is not
good enough. Although the expression kata 10 ££fg occurs quite frequently, including
in Philo (Opif. 105, Abr. 27, Ios. 1, Decal. 82), the conjunction of an adverb and an
adjective by means of xai does not look quite smooth. And here the correct reading is
shown by the Armenian text, which has the reading puw Yupquinpht qyih = kata 6
axdrovBov £€fg. This variant is perfect, and it has an excellent parallel in Philo, Decal.
1, where the same idea of a successive transition from the more general, unwritten
laws, expressed in the characters of the patriarchs, to the more particular written laws,
is repeated: Todg Biovg T@v katd Mwvota cop@v av8p@v, obg apxnyétag Tod fuetépov
gvovg kal vopovg dypapovg ai iepal Bifrot Snhodowy, &v Taig mpotépalg ovvtaEeot
UEUNVUKQOG KaTd T dkdAovOa £Efjg TOV dvaypagéviwy vopwy Tag idéag dxpioow —
“Having related in the preceding treatises the lives of those whom Moses judged to
be men of wisdom, who are set before us in the Sacred Books as founders of our
nation and in themselves unwritten laws, I shall now proceed in due course to give
full descriptions of the written laws”.> The transposition of words that had occurred
in the archetype of extant Greek manuscripts is one of the most frequent errors in the
Greek manuscript tradition.

This example shows that the source of the Armenian translation might have
retained the correct readings lost in the archetype of the other Greek manuscripts. We
find further confirmation of this in paragraph 5. Having divided the laws into general
and particular, or model and copy in §3 and then in §4, Philo says what he under-
stands by general and model laws (todg kabolkwTépovg kai dg &v dpxetdmovg): such
laws are virtuous men (odtot 8¢ giow av8p@v oi dvenMinTwg Kai KaA®S Prooavreg).
Now, at the beginning of §s, Philo specifies in what sense these virtuous men may

2 The English translations from Philo are cited from the Loeb edition by F. H. Colson (Philo, vol. VI, 1935 and vol.
VII, 1937).
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be called laws. In all the Greek manuscripts we find the phrase: oi yap éuyvyot xai
Aoytkoi vopor &vSpeg ékeivol yeyovaoty, odg dvotv xapty écéuvuvev... In this way the text
is also printed in all the editions—a variant, which cannot be correct.

First, in this reading oi yap éuyvyot kai Aoyikoi vopot appears as the subject and
&v8peg as the predicate (“For the laws endowed with life and reason were those
men”), contrary to logic: &ujvxot kai doyikoi vépot is a new concept introduced only
in this phrase, whereas “those men”, that is, the patriarchs, were the main topic of
the whole previous sentence. Secondly, this reading breaks a grammatical rule: when
the pronoun ékeivog refers to a noun, the noun requires the article. It is noteworthy
that modern translators understand this phrase as if the article were used with &v8peg
rather than with vopor. Cf. Colson 1935: “for in these men we have laws endowed
with life and reason”, Birnbaum and Dillon 2021: “for those men are in fact living and
rational laws”.

The Armenian translation (wppl uyl hnglinpp I pubwljubp wipthp tinti) shows
the correct reading contained in the Greek manuscript from which it was made: oi
Yap &vdpeg éxetvor Eujvyot kai Aoyikoi vopot yeyovaorv. This variant could not have
been introduced by the translator, for the translator strictly observes the word order
of the Greek original.

Erroneous transpositions of words, such as we find here in the Greek manuscripts,
are one of the most common errors in the Greek manuscript tradition of this treatise.
But in this case, there is a special reason for such a transposition. The scribe under-
stood the pronouns ékeivot and obg as correlated, “those (men), whom...”, and so
placed them side by side. In fact, éxeivot does not refer to the next phrase, but to the
previous one. The relative pronoun otg here begins a new thought, being used instead
of the combination of a conjunction with the demonstrative pronoun (“and they”);
this use is very characteristic of Philo (cf. De opif. 9, 21, 29, 44, 48, 77, 78 etc.), and in
these cases the name to which the pronoun refers does not necessarily precede it.

In these two examples, the Armenian text gives us the correct solution, which was
unknown before. In another passage, the Armenian translation confirms a conjecture
proposed by Cohn. In §1o0 it is pointed out that in some cases the designation of a
class of objects may be transferred without further specification to a single, especially
indicative, member of that class, and the word “ink” is an example of such a transfer.
The Greek word 10 péav (literally “black”) can denote ink even though there are
other black objects. The phrase defining ink is written as kai péAav 10 6 ypdgopev in
the BEK group of manuscripts, kai pédav 10 & 8 ypdgopev in manuscript P, and xai
pédav 0 @ ypagopev in the remaining manuscripts. Cohn corrected this phrase to kai
T0 pédav @ ypagopev, and this reading is confirmed by the Armenian text b utiwiy npny
qplidpy.

These three cases show that the Greek manuscript from which the treatise was
translated into Armenian was free from those errors that were in the archetype of
all extant Greek manuscripts. The relationship of the Armenian text to different
groups of Greek manuscripts is well seen from the last example. The first error, the
transposition of the words 76 and pélav, had occurred in the archetype. The resulting
variant, kai pédav 10 @ ypdpopev, underwent further distortions in BEK and in P.
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3. The Relationship between the Armenian Translation and the
Greek Manuscript Tradition

We can assume that all the extant Greek manuscripts go back to a common archetype;
BEK represent a separate recension within the Greek manuscript tradition, and the
Armenian text does not depend on this archetype in any way. The analysis of other
variant readings in the first 16 paragraphs shows that all other Greek manuscripts
besides BEK form a separate group. We find many cases where the Armenian text
together with BEK retains the correct reading, while all other manuscripts contain
one common error. In §1 Philo enumerates the events recounted in Genesis: doa
kat elpfvny fj Téepov | popig kai apopiag A Mpdv kai edOnviav... “(it tells of) peace
and war, of fruitfulness and barrenness, of dearth and plenty”. This is the reading of
BEK, which differs from that of the other manuscripts, in which instead of gopdig kal
apopiag we find gopag 7| apopiag. The Armenian translation coincides with the BEK
reading (ptipng b whptipniptwbg), and this reading is correct, since Philo’s usual form
of enumeration of opposites is with #} between members of the enumeration, and kai
between opposites (cf. Post. 109 oikeiowg kai &\\otpiots, §j mohitaig kai Eévoug, ibid.
110 peydda yap kal prkpa fj ToAa kai Ohiya fj iSwwTikcd kai Snpdota § iepa kai BEPHAa
| apxata kai véa, Plant. 133 | padakdtrrag edev8oTovg Kai okANpOTHTAG AVTITOTTOUS
7 AetdtnTag kal Tpaydtntag, Abr. 239 & padaka kai okAnpd A Tpaxéa kal Aela 7 Oepua
Kkal Yoxpd).

At the end of the same sentence, Philo tells us that Genesis speaks of the
destruction and birth of plants, animals, and humans, “some of whom lived a life
of virtue, others of vice” ({pwv xal QuT@V... Kal &v8p@v T@V pev dpetij T@V 8¢ Kakiq
ovpPwodvtwy). The word av8p@v is used without the article in BEK and in the Ar-
menian translation (wpubg niwig junwphiniphwb & niwbg h wpniptwb Yupkghng),
while in the other Greek manuscripts it is preceded by the article t@v. The reading
of BEK and the Armenian text is preferable in this case as well, since the previous
members of the same series ({dwv xai put@v) have no article; the appearance of
the article in the other manuscripts should be explained by the influence of the
subsequent T@v.

In §14 Philo contrasts the man who possesses good hope with the one who lacks
it, and calls the former “holy and praiseworthy” (&ytog xai énawetdg), and the latter
“anholy and blameworthy” (&vayvog xai Vextég). This is the reading of BEK and the
Armenian text (whnd = &vayvog), whereas the other Greek manuscripts characterise
the one who is without hope with the word évayfs instead of dvayvos.

In many cases, as we see, Armenian readings coincide with the correct BEK
readings, differing from the erroneous variants in the other Greek manuscripts. The
proximity of the Armenian text to the BEK group has been pointed out by Cohn,
but we have no reason to postulate a common hyparchetype for them. As we have
demonstrated, in three examples BEK contain the same errors as all the other Greek
manuscripts, while the Armenian text is free from them. In one of these cases, we
have seen how BEK further distorted an error contained in the archetype of the
Greek manuscripts and absent from the Armenian text. However, we also have errors
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specific to BEK that are absent from both the Armenian text and the other Greek
manuscripts. For example, in §9 Philo argues that Moses connects the very essence
of man with hope: Moses first speaks of hope in God and immediately following that
of the birth of men (86ev kai maykdAws duvijoar BovAdpevog TOV eBedmy mpoewmdy, 3Tt
o0tog fAmioey émi TOV TOV SAwv Tatépa kal wowmTHY, Eméyel “abty 1) PifAog yevéoews
avBpwmwv” — “after first stating that he set his hope on the Father and Maker of all,
he adds, ‘this is the book of the coming into being of men””). The word npoen@v is
also found in all manuscripts except BEK, and it is the one rendered by the Armenian
translator as junwgwgnh wuwg. At the same time, the BEK group offers the reading
mpooetnwv which is certainly erroneous.

So, in cases of variant readings, the Armenian text almost always offers the correct
variants, which we find only in it, or which coincide with one of the groups of Greek
manuscripts. There is just one example of a common error in the Armenian text and
in the BEK group, and it is worthy of careful examination.

In §3 Philo speaks of the order in which the Mosaic laws are to be dealt with,
and in which he intends to deal with them: first the model laws, represented by the
lives of the patriarchs, and then the copy laws, that is, the Mosaic legislation proper:
¢mel 8¢ Todg vopovg Katd TO dkdhovbov £§fig dvaykaiov SiepevvacOat, T@v émi pépovg
Kal g av eikovwy vmépBeoty moodpevot Todg kabolkwtépoug kai kg &v dpxeTimovg
npotépovg Siepevviicwpev — “Since it is necessary to carry out our examination of
the law in regular sequence, let us postpone consideration of particular laws, which
are, so to speak, copies, and examine first those which are more general and may be
called the originals of those copies”. In manuscript K we find the variant avaykaiov
fv in the past tense (“it was necessary...”), and in BE the error is developed further
(only v without dvaykaiov), which allows us to assign the variant avaykaiov v
to the BEK group hyparchetype. This reading is erroneous; it may have appeared
under the influence of the past tense in the preceding phrase 6v pév odv tpdmov 1)
koopomotia Statétaktal, S THg Tpotépag ovvtaews, wg olov Te v, ArpLPwoapey —
“The story of the order in which the world was made was set forth in detail by us
as well as was possible in the preceding treatise”: the scribe might have thought that
a new phrase continued to refer to Philo’s previous work. The Armenian translation
also contains the past tense form: dwub gh quuptiiul pun Yupguiinpht qyh hwpluenp
tp plbfy U funighy... Cohn cites in his apparatus the reading of the Armenian text
as a parallel to the variant in BEK. However, it is worth noting that the Armenian
translator often adds a copula, and in such impersonal constructions it may be in
the imperfect tense, cf. §22: (xaxiav) v 6 ToAdg dxhog domaletal, yaipwy ptv 9’ oig
otévewy d€rov, Aumovpevog 8¢ 29 olg yeynOévar kadév — “(vice) which is welcomed by
the multitude who rejoice at what calls for mourning and grieve where it is well to be
glad” - (éulpm[ahulﬁﬁ) qnp pwugnid fuunthGunub uhpt b pnint hwputt pinuny, pon
np hwnusl)b bk jnging hwti) mpdw tp, L impudtny, pbig np pnupd b gniupubw) puph
kp.
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Thus, we can describe the relations between the different manuscripts in this way:

Archetype

Arm.  Greek hyparchetype

BEK (a) ceteri (B)

This relationship calls for a reconsideration of many of Cohn’s textual judgements.
He assumed that the exemplar of BEK was the codex optimus, whose readings are
preferable whenever they do not contain a clear error. However, in cases when the
readings of p match the Armenian text against BEK, it is clear that BEK have less
authority. Here is one such example.

In §10 Philo says that Homer is spoken of simply as “poet”, though there are many
other poets, since he is a poet par excellence. Cohn chooses the reading BEK (a):
momnths ‘Opnpog, popiwv momtd@y dvtwy, kat éEoxiv Aéyetal. However, the reading of
the other Greek manuscripts (B) pvpiwv 8vtwv momt@v is confirmed by the Armenian
translation: puqiwg thg pipennwg. This variant, besides being better represented in
the manuscript tradition, seems preferable also in meaning. The word order pvpiwv
mwomnT®V 8vtwv rather suggests that pvpiwv is the subject and womntdv the predicate
(“many are poets”, cf. later in the same sentence: mavtdg 8 pi| Aevkdv 20Tt pélavog
3vtog). However, the word pwpiot is usually used in the attributive sense, and we
would expect the meaning “there are many poets” (cf. Colson’s translation “though
there are multitudes of poets besides him”; Birnbaum and Dillon 2021: “despite there
being a vast multitude of poets”; Gorez 1966: “et pourtant il y a des milliers de
poétes”), which should be expressed by the word order pvpiwv 8vtwy momr@v, cf. in
Abr. 1 kaitot popiwv dAAWY EUPEPOUEVWY TIPAYUATWY.

In addition to the fact that the Armenian text is free from certain errors contained
in Greek manuscripts, in the first 16 paragraphs it does not contain any special errors
found only in it. All the erroneous variants attributed by Cohn to the Armenian
text appeared in the translation, they were not in the Greek manuscript used by the
translator.

Often we find omissions in the Armenian text. In the first sentence, we find
two such omissions at once: T@v iep®v vopwv év mévre BifAoig avaypa@éviwv 1)
TPWTN Kadeltal Kai émypdgetar I'éveotg amod Tijg Tod KOOHOVL Yevéoews, fiv €v apxi
mepiéxet, AaPodoa TV TPOTPNOLY, Kaitol pupiwy dA WY upepopévwy Tpaypdtwy, doa
Kat eiphvny §| TOAepov §| opag kai dpopiag fj Apov kai evOnviav — “The first of
the five books in which the holy laws are written bears the name and inscription of
Genesis, from the genesis or creation of the world, an account of which it contains
at its beginning. It has received this title in spite of its embracing numberless other
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matters; for it tells of peace and war, of fruitfulness and barrenness, of dearth and
plenty”. In this passage, the Armenian text omits two expressions, v £v apyij meptéxet
and A Mpov kai e00nviav, and these are the first of many examples of omissions in
the Armenian translation. This remarkable peculiarity of the Armenian text has been
pointed out by Royse (Royse 2008, 156). As he rightly notes, it is unlikely that the
translator could have accidentally omitted fragments of the text. Royse gives two
possible reasons for the omissions: either they could have been caused by Armenian
scribes or the translator could have done them deliberately. The first reason is much
less likely, since it is difficult to explain such a regular phenomenon by pure chance.
Besides, we meet an undoubtedly deliberate omission in §10. When translating the
sentence in which Philo gives examples of designating one, the most important
representative of a class by the name of that class (as, for example, Homer is called
simply by the word “poet”), the Armenian translator has omitted an example that said
little to Armenian readers: the simple designation “archon” of one of the nine archons
in Athens, the most important of them, the archon eponym: kai dpxwv Ab#vyotv
0 Emwyvpog kal TOV évvéa apydvtwy dplotog, 4@ od oi ypovor katapiOuodvrar. This
case, besides indicating the consciousness of the translator’s decision, also definitely
proves that the omissions appeared only in the Armenian text, but not in the Greek
manuscript from which the Armenian translation was made, and therefore it is not
worthwhile to include them in the apparatus criticus of the Greek text.

It could be a linguistic reason for the translator to omit some fragments of the
text, which, in his opinion, were not obligatory for his readers (either they pointed to
unknown and unnecessary realities, or simply did not add anything to the meaning).
The Armenian language differs from Greek by a much greater homonymy of case
endings, and therefore, when long Greek sentences are literally transmitted word
for word, the syntactic connections between far apart words are obscured. Any
abbreviation makes it much easier for the reader to understand the text.

The information that the story about the creation of the world is contained in
the beginning of Genesis was unnecessary for Armenian readers who knew the Bible
well. As for the omission of the pair of antonyms Apov kai e00nviav, it can be
explained by the fact that these two concepts are in many ways similar to the two
preceding them (gopag kai dgopiag). Cf. Mos. 1.265, where they are used almost
synonymously with popé and agopia (with ebetnpia replacing evOnvia): mposine yap
Toig pév émopPpiag Bépovg dxpdlovrog, Toig & adyuov Te kai PAOYUOV €V péow XELU@VL,
toig & £§ evetnplag apopiav xai Eumaly &k Apod popdv — “To some he had foretold
rainstorms in summer, to others drought and great heat in mid-winter, to some
barrenness to follow fertility, or again plenty to follow dearth”. Nevertheless, the
distinction between the two is clearly seen in Ios. 250: mdvta 81 mavtwy Eyepe xapag
ook é\attov | elmep e0QOpnoev 1) mediag kal O Apodg eig e0Onviav petéPale — “universal
joy reigned everywhere, no less than if the fields had borne fruit and the famine had
been changed into abundance”: e00nvia or Apdg appears here as a consequence of
Qopd or agopia.

We find another omission in §7, in the passage which speaks of the soul “cutting
through” hope as if it were a road leading to virtue. In the Greek original, this image is
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rendered by the two verbs avatépver kai dvoiyet — “cuts through and opens”, but in the
Armenian text only the verb hwnwt (“cuts through”) is used. Cohn, relying on the
incorrect variant hwuwk (“reaches”) in Armenian manuscripts,® noted the omission
of avatépver xai in his apparatus. In fact, the omission here is kai dvoiyei, and it is
most reasonable to assume that the omission appeared not in the Greek source of the
translation, but in the translation itself. The fact is that the verbs dvatéyuver and avoiyet
are synonymous and denote the same action, but &vatépve is part of the image (“cuts
through” as if a road), while avoiyzet is used in a more general sense and may refer
both to the road built and to the hope opened. The translator, who simplified the text
by getting rid of words which seemed to him superfluous and unnecessary, evidently
omitted avoiyet, which only repeats the main idea of dvatépveL.

Another error, attributed by Cohn to the Greek source of the Armenian transla-
tion, is actually an example of how the translator, having misunderstood the meaning
of the Greek text, decided to correct it and restore to logic. At the end of §6, Philo
speaks of the endeavour of the patriarchs to earn a life right in every respect, both
in intentional acts (t@v &k mpovoiag) and in unintentional ones (T&v dvev ékovoiov
yvoung). The words T@v e &k mpovoiag kail T@v dvev ékovoiov yvapng are translated
into Armenian as follows: uylig np h Gwhpubwdniphit wiiwdnptwd L whg np h
Judwinp pupnig — “in those from the providence of care, and in those [done] of free
will”.

Cohn in the critical apparatus notes here a special reading of the Armenian text,
which should have reversed the meaning of the phrase: t@v ¢§ éxovaiov yvaung
instead of T@v dvev ékovaiov yvwpng. In mentioning this variant £§ instead of dvev,
Cohn evidently assigns it to the Greek source of the Armenian translation. A closer
acquaintance with the Armenian text, however, convinces us that this error must
have appeared only in the translation. If we take a look at the Armenian phrase wyg
np h Gwhiwpubwdniphit wiiwdniptiwb W wyig np h judwinp pupnig, we will see that
the translator tried to preserve the antithesis here, but it turned out differently from
what it was in the original. In Philo, in the expression t@v éx mpovoiag, the word
wpovola is used in the sense of “conscious intention”, a meaning which it always has in
conjunction with the preposition ¢k (Aeschin. 3.212; Din. 1.6, cf. Arist. Pol. 1300b26,
where T& éx mpovoiag is contrasted with dxodota, see LSJ s.v. mpévoia II). But the
Armenian translator saw a very different meaning in this word. He translated it with
the doublet twhiwhubwdniphil wytwdnpwh (“providence of care”), which signifies
Divine Providence and Divine care and is also used to translate wpopnfeia 8eod (cf.
in §18 mpopnOeiq yivetar Beod = hwpiupbwinipliwdp whiwdniptwd (hih wuwmnidny).
Thus, here the translator has understood wpévoia as Divine Providence, that is, in
the meaning this word received in the Stoic school. Sometimes mpévowa has the
same meaning in Philo himself, and it passed from ancient philosophers to Christian
authors, becoming primary in early Christian texts (see Lampe s.v. mpévoia). So we
may assume that the translator’s interpretation of Philo’s text here was influenced by

3 On this passage in the Armenian manuscripts see Nikolsky 2024.
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his knowledge of later Greek (or perhaps by the orientation to the later language of
the dictionary he used).

Having interpreted ta éx mpovoiag as acts derived from Divine Providence, the
translator saw in them not the opposite but, on the contrary, a repetition of ta éx
TOxng mentioned above: in both cases, in his opinion, these are acts sent by fate
itself and not derived from the personal will of man. According to his interpretation
of the Greek phrase, the patriarchs sought Divine favour in order that Providence
might be favourable to them, and that they might be delivered from accidental and
involuntary transgressions. But this interpretation of the acts t& éx mpovoiag made
it meaningless to contrast them with the acts t& dvev éxovoiov yvdpng. In order to
restore the antithesis to its meaning, the translator had to consider that these latter
acts are thus named erroneously, and correct this error by describing them, on the
contrary, as acts “from the conscious will” (np h judwinp pwipnig).

Another variant reading noted by Cohn is actually a particular interpretation
of a Greek word by the translator. In §11 Philo says that the worthy deeds of
the patriarchs are recorded in the immortal book of nature (&v dbavdtw T} PvoeL,
nap’ f) Tag omovdaiag mpaelg dvaypantovs elvar cupPéPnkev). Cohn reports that the
Armenian text does not render dvaypdntovg, but a very different word, ave§adeintovs.
Indeed, in the place of avaypdmrovg we find the word whghhp in the Armenian transla-
tion. whehty, formed with the negative prefix from shlig, the root of the verb gtgtud
(“to clean, to efface, to erase”), literally means “uncleanable, indelible”. However,
avéypantos is translated in the same way (with the word wlghlip) in two other places
of Abr., in paragraphs 177 and 262. It is difficult to suppose that a Greek scribe
changed avdypantog into ave§ddewntog every time. Rather, we must think that this
is the meaning the Armenian translator saw in the word avdaypantog itself. Indeed,
this meaning of the word regarding a record which is eternal and indelible is often
present in Philo as a connotation; cf. the passage about Abraham’s binding of Isaac,
where it is used in conjunction with the verb éot\itevtar: 1) mpais, ei kai pf) 6 Télog
émnkoAovOnoev, 6AOKANpoG Kal TavTeAns od pdvov év taig iepaig BifAog aAAd kai év
Talg TOV AvaywwokdvTwy Stavoialg dvdypantog éotnhitevtat — “the action, though not
followed by the intended ending, was complete and perfect, and the record of it as
such stands graven not only in the sacred books but in the minds of the readers” (Abr.
177); cf. also Philo’s statement on the generosity of the soul of one who has devoted
himself to God: #jg 10 edydprotov dBavatiletar kai dvaypantov otnhiredetar apd Oed
— “The thank-offering of such a soul receives immortality, and is inscribed in the
records of God” (Mos. 2.108). In our case, where the immortal nature bearing records
of the virtuous deeds of the early patriarchs is contrasted with the ordinary books
destroyed by moths, this connotation is important as well. The Armenian translator,
however, turned the connotation into the main meaning of the word.

There are other instances in Cohn’s apparatus of incorrect attribution of variant
readings to the Greek source of the Armenian text. In §1, in the passage on destruc-
tion of things on the earth by fire and water (tag peyiotag T@v éni yijg ¢Bopag S
7opdg kal B8atog), Cohn notes a different word order in the Armenian text, ascribing
it to the Greek source manuscript (“St” #8atog xal mvpdg transp. Arm”), but the
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transposition had occurred only in M1500’s exemplar, and as a variant or correction
this reading is added in Viog4o. All other Armenian manuscripts retain the same
order as the Greek manuscripts. Another variant reading, the form SiapOapnoopévyg
instead of SiapOapnoopévolg noted by Conybeare in §11, is also imaginary: in this
case Conybeare, who did not know the reading of most Armenian manuscripts,
misinterpreted the Armenian text (for details, see Nikolsky 2024, 114).

4. Conclusion

Thus, from the analysis of the text in the first 16 paragraphs of Abr., we have the
impression that the Greek manuscript from which the work was translated into
Armenian was independent of the archetype of the extant Greek manuscripts and free
from the errors contained in that archetype. Nor do we find in its first paragraphs
specific errors of its own. However, the studied fragment of the text is too small to
make a final judgement about the closeness of the source of the Armenian translation
to the initial text of Philo himself.
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