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adisho‘ Qatraya’s Letter to Abkosh was first edited by A. 
Guillaumont and M. Albert in 19842. Although their 
edition gives the impression that it is based on three 

witnesses, in point of fact there is only one: the Notre-Dame des 
Semences (or Alqosh) n° 237, called S by the editors. The other 
two manuscripts used are merely 20th century copies made for J. 
Vosté and A. Mingana from the previous exemplar and thus have 

                                                 
1 The text of the Letter was one of the subjects of the Intermedi-

ate/Advanced Syriac course we gave during the 2012 edition of the Académie 
des langues anciennes at Digne-Les-Bains and we extend our thanks to our two 
students, Jean-Marie Mouesca and Bosko Eric who participated in the analysis 
of the textual variants. 

2 A. GUILLAUMONT and M. ALBERT, “Lettre de Dadisho Qatraya à Abkosh 
sur l’hésychia” in E. LUCCHESI and H.D. SAFFREY (ed.), Mémorial André-Jean 
Festugière. Antiquité païenne et chrétienne (Cahiers d’Orientalisme 10), Genève, 
1984, p. 235-245. 
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no independent value, they are referred to as V and M respective-
ly3. 

 We have already had the opportunity of drawing attention to 
the fact that another witness, Baghdad Archbishopric of the East 
n° 210 (which we have called G) has, in addition to Dadisho‘’s 
Commentary on the Paradise of the Fathers (DQC), the complete text 
of his Letter4, on ff° 169v°-173v°, and that having been unknown 
to Guillaumont and Albert, it has not yet been used to provide a 
critical edition of the letter. 

 G’s importance for Dadisho‘’s works is paramount since it 
constitutes the oldest East Syriac witness to his writings. Alt-
hough the exemplar is acephalous and its colophon is lacking, A. 
Kaplan has been able to date it, on palaeographical grounds, to 
the first half of the 9th century5. 

 Compared with the previously edited text (E), G provides 
more than seventy true textual variants for the Letter. Although, 
by and large, their nature is not earth-shaking, there are several 
interesting divergences. Given that a simple list of variants with-
out having the text immediately available would be frustrating for 
the reader, it has seemed preferable to reproduce the whole text 
as it appears in G. All the divergences from E have been noted 
here in an apparatus provided for G’s text. Purely orthographic 
variants have also been included for the sake of completeness, 
though their importance is marginal. Where it has been deemed 
useful, a brief analysis of the variants has also been provided and 
constitute a kind of critical commentary. 

We can say that G is a witness to the same text form as E 
which is stable. G allows us to fill in a certain number of lacunae 
where text has fallen out through homoeoteleuton and is there-
fore useful for completing the text. 

 
However it is far from having the best text. Of the 84 true var-

iants, we have preferred only 30 of G’s. These variants have been 
marked with an asterisk (*) in the apparatus.  

 
Comparing E and G, we can notice that while both have a 

tendency to make stylistic improvements there are perhaps a few 
more in E. As to the mind-set behind G, one element for further 
investigation could be the question as to whether the “heart” can 

                                                 
3 For a description of the manuscripts, see GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, 

“Lettre”, p. 236.  
4 D. PHILLIPS, “The Syriac Commentary of Dadisho‘ Qatraya on the Para-

dise of the Fathers: Towards a Critical Edition”, BABELAO 1 (2012), p. 12. I take 
the opportunity of correcting my remark there saying that G is a “fourth” 
witness to the text – it is in fact only the second. 

5 A. KAPLAN, “Expertise paléographique du ms. Syr Bagdad 210 en vue de 
sa datation. Dadisho Qatraya, Commentaire sur le Paradis des Pères”, BABE-
LAO 2 (2013), p. 105-121. 
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be the seat of “thoughts”. Two of the variants might indicate that 
G had a problem with this (see notes 64 and 118), but it would 
require more evidence to be confirmed6. 

 
To facilitate reference to the text, we have kept the numbering 

of the sections established by the first editors of the text. We have 
added an English translation since it seemed a useful way of 
complementing the French rendering of thirty years ago. 

 
What can we say about the context of the Letter? In all likeli-

hood, it would seem that we are dealing with a real letter rather 
than a simple literary convention. The recipient, Abkosh (or 
Bakosh) was a friend of Dadisho‘’s on whose insistence he com-
posed at least two of his writings7. 

 
Abisho‘’s Catalogue tells us that Dadisho‘ composed  ܐܓ̈ܖܬܐ

”letters and questions“ ܘܫܐ̈ܘܠܐ 7F

8, though the recipients are not 
mentioned. In this case, it means that the Letter to Abkosh is the 
only known surviving item of his correspondence and thus par-
ticularly valuable as being the sole witness to the epistolary genre 
among his writings. 

 
The historical context is made clear by the letter itself. Abkosh 

had wanted to visit Dadisho‘, the latter not only refused him en-
trance to his cell, but also declined to even speak with him from 
the window. This greatly saddened his fellow monk and so 
Dadisho‘ decided to send him a letter to make up for his apparent 
lack of hospitality and justify his behaviour (Section 1). The justi-
fication is the need to preserve the monk’s quietude 8F

9. Dadisho‘ 
then develops on this at length by explaining the interdependence 
of the three basic virtues which are quietude, meditation and self-
coercion (Sections 2 to 4) and the other virtues which come into 
being through them (Sections 5 to 7). 

 
He concludes his analysis (Section 8) by making a correlation 

between the virtues and the passions to which they constitute a 
remedy. It is this part of the letter that is the most developed, 
from a literary and technical point of view. A triple correlation is 
established between each of the passions and, for each of them, 
three virtues that can cure them. Given the literary density of the 
section and its concluding position, we would like to suggest that 
it constitutes the real object of the Letter. 

                                                 
6 A cursory examination of the variants in G related to the word ܠܒܐ in 

DQC appears neutral in this respect, at least at first sight. 
7 See note 11. 
8 J.S. ASSEMANI, Bibliotheca orientalis Clementino-Vaticana [...], III/1, Rome, 

1719-1728, p. 99. 
9 On the choice of this translation, see note 172. 
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Although, of course, Dadisho‘ is also speaking within the gen-

eral context of ܫܠܝܐ, what he wants to explain in detail to his 
friend is the system of the three-fold remedy to each of the gener-
ic passions. 

 
The editorial title ܥܠ ܫܠܝܐ could have come into being by the 

assimilation of the letter to Dadisho‘’s other works on the same 
subject. In S, and its copies, the letter is interpolated between four 
mēmrē and a text of admonitions (ܙܘܗ̈ܖܐ) grouped together under 
the general title ܡܐܡ̈ܖܐ ܡܘܬ̈ܖܢܐ ܕܥܠ ܫܠܝܐ ܕܫܒ̈ܘܥܐ 
“Profitbale discourses on the quietude of weeks” 9F

10 and thus asso-
ciated with them. 

 
Be that as it may, the Letter had its own independent life, as we 

can gather from G where it is associated not with the mēmrē but 
with Dadisho‘’s Commentary on the Paradise of the Fathers. This asso-
ciation could have taken place because, in Section 3, the Letter 
refers to two passages of the Book of Paradise. 

 

The text of the Letter to Abkosh according to G 
(f°169v°) 

ܬܘܒ ܐܓܪܬܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܕܡܪܝ ܕܕܝܫܘܥ ܕܫܕܪ ܠܒܟܘܫ ܥܠ 
10ܫܠܝܐ F

11 

11Fܟܠܡܕܡ ܩܕܡ [1]

ܫܠܡܟ ܒܕܚܠܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܘܒܚܘܒܗ  ̇ܫܐܠ ܐܢܐ 12
. ܒܬܪܟܢ ܕܝܢ . ܘܡܦܝܣ ܐܢܐ ܠܚܘܒܟ ܕܬܨܠܐ ܥܠ ܚܛܝܘܬܝܕܡܪܢ

ܘܠܐ ܬܬܥܝܩ܇ ܥܠ ܕܠܐ  ̇ܒܥܢܐ ܡܢ ܢܟܦܘܬܟ܉ ܕܠܐ ܬܟܪܐ ܠܟ
12Fܡܥܠ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ ܠܩܠܝܬܝ ܐܦܠܐ

13Fܡܡܠܠ 13

ܥܡܟ ܡܢ  ܐܢܐ 14
. ܚܕܐ ܕܠܐ ܣܢܝܩ ܐܢܬ ܥܠ ܕܡܢ ܬܪܬܝܢ ̈ܥܠܠܢ ܐܬ̇ܥܘܟܬ ܟܘܬܐ.

ܐܢܬ ̈ܣܓܝܐܐ ܘܪܘ̈ܖܒܐ ̈ܡܠܦܢܐ  ܥܠ ܕܩ̤ܢܐ ܥܠ ܒܨܝܪܘܬܝ܃

                                                 
10 J. VOSTÉ, Catalogue de la bibliothèque syro-chaldéenne du couvent de Notre-Dame 

des Semences près d’Alqoš (Iraq), Rome-Paris, 1929, p. 91, A. Mingana, Catalogue of 
the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts […] Volume 1 : Syriac and Garshūni Manuscripts, 
Cambridge, 1933, col. 1147. 

 ܬܘܒ [ ܬܘܒ ܐܓܪܬܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܕܡܪܝ ܕܕܝܫܘܥ ܕܫܕܪ ܠܒܟܘܫ ܥܠ ܫܠܝܐ 11
ܐܒܩܘܫ ܕܠܘܬ ܐܓܪܬܐ ܫܠܝܐ ܕܥܠ ܕܕܝܫܘܥ ܡܪܝ ܕܩܕܝܫܐ ܕܝܠܗ  E. Titles are, 

of course, editorial so there is not much to choose between the two. The pious 
locution ܩܕܝܫܐ could be secondary, but then so could the more explicit ܫܕܪ. 
Note however the orthographical difference in the name ܐܒܩܘܫ which ap-
pears here as ܒܩܘܫ. In Dadisho‘’s Commentary on the Book of Abba Isaiah I, 1 and 
XIV, 2 (R. DRAGUET, Commentaire du livre d’abba Isaïe (logoi I-XV) par Dadišo 
Qatraya (VIIe s.) (CSCO 326), Louvain, 1972, p. 2 and 206) we have the spelling 
 .as in E ܐܒܩܘܫ

 .E ܟܠ ܡܕܡ 12

*13 add waw E. 
ܡܡܠܠܢܐ   [ ܡܡܠܠ ܐܢܐ 14 E. 
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14Fܘܐܚܪܬܐ ܕܐܢ ܗܘ (°f°170r) ܘܡܥܕ̈ܖܢܐ܉

ܕܠܘܬܟ ܦܪܝܫܐܝܬ  15
15Fܐܣܥܪܝܗ̇ 

16Fܠܗܕܐ 16

ܒܥܝܢ ܘ̇ܒܥܝܢ. 17
̇

17Fܐܚ̈ܖܢܐ ̤ܗܝ ܗܕܐ ܬ

18 
18Fܘܕܐܣܥܪܝ̇ܗ ܠܘܬ ̈ܣܓܝܐܐ ܠܐ ܡܫܟܚ ܐܢܐܼ 

ܒܕܠܐ ܡܥܕܪܐ  19
ܐܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܚܒܝܒܝ܉ ܠܐ ܐܫܟܚܬ ܥܘܕܪܢܐ ܡܕܡ ܡܢ ̇ܗܝ ܕܟܕ  ܠܝ܀

ܐܣܬܘܕ ܥܡ ܐ̈ܚܐ ܡܢ ܟܘܬܐ. ܡܢܐ  ܚܒܝܫ ܐܢܐ ܒܩܠܝܬܐ܇
ܝܘܬܪܢܐ ܐܩ̤ܢܐ ܡܢ ̇ܗܝ ܕܐܚܒܘܫ ܠܦܓܪܝ ܒܩܠܝܬܐ܇ ܠܗܘܢܝ ܕܝܢ 

19Fܡܦܗܐ ܐܢܐ ܠܗ ܒܟܠ ܕܘܟ܉

ܐܝܟܢ ܕܝܢ ܠܐ ̇ܦܗܐ ܗܘܢܐ܇  20
. ̇ܦܗܝܢ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟܢ ܠܐ܇ ܡܐ ܡܐ ܕ̈ܖܓܫܝ ܦܓܪܐ ܫ̤ܪܝܢ ܘ̇ܦܗܝܢ

ܕܬܠܬܐ ̈ܖܓܫܐ ܕܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ ̇ܐܠܨܐ ܥܠ ܢܛܘܪܬܗܘܢ ܫ̤ܪܝܢ 
20Fܘܫܒܝܩܝܢ܇ ܐ̇ܡܪ ܐܢܐ

ܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܝܢ ܠܫܢܐ ܘܚܙܬܐ ܘܫܡܥܐ܇ ܕܟܡ 21
ܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ ܕܝܢ  ̇ܚܣܪ ܐܚܐ ܚܒܝܫܐ ܡܢ ܠܐ ܙܗܝܪܘܬܐ ܕܒ̈ܖܓܫܘܗܝ܃

ܢܐ ܕܣܘܥ̈ܖܢܐ ܘܡܢ ܢܣܝ ܕܡܫܡܥܬܐ܉ ܡܢ ܟܬ̈ܒܐ ܕܐܒ̈ܗܬܐܼ 
 ̇ܝܠܦܝܢܢ.

ܡܢ ܢܣܝܢܐ ܼܡܢ ܕܐܝܟ ܗܟܢ. ܡܐ ܕܡܡܠܠ ܐܚܐ ܚܒܝܫܐ ܡܢ  [2]
21Fܟܘܬܐ ܥܡ ܐܚܘܗܝ ܡܠܬܐ ܕܝܘܬܪܢܐ܉ ̤ܡܨܐ ܕܢܙܕ̇ܗܪ

ܒܚܝܪܗ  22
ܘܡܫܟܚ ܬܘܒ ܕܢܛܪ ܠܫܢܗ܇ ܕܠܐ ܬܦܠܛܗ ܢܚܙܐ ܙܠܝܠܐܝܬ.  ܕܠܐ

ܡܠܬܐ ܒܣܝܪܬܐ ܕܡܚܣܪܐ. ܘܗܕܐ ܐܢ ܣܓܝ ܚܠܝܨ ܘܓܡܝܪ. 
22Fܡܫܡܥܬܗ

23Fܕܝܢ ܐܝܟܢ ܡܫܟܚ ̇ܢܛܪ. 23

 ܥܠ ܕܗܐ ܠܐ ܫܠܝܛ 24
24Fܠܫܢܗ ܕ̇ܗܘ ܕܡܡܠܠ

ܘܫܡܥ ܡܠܬܐ  ܥܡܗ. ܘܐܢ ܓܕܫ 25
25Fܕܡܚܣܪܐ ܠܢܛܘܪܬܗ܉ ܡܚܫܐ ܠܼܗ ܝܬܝܪ ܡܢ ܕܒܨܐ

 ܕܥܩܪܒܐ. 26
ܘ̇ܗܘܝܐ ܠܗ ܥܠܬܐ ܠܦܗܝܐ ܕܡܚܫ̈ܒܬܼܐ ܙܒܢܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ. ܘܐܢ 

ܗܟܢ ܡܟܝܐ ܠܚܒܝܫܐ܉ ܟܡܐ ܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ  ܡܠܬܐ ܕܚܕ ܐܚܐ܃ ܚܕܐ
 ̈ܡܠܐ ܣܓ̈ܝܐܬܐ ܕܐ̈ܚܐ ܣܓ̈ܝܐܐ.

                                                 
ܗܘ ܕܐܢ [ 15  .E ܕܐܢܗܘ  
16 The diacritical point is not visible in G and has been supplied from E. 
17 E legi nequit G 
ܒܥܝܢ ܘ̇ܒܥܝܢ 18

̇
 E. G’s reading could be explained as a ܒܥܝܢ ܘܬܒܥܝܢ [ ܬ

correction made by a scribe on the point of making a homoeoteleuton. 
 .E ܡܫܟܚܢܐܼ  [ ܡܫܟܚ ܐܢܐܼ  19
 .E ܒܟܠܕܘܟ [ ܒܟܠ ܕܘܟ 20
 .E ̇ܐܡܪܢܐ [ ܐ̇ܡܪ ܐܢܐ 21
 .E ܕܢܙܕܗܪ 22
-E. The addition of the suffix as a determiner to the substan ܡܫܡܥܬܐ 23

tive is secondary. 

-E. Although both the imperfect and the participle are grammati ܕܢܛܪ 24*
cally acceptable, it seems possible that ܡܫܟܚ with the uncoordinated partici-
ple, being somewhat less common than the imperfect coordinated with ܕ could 
be the primitive text. 

 E. G has simplified the vocabulary by substituting a more ܕܡܣܬܘܕ 25
common word. 

 E. There seems little to choose between these two synonyms ܕܘܒܨܐ 26
which both mean “sting” or “bite”. 



206 D. PHILLIPS 

26Fܘܗܠܝܢ ܼܡܢ [3]

27Fܢܣܝܢܐ ̇ܝܠܦܝܢܢ. 27

ܡܢ ܟܬ̈ܒܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܐܒ̈ܗܬܼܐ  28
28Fܛܘܒܢܐ ܐܘܓܪܝܣ ܪܒܐ ܫܼܡܥ.

ܓܪܡܛܝܩܘܣ  ܕܝܕ̈ܘܥܬܢܐ܃ ̇ܗܘ 29
ܗܟܢܐ. ܡܛܠ ܠܡ ܕܒܝܕ  ܕܚ̈ܫܐ ܘܡܒܚܢܢܐ ܕܚ̈ܘܫܒܐ܉ ܐ̇ܡܪ

29Fܡܩܒܠܚܡܫܐ ̈ܖܓܫܐ 

30Fܗܘܢܐ ܚ̈ܘܫܒܐ܉ ܢܚܙܐ ܕܒܐܝܢܐ 30

31Fܡܢ 31

32 
. ܠܼܡ ܕܒܝܕ ܡܫܡܥܬܐ ̇ܗܝ ܕܝܕܝܥܐ ܪܒܐ.ܩܝܬܝܪ ܡܬܩܫܐ ܥܠܘܗܝ 

. ܕܚܟ̈ܝܡܼܐ ܘܐ̇ܡܪܒܘܟܪܐ  ̇ܗܘ ܡܢ (°f°170v)ܘܡܝܬܐ ܬܚܘܝܬܐ 
ܕܡܠܬܐ ܕܥܩܬܐ ̇ܕܠܚܐ ܠܒܗ  ܐܝܟ ܡܠܬܗ ܠܡ ܕܫܠܝܡܘܢ܇

32Fܕܓܒܪܐ. ܗܠܝܢ

ܕܐܣܬܥܪ  ܐܦ ܡܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ̇ܝܠܦܝܢܢ ܠܗܝܢ ܬܘܒ܉  33
33Fܡܢ ̇ܗܘ ܢܨܝܚܐ ܛܘܒܢܐ

ܟܕ ܒܦܘܩܕܢܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ.  ܐܪܣܢܝܣ 34
34Fܒܦܠܛܢ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܗܘܐܗܟܝܠ 

ܘܐܬܪܓܪܓ ܠܗܢܐ  ܕܡܠܟܘܬܐ܃ 35
35Fܕܘܒܪܐ ܕ̈ܡܠܐܟܐ܃

 ܘܡܬܥܘܟ ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܢܘܬܦ̈ܘܗܝ ܕܥܠܡܐ܉ 36
36Fܓܼܥܐ

37Fܕܠܒܗ ܒܚܫܼܐ ܡܢ ܥܘܡܩܐ 37

38Fܠܘܬ ܐܠܗܐܼ  38

39Fܘܐܼܡܪ. 39

40 

                                                 
27 add ̇ܡܢ E. Omitted by haplography.  

-E. The participle is more coherent with the end of the introduc ܝܠܦܢܢ 28*
tion, section [1], where the same form is found. The omission of yudh by assim-
ilation to following nun is easily explained. 

 can be construed either as a superlative “the ܪܒܐ E. The form ܐܒܐ  29
greatest of the gnostics” or as a title “the master” or “teacher”. Both epithets 
are applied to Evagrius, though only once, in another of Dadisho‘’s writings, 
the Commentary on the Book of Abba Isaiah, X, 2 ( ܐܒܐ( 5), ܒܐܪ ); see R. DRA-
GUET, Commentaire du Livre d’abba Isaïe (logoi I-XV) par Dadišo Qatraya (VIIe s.) 
(CSCO 326-327), Louvain, 1972, p. 140, 142 (translation p. 108, 110); Draguet 
opts for the superlative meaning for ܪܒܐ. Neither of the epithets appear in 
Dadisho‘’s Commentary on the Paradise of the Fathers, though Evagrius is regularly 
referred to as the “gnostic” there (to cite only a few: DQC II, 112, 194, 268; 
edition under preparation, see PHILLIPS, “The Syriac Commentary”). The 
choice between the two variants is thus open. 

 .E ܡܩ̇ܒܠ 30
  .E. The introduction of the conjunction is probably secondary ܒܐܝܢܐ 31
 E. The previous editors have corrected the text on ܡܢܗܘܢ .E(SV)M ̇ܡܢ 32

the basis of Frankenberg’s edition of Evagrius against the text of S and its two 
copies (GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Lettre”, p. 237, n. 24). G supports S and 
thus allows us to invalidate the editors’ correction which seems gratuitous 
anyway. The text makes perfect sense (see the translation here); correcting a 
quotation solely on the textual history of its source text is a perilous undertak-
ing subject to caution anyway. 

*33 add ܕܝܢ E. The addition of the conjunctive particle could well be sec-
ondary. 

 .E(SV)G tr M ܢܨܝܚܐ ܛܘܒܢܐ 34
 .E ܒܦܠܛܝܢ 35

-E. As S.P BROCK has shown (“A Criterion for Dating Undat ܡܠܐܟܝܐ 36*
ed Syriac Texts: The Evidence from Adjectival Forms in –aya”, ̇Parole de l’Orient 
35 (2010), p. 111-124 and in particular on the form ܡܠܐܟܝܐ, p. 115), the use 
of adjectives as opposed to a genitive formation with a substantive betrays a 
later stage of the language. The older form is to be preferred here. 

 .E ܓܥܐ 37



 Dadisho‘ Qatraya’s Letter to Abkosh 207 

ܝ ܡܪܝܐ ܡܢ ܡܪܘܡܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܗ ܘܥܢܝܗ  ܡܪܝܐ ܕܒܪܝܢܝ ܠܡܚܐ.
40F. ܐܪܣܢܝܐ܉ܘܐܼܡܪ ܠܗ

41Fܘܚ̇ܝܐ ܒܢ̈ܝܢܫܐ ܥܪܘܩ ܡܢ 41

ܟܕ ܐܢܬ.  42
ܒܟܢܘܫܝܐ ܘܗܘܐ  ܠܐܣܩܛܝܣ ܠܘܬ ܐܒܐ ܡܩܪܝܣܕܝܢ ܼܐܙܠ 
43Fܒܩܢܘܒܝܢ 42F43ܩܕ̇ ܘܐܬܕܪܫ ܣܦܩܐܝܬ ܐܝܟ ܕܙ ܕܣܓ̈ܝܐܐ܃

44 
44Fܠܥܘܡܪܐ ܘܐܫܬܘܝ

 ܒܡܗܝܪܘܬ ܝܕܥܬܗܟܕ ܚܼܙܐ ܕܒܩܠܝܬܐ܃ 45
45Fܘܦܪܘܫܘܬܐ

46Fܕܒܩܠܝܬܗ ܕܡܕܥܗ܃ ܕܟܠ̇ܗ ܢܛܘܪܬܗ 46

ܕܟܠ̇ܗ  47
47F. ̇ܐܒܕܐܫܒܬܐ

ܒܥܠܬ ܫܓܘܫܝܐ ܟܕ ̇ܐܬܐ ܠܓܘܐ܃  ܡܢܗ 48
ܕ̇ܗܘܐ ܗܼܘܐ ܡܢ ܚܙܬܐ ܘܫܡܥܐ ܡܚܣܪܢܐ܃  ܕ̇ܗܘܐ ܠܠܒܗ

ܫܬܟܚܝܢ ܒܥܘܡ�ܐ ܡ ܠܘܬܗ ܡܢ ܐ̈ܚܐ ̈ܖܦܝܐ ܕܟܡܐ ܙ̈ܒܢܝܢ
48Fܐܝܠܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܡܠܬܗ ܕܐܘܓܪܝܣ܃

 ܠܡ ܕܒܟܢܘܫܝܐ ܕܓܘܐ 49

                                                                                                        
 E. E’s text seems incomplete; one would expect ܠܒܗ [ ܥܘܡܩܐ ܕܠܒܗ 38*

a qualifying word such as ܟܠ, which the previous editors appear to supply ad 
sensum when they translate “de tout son cœur” (GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, 
“Lettre”, p. 242). The text of Apophthegm Arsenius 1 as quoted by Dadisho‘ 
in DQC II, 4 is ܐܠܗܐ ܠܘܬ ܕܠܒܐ ܒܚܫܐ ܚܐܓ ; Budge’s text of the apo-
phthegm itself does not contain the phrase (E.A. WALLIS BUDGE, The Book of 
Paradise being the Histories and Sayings … (Lady Meux Manuscript 6), London, 
1904, vol. 2, p. 432). It would seem that in the Letter, Dadisho‘ has slightly 
embellished the basic text of the apophthegm and in E ܥܘܡܩܐ was left out 
due to a scribal error. 

 E. At first sight, it does not seem obvious to choose between the ܒܪܘܝܗ 39
two variants. Why would a copyist have changed one term for another? The 
parallel text in DQC II, 4 mentioned in the preceding note goes with G. I 
make a tentative suggestion: if one looks at the use of ܒܪܘܝܐ in DQC, one 
finds 18 occurrences of the term. Of these, the vast majority, 14 in all, appear 
in the composite phrase ܐܠܗܐ ܒܪܘܝܐ, usually with a possessive suffix on the 
second term. It thus seems tempting to suggest that the original text of the 
Letter could have been ܠܘܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܒܪܘܝܗ which has been differently abbre-
viated in E and G. 

40 E(SV)G om waw M. 
41 om E. While G has the support of both the parallel text in DQC II, 4 and 

the apophthegm itself (see note 38), it is easier to imagine the name being 
added rather than its being left out. We opt for E’s reading. 

 .E ܘܚܝܐ 42
 .E ܕܙܕܩ 43
44 E(SV)G cum seyame M. 
 E. E’s reading gives a better meaning, having more the sense ܠܥܡܘܪܝܐ 45

of “the fact of dwelling”; G’s reading could have been induced by the fact that 
  .is one of the recurrent words for designating a monastery ܥܡܘܪܐ

 E. The repetition of the preposition has been induced by ܘܒܦܪܘܫܘܬܐ 46*
parallelism to ܒܡܗܝܪܘܬ and can be considered secondary. 

-E. The addition of the suffix as a determiner to the substan ܕܒܩܠܝܬܐ 47
tive is secondary. 

 .E ܐܒܕܐ 48
 E. The function of the lamadh is not clear; it could introduce a ܠܐܝܠܝܢ 49

loose apposition to the indirect object of ܡܥܝܪ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ. G has left it out to 
make the text easier. We follow the lectio difficilior. 
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ܡܥܝܪ  ܦܝܐܠܡܓܡܪ܃ ܠܐ̈ܚܐ ܖ̈  ܕܘܒ̈ܖܐ ܕܡܝܬܪܘܬܐ ̇ܨܒܝܢ
49Fܓܼܥܐ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܣܛܢܐ܉ ܡܢܐ ܥܼܒܕ ܛܘܒܢܐ. ܬܘܒ

ܠܘܬ  50
ܘܐܝܟ ܡܪܝܐ ܕܒܪܝܢܝ ܠܡܚܐ. ܘܐܼܡܪ.  ܠܗܐ ܒܟܐܒܐ ܕܠܒܐܼ ܐ

ܪܒܘܬܟ ܡܪܝ ܕ̇ܨܠܝܬ ܩܕܡ ܕܗܕܐ ̇ܐܡܪ ܗܼܘܐ ܩܕܡ ܐܠܗܐ. ̇ܗܘ 
ܝܗܘܝ ܕܥܠܡܐ ܫܕܬܦܨܝܢܝ ܡܢ ܫܓܘ̈ ܘܐܬ̇ܟܫܦܬ ܠܛܝܒܘܬܟ܃ 

50Fܐܝܟ ܕܡܢ ܓܠܠ̈ܘܗܝ

51Fܘܬܥܡܪܝܢܝ ܕܝܡܐ܃ 51

ܒܠܡܐܢܐ ܕܫܝܢܼܐ  52
ܒܥܘܗܕܢ ܪܚܡܬܟ. ܘܗܐ ܗܪܟܐ ܘܬܚܐ ܢܦܫܝ  ܘܒܗ ܐܫܦܪ ܠܟ܇

ܘܕܠܘܚܝܐ܇ ܒܝܕ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕ̇ܚܙܐ  ܐܕܒܝܬ ܐ̈ܚܐ܉ ܝܬܝܪ ܐܝܬ ܠܝ ܕܘܘ
ܐܠܗܝܐ ܕ̇ܐܡܪ ܠܼܗ  ܘ̇ܫܡܥ ܐܢܐ܉ ܘܫܼܡܥ ܬܘܒ ܩܠܐܐܢܐ 

̇ܗܢܘ ܗܠܝܢ ܐܢܘܢ ܥܩ̈ܖܐ ܗܟܢܐ. ܐܪܣܢܝܐ܉ ܥܪܘܩ ܘܫܬܘܼܩ ܘܫܠܝ. 
52Fܕ̇ܗܝ ܕܠܐ ܢܚܛܐܕܝܢ ܣܡ̈ܡܐ܇ 

ܘܐܝܟ ̇ܗܘ ܕܗܕܐ  (°f°171r)ܐܢܫ.  53
53Ḟܐܡܪ

ܒܥܠܡܐ܃ ܥܠ ܗܕܐ ܠܐ ܐܝܬܝܟ ܗܼܘܝܬ . ܕܟܕ ܠܗ ܐܠܗܐ 54
54Fܩܕܬܟܦ̇ 

 ܘܬܫܬܘܩ ܒܡܘܬܒܐ ܠܚܘܕܝܐ܉ ܥܠ ܕܚܣܝܪ ܕܬܫܠܐ 55
55Fܗܫܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܐܬܕܪܫܬ. ܕܘܪܫܐ ܘܡܣܝܒܪܢܘܬܐܗܼܘܝܬ 

56 
56Fܡܟܝܠ ܕܣܦܩܐܝܬ܉ ܐܒܥ ܬܘܐܬܢܦܩܼ 

57Fܡܢ ܥܘܡܪܐ 57

58 
58Fܘܫܬܘܩ. ܕܣܓ̈ܝܐܐ ܘܫܠܝ

ܡܢ  ܟܕ ܒ̇ܗܝ ̇ܡܢ ܕܥܪܘܩ܉ ܕܢܪܚܩ 59
59Fܥܢܝܢܐ ܕܐ̈ܚܐ

ܘܕܢܚܒܘܫ ܦܓܪܗ ܒܩܠܝܬܐ. ܒ̇ܗܝ ܕܝܢ  ܦܼܩܕ ܠܗ܉ 60
 ܕܫܬܘܩ܉ ܕܠܐ ܢܡܠܠ ܥܡ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕ̇ܐܬܝܢ ܠܘܬܗ ܡܢ ܬܪܥܐ

ܕܠܐ ܢܬܥܢܐ ܒܪܥܝܢܗ ܘܒ̇ܗܝ ܬܘܒ ܕܫܠܝ܉  ܘܟܘܬܐ ܡܚܟܡ ܠܗ܃
ܡܛܠ ܕܠܓܡܼܪ ܠܝܬ ܝܘܬܪܢܐ ܡܙܗܪ ܠܗ.  ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܥܡ ܒܢ̈ܝܢܫܐ

 ܦܓܪܗ ܒܟܘܪܚܗ܇ ܘܠ̈ܖܓܫܘܗܝ ܢܫܪܐܒܗܕܐ ܕܢܐܣܘܪ ܐܢܫ 
60Fܒܡܡܠܠܐ ܕܡܢ ܟܘܬܐ. ܐܦ ܠܐ

61Fܟܕ ̇ܝܬܪ ܒܡܕܡ ܕܛܒ܇ 61

̇ܐܣܪ  62

                                                 
 .E ܓܥܐ 50
51 E(Vpost corr)G  ̈ܗܝܥܠܠܘ  SVante corr. G confirms V’s correction of the lapsus cal-

ami in S. 
 E. G has the longer form of the 1st person suffix attached to ܘܬܥܡܪܢܝ 52

the 2nd person singular imperfect, on the model of the imperative which is 
attested by NÖLDEKE §188 but without any indication of whether there is an 
older or a more recent form (TH. NÖLDEKE, Compendious Syriac Grammar, Lon-
don, 1904, p. 139. His suggestion, to be found also in R. DUVAL, Traité de 
grammaire syriaque, reprint Amsterdam, 1969, p. 200, that the longer form is 
linked to a negative imperative or a prohibition is not borne out here).  

53 E(SV)G. ̇ܚܛܐ M. 
 .E ܐܼܡܪ 54
 .E ܦܼܩܕܬܟ 55
 .E ܕܐܬܕܪܼܫܬ 56

*57 add ܐܦ E. The addition of such joining words is likely to be secondary, 
since, as such, there is no reason to suppress them while their addition can be 
considered an embellishment of style. 

58 Spost rasuramMG cum seyame V.  
 .tr E [ ܘܫܠܝ ܘܫܬܘܩ 59
60 om E. G has added the word to provide an explicit context for the fre-

quentations to be avoided and is secondary. 
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62Fܓܫܘܗܝ܇ ܘ̇ܫܪܐܠܦܓܪܗ ܘܠܖ̈ 

63Fܘ̇ܫܒܩ ܚ̈ܘܫܒܝ ܗܘܢܗ 63

 ܕܢܦܗܘܢ܇ 64
ܙ̈ܒܢܐ ܦ̈ܖܝܫܐ ܘܢܪܢܘܢ ܒܐ̈ܚܐ ܘܒܣܘܥ̈ܖܢܐ ܕܠܒܪ. ܣܛܪ ܡܢ 

64Fܘܒܐܚ̈ܘܗܝܪ̇ܢܐ ܒܐܒܗ̈ܘܗܝ ܕܨܠܘܬܐ܃ ܕܒܗܘܢ ܐܢܫ 

ܪܘܚܢܐܝܬ܃  65
65Fܕܚܘܒܐ ܪܘܚܢܝܐ܉ܐܝܟ ܕܦܐܐ ܠܢܡܘܣܐ 

ܠܐ  ܬܘܒ ܠܓܡܪ 66
66Fܙ̇ܕܩ

67Fܠܗ ܠܚܒܝܫܐ ܕܢܥܗܕ 67

ܐܠܐ ܐܢ  ܠܐܢܫ ܘܢܪܢܐ ܒܡܕܡ܉ 68
68Fܠܡܪܐ ܟܠܼ  ܕܢܠܒܫ . ̇ܗܘ ܕܠܐ ̇ܫܠܚ ܠܟܠ܉ܒܐܠܗܐ ܘܒܩܢܘܡܗ

ܠܐ  69
ܪ ܡܥܡ ܥܘܗܕܢܐ ܕܒܢ̈ܝܢܫܐ ܠܐ ܥ̇  ܘܥܘܗܕܢܐ ܕܐܠܗܐܡܫܟܚ. 
69Fܐܚܐ ܠܡ ̇ܫܼܐܠܐܝܟ ܕܟܬܝܒ ܒܟܬܒܐ ܕܦܪܕܝܣܐ. ܒܠܒܐ. 

70 
70Fܐܝܟܢ ܙ̇ܕܩܠܣܒܐ ܘܐܼܡܪ ܠܗ. 

ܕܢܬܒ ܒܩܠܝܬܗ.  ܠܝܚܝܕܝܐ 71
72Fܟܠ ܟܠܗ ܠܐ ܙ̇ܕܩ . ܕܥܘܗܕܢܐ ܕܐܢܫܪܣܒܐ ܘܐܡܼ  71F72ܐܘܥܢܼ 

73 
 ܢܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܟܕ ̇ܝܬܒ ܒܩܠܝܬܗ.ܕ

73Fܗܠܝܢ ܩܠܝܠ ܕܠܐ ܒܥܝܕܝ [4]

ܕܢ̈ܗܘܝܢ ܢܦܫܝ ܘܟܬ̇ܒܬ ܠܟ܉  ܬܥܨܝ̇  74
ܕܚܝܒ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ. ̇ܝܕܥ ܐܠܗܐ ܕܐܝܟܢ  ܠܟ ܚܠܦ ܡܦܩ ܒܪܘܚܐ

ܡܪܢ. ܘܐܝܟܢ ̇ܝܬܪܬ ܒܢܝܫܟ ܡܚܒ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ ܒܦܪܨܘܦ 
 ܒ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ ܐܝܩܪܐ ܘܢܝܚܐܕܒܕܚܠܬ ܐܠܗܐ. ܘܕܚܝܘܒܚܦܝܛܘܬܟ 

74Ḟܥܡܪ ܒܝܢܬ ܣܓ̈ܝܐܐ ܒܪܼܡ  ̇ܝܕܥ ܐܢܐ.

ܐܢܐ. ܘܠܐ ܦܐܝܐ  75
75Fܕܬܗܘܐ (°f°171v)ܠܚܘܒܟ܇ 

ܘܠܪܛܘܢܝܐ.  ܠܒܘܓܢܐ ܠܝ ܥܠܬܐ 76
                                                                                                        
 E. The addition of such joining words is likely  ܐܦܠܐ ܬܘܒ [ ܐܦ ܠܐ 61*

to be secondary. 

*62 pr ܐܢ E. 

*63 om waw E. This and the proceeding variant go together. E has an explicit 
hypothetical clause introduced by ܐܢ whereas G has a circumstantial clause, 
the hypothetical sense of which is implicit, but clear. E has “improved” the text 
and is secondary. 

 E. G has preferred using a word to designate the intellect which it ܠܒܗ 64
felt better suited to ܚܘ̈ܫܒܐ “thoughts”; E’s reading is the older one. See also 
note 118 for a similar phenomenon. 

 E. The same remark on the repetition of the preposition in ܘܐܚ̈ܘܗܝ 65
note 46 applies here as well. 

 om E. E has omitted this [ ܐܝܟ ܕܦܐܐ ܠܢܡܘܣܐ ܕܚܘܒܐ ܪܘܚܢܝܐ 66
sizeable phrase by homoeoteleuton on ܪܘܚܢܝܐ which G has allowed us to 
recover. 

 .E ܙܕܩ 67
 .E. The pe‘al and ethpe‘el/ethpa‘al all have the same meaning here ܕܢܬܥܗܕ 68

Perhaps it is easier to imagine the contraction of the longer form to the short-
er, rather than the other way round. 

 .E ܠܡܪܟܠ [ ܠܡܪܐ ܟܠ 69
 .E ܫܐܠ 70
 .E ܙܕܩ 71
 .E ܘܥܢܐ 72
 .E ܙܕܩ 73
  .E. The addition of the suffix is secondary ܒܥܝܕ 74
 .E ܥܡܪ 75
76 E ܕܬ[ ]ܐ G. 
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76Fܡܨܐܒ̇ܗܝ ܕܠܐ 

ܕܣܓ̈ܝܐܐ ܥܡܟ ܒܠܚܘܕ  ܐܢܐ ܕܒܟܢܘܫܝܐ 77
77Fܐܢ ܕܝܢܐܬܠ ܥܠܬܐ ܠܐܚ̈ܖܢܐ ܕܢܬܟܫܠܘܢ ܒܝ. ܘ ܐܡܠܠ܇

 ܬܛܪ 78
78Fܦܘܩܕܢ̈ܘܗܝ ܕܡܪܢ ܡܫܝܚܐ

ܘܒܟܠܙܒܢ ܠܘܬܗ  ܒܚܘܒܐ ܕܪܘܚ. 79
ܘܕܠܐ ܫܠܝܐ  ܚܝܪܐ ܕܪܥܝܢܟ܃ ܘܕܠܐ ܣܒܥܘܗܘܐ ܡܬܝܚ 

79Fܨܒܝܢܗ܉ ܼܗܘ ܬܬܪܓܪܓ ܐܦ ܬܬܚܦܛ ܠܡܥܒܕ

̇ܗܘܐ ܠܟ  80
80Fܡܠܦܢܐ ܘܗܕܝܝܐ

ܠܓܡܪܐ ܕܨܒܝܢܗ ܘܠܚܕܘܬܐ  ܘܡܥܕܪܢܐ܇ 81
81Fܕܦܘܩܕܢ̈ܘܗܝ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܬܪܝܨܝܢܼ  ܕܢܦܫܟ. ܟܬܝܒ ܓܝܪ

 .ܘܡܚܕܝܢ ܠܒܐ 82
. ܡܪܝܐ ܓܒܼܐ ܘܡܢܗܪ ܥ̈ܝܢܐܗܐ ܚܕܘܬܐ ܠܒܘܣܡܟ. ܦܘܩܕܢܗ ܕ

ܣܗܕܘܬܗ ܕܠܐ ܬܘܩܠܐ.  ܗܐ ܢܘܗܪܐ ܠܢܦܫܟ܇ ܠܡܪܕܐ ܒܐܘܪܚܗ
ܘܡܚܟܡܐ ܝܠ̈ܘܕܐ. ܗܐ ܝܕܥܬܐ ܐܠܗܝܬܐ  ܡܗܝܡܢܐܼ ܕܡܪܝܐ 

ܘܚܢܝܐ܇ ܘܠܡܐܪܥ ܠܡܬܢܗܪܘ ܒܣ̈ܘܟܠܐ ܖ̈  ܘܚܟܡܬܐ ܪܘܚܢܝܬܐ܇
ܐ. ܐܝܟ ܕܟܬܝܒ ܚܟܡܝܢܝ ܩܐ̈ܖܣܐ 82Fܕܡܢ ܒܥܠܕܒ݀ܒ̈

 ܡܢ ܒܥܠܕܒ̈ܒܝ 83
83Fܘܐܢ ܼܗܘܡܛܠ ܕܦܘܩܕܢ̈ܝܟ ̇ܢܛܪܬ. 

 ܕܒܘܝܐܐ ܡܢ ̈ܡܠܝ ̇ܒܥܐ 84
84Fܐܢܬ ܚܠܦ ܥܢܝܢܝ ܕܥܡܟ܉ ܢܗܘܐ

ܡܡܪܚ  ܡܠܦܢܐ ܘܡܒܝܐܢܐ܃ 85
85Fܗܘ ܐܢܐ ܓܝܪ ܠܡܐܡܪ܉

86Fܐܘܠܨܢܗ ܕܚܒܘܫܝܐ 86

87Fܕܐܝܬܝ ܒܗ܉ 87

88 
88Fܘܣܢܝܩܘܬܐ ܕܕܘܟܬܐ ܕ̇ܥܡܪ

ܐܠܝܨܐ ܘܟܘܪܚܐ  .ܐܢܐ ܒܗ̇  89
89Fܢ̈ܝܢܕܫܪܐ ܐܢܐ ܒܗ. ܗܼ 

90Fܗܠܝܢ 90

91Fܐܢ ܠܟ ܚܠܦ ܝܘܠܦܢܐ܇ ܢ̈ܗܘܝܢ 91

92 
 ܘܗܕܝܘܛܘܬܝ ܪܓܐ ܠܟ ܕܬܐܬܪ ܡܕܡ. ܒܨܝܪܘܬܝ ܐܝܢ ܐܦ ܡܢ

                                                 
77 E [  .G [  ܡܨ
[ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܐܢ ܕܝܢ 78  E. 
-E. The addition of the title is certainly sec ܕܡܫܝܚܐ [ ܕܡܪܢ ܡܫܝܚܐ 79

ondary. 
 .E ܗܘ 80
81 E(SV)G ܘܗܕܝܐܐ M. 
82 cum seyame E. 
83 E(VM)G ܚܟܝܡܝܢܝ S per err. G supports the correction to S made by the 

20th century copyists. 
 .E ܘܐܢܗܘ [ ܘܐܢ ܼܗܘ 84

*85 add ܠܟ E(SV) ܠܝ M per err. The addition of the indirect object changes 
the meaning of the phrase. Instead of the original “If you seek out consolation 
from my words … it will be a teacher …” with ܒܘܝܐܐ as the subject of 
 .an impersonal “there will be for you” i.e ܠܟ the latter becomes with ,ܢܗܘܐ
“you shall have”. G has the preferred reading. 

86 E(S)G ܗܘܐ VM. 

ܕܚܒܘܫܝܐ ܐܘܠܨܢܗ 87* ܐܘܠܨܢܐ ܘܚܒܘܫܝܐ  [  E. G’s single syntactic unit 
is probably original, because of the following singular  rather than a  ܒܗ ܕܐܝܬ
plural which one would expect with E’s two substantives. 

88 E(SM)G  ̇ܒܗ V. 
 .E ܕܥܡܪ 89

 .E ܕܼܗܢ̈ܝܢ 90*

*91 om E by homoeoteleuton.  

*92 EG ܐܝܢ SVM by attraction to the following word. The previous edi-
tors’ hypothetical correction has been vindicated by G.  
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93Fܙ̇ܕܩ 92F93.ܐܢܕܝܢ ̇ܐܠܨܐ ܐܦ ܥܠ ̈ܡܠܼܐ ܫܼܡܥ [5]

 ܠܟ ܠܡܐܠܦ 94
94Fܘܠܡܕܥ ܐܘ

ܗܠܝܢ  ܚܝܒ ܕܢܩܢܐ ܝܚܝܕܝܐ ܕܩܕܡ ܟܠ ܡܕܡ ܚܒܝܒܝ܉ 95
ܡ̈ܐܢܝ ܐܘܡܢܘܬܐ ܬܠܬ ܡܝܬ̈ܖܢ. ܘ̈ܗܢܝܢ ܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ ܠܗ ܚܠܦ 

ܐܠܨܐܝܬ  ܓܝܪ ܕܟܠܗܝܢ ܐܘܡܢ̈ܘܬܐ ܣܢ̈ܝܩܢ ܕܐܘ̈ܡܢܐ. ܐܟܙܢܐ
95Fܪ ܐܢܐܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܬܠܬ ̈ܨܒܘܢ܃ ̇ܐܡ

ܥܠ ܣܕܢܐ ܕܦܪܙܠܐ ܕܝܢ  96
 ܘܥܠ ܐܪܙܦܬܐ ܘܥܠ ܟܠܒܬܐ܉ ܗܟܢܐ ܣܢܝܩܝܢ ܟܠܗܘܢ ܕܘܒ̈ܖܐ

ܫܠܝܐ  (°f°172r)ܡܫ̈ܚܠܦܐ ܕܝܚ̈ܝܕܝܐ ܥܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܬܠܬ. ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ ܕܝܢ܉ 
96Fܒܠܥܕܝܗܘܢ ܓܝܪ ܐܦܠܐ ܚܕܐܘܪܢܝܐ ܘܥܨܝܢܐ. 

 ܡܝܬܪܘܬܐ 97
97Fܬܪܝܨܐ ܕܦܐܐ ܡܬܦܠܚܐ ܫܦܝܪ ܒܢܝܫܐ

ܢܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܚܕܐ  ܠ̇ܗ. 98 ܘ̈ܗܼ
ܫܠܝܼܐ ܠܪܢܝܐ ܡܘܠܕ. ܘܪܢܝܐ ܠܥܨܝܢܐ. ܘܡܢܗܘܢ ܡܘܠܕܐ.  ܠܚܕܐ

98Fܡܟܝܠ ܡܬ̈ܝܠܕܢ ܘܡܬܩ̈ܝܡܢܼ  ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ

 ܟܠܗܝܢ ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ 99
99Fܙ̇ܕܩܡܝܩ̈ܖܬܐ ܘܫܒ̈ܝܚܬܐ. 

 ܠܝܚܝܕܝܐ ܕܢܼܦܩ ܡܢ ܥܠܡܐ܃ ܗܟܝܠ 100
ܐܢ  ܕܢܥܝܕ ܢܦܫܗ ܕܢܬܒ ܒܫܠܝܐ ܐܝܟ ܚܝܠܗ ܘܐܝܟ ܡܫܘܚܬܗ܉

100Fܩܠܝܐ ܼܗܘ ܘܐܢ ܩܢܘܒܝܐ ܼܗܘ.

ܐܦܢ  ܥܝܕ ܢܦܫܟ ܐܚܝ 101
101Fܒܩܢܘܒܝܢ

102Fܕܬܬܒ ܒܙ̈ܒܢܐ ܕܒܗܘܢ ̇ܗܘܐ ܐܝܬܝܟܼ  102

ܠܟ  103
103F. ܘܪܢܝ ܘܐܬܚܫܼܒ ܟܕ ܐ̇ܡܪ ܐܢܬ ܠܩܢܘܡܟ. ܕܡܛܠܣܘܦܩܢܐ

104 
104Fܡܢ ܥܠܡܐ. ܘܒܬܪ ܐܝܢܐ ܪ̇ܗܛ ܡܢܐ ܢܦ̇ܩܬ

ܐܢܐ ܠܡܩܢܐ.  105
ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ܉  ܢܝܢܒ̈ܚܫܼܐ ܘܗܪܘܓ ܒܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ. ܘܕܡܢܐ ܐ̈  ܘܪܢܝ

ܘܡܟܝܠ . ܘܕܡܢܐ ܐܢܘܢ ̈ܚܫܐ܉ ܘܐܝܠܝܢܼ ܘܟܡܐ .ܘܐܝܠܝܢܼ ܘܟܡܐ
ܗܢܼܐ  ܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ ܘܪܢܝܐ ܕܐܝܟ ܗܢܐ܉ ̇ܚܙܐ ܐܢܬ ܠܗ ܠܕܘܒܪܐ

 ܕܬܥܨܐ ܢܦܫܟ ܒܟܠܥܕܢ܉ ܠܐ ܡܨܐܘܕܒܠܥܕ ̇ܗܝ ܕܟܡܐ ܥܡܝܠ. 
 ܐܢܬ ܕܬܓܡܪܝܘܗܝ. ܡܛܠ ܕܠܘܩܒܠ ܟܝܢܐ ܘܥܝܕܐ ܥܬܝܩܐ

 ܘܨܒܝܢܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܟ ܬܟܬܘܫܐ.
ܕܗܠܝܢ ܬܠܬ܃ ܘܐܣܬܼܟܠܬ ܕܒܠܥܕ  ܡܐ ܕܩܼܒܠܬ ܝܘܠܦܢܐܘܡܟܝܠ  [6]

105Fܪܢܝܐ܃ ܘܕܠܐ ܪܢܝܐ ܠܝܬ ܥܨܝܢܐ܉ ܡܟܝܠ ܩܢܐ ܠܝܬ ܫܠܝܐ

 ܐܢܬ 106
                                                 
 .E ܫܡܥ 93
 .E ܙܕܩ 94
 .E ܐܘ̇  95
[ ̇ܐܡܪܢܐ ̇ܐܡܪ ܐܢܐ 96  E. 
97 E legi nequit G 
98 E ܕ[ ]ܐܐ G. 
 E. E’s vocabulary is more consistent with the introduction of ܘܡܬ̈ܩܢܝܢ 99

the section which speaks of the need to “acquire” (ܕܢܩܢܐ) virtue. 

*100 add ܠܗ E. The anticipatory objective suffix is good literary style; it is 
easier to think that it was added rather than omitted. 

101 om E. G has added the enclitic as a parallel to ܼܗܘ ܩܠܝܐ . 
102 E(SV)G cum seyame M. 
 E. G has preferred to introduce ܒܙܒܢܐ ܕ̇ܗܘܐ [ ܒܙ̈ܒܢܐ ܕܒܗܘܢ ̇ܗܘܐ 103

a plural to give an idea of generality which however the singular can convey 
perfectly well. 

 .E ܕܥܠ 104
 .E ܪܗܛ 105
 .E ̇ܩܢܐ 106
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106Fܬܐ ܕܝܕܥܬܐܼ ܚܟܫ

107Fܬܠܬ ܕܗܠܝܢ 107

ܢܝܢ ܕܪܘ̈ܖܒܢ ܡܝ̈ܖܬܪܢ ܐܚܖ̈  108
ܘܣܬܘܪܝܐ ܕܚ̈ܘܫܒܼܐ  ̇ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ ܨܠܘܬܐ ܕܠܐ ܫܠܘܐ܉ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ.

108Fܘܥܢܘܝܘܬܐ. ܕܐܝܟܢ ܕܝܢ

ܠܐܢܫ܃ ܘܕܐܝܟܢ  ܡܬ̈ܝܕܥܢ ܗܠܝܢ 109
109Fܡܬ̈ܝܠܕܢ ܡܢ ̈ܚܕܕܼܐ ܫܼܡܥ.

ܼܗܘ  ܡܐ ܕܫܠܐ ܐܢܫ ܠܘܬ ܢܦܫܗ܉ 110
110Fܫܠܝܐ ܘܫܬܩܐ ܡܥܝܪ ܠܗ

ܘܡܐ ܠܡܪܢܐ ܒܩܢܘܡܗ.  ܠܪܥܝܢܐ 111
ܫܦܝܪ ܕܡܢܐ ܼܗܝ ܚܛܝܬܐ ܪܢܐ ܐܢܫ ܒܩܢܘܡܗ ܘܐܣܬܟܠ ܕ

111Fܘܡܢܐ

ܕܠܡܥܒܪ ܡܢ ܒܝܫܬܐ ܘܠܡܥܒܕ  ܼܗܝ ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ܉ ̇ܝܕܥ 112
 ܐܠܐ ܐܢ ܟܕ ܟܠܝܘܡ ܘܟܠܫܥ ̇ܥܨܐ ܢܦܫܗ.ܡܨܝܐ܉ ܛܒܬܐ ܠܐ 

112Ḟܥܨܐ ܢܦܫܗ ܕܟܡܐ ܐܢ ܕ[̇ܝܕܥ] (°f°172v)ܘܡܐ 

ܒܠܠܝܐ  113
113Fܡܣܬܟܠ ܕܒܠܥܕ ܡܢܡܢ ܬܘܪܨܐ܉  ܡܚܝܠ ܼܗܘ ܘܒܐܝܡܡܐ

114 
114Fܐܠܗܝܐܼ  ܥܘܕܪܢܐ

ܟܡܐ ܐܢ ܚܦܝܛ  ܠܐ ̇ܣܦܩ ܗܘ ܠܩܢܘܡܗ܇ 115
ܓܡܘܪ ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ. ܢܕܕܢܬܚܪܪ ܡܢ ̈ܚܫܐ ܘܘܦܓܪܗ܇  ܘ̇ܥܨܐ ܢܦܫܗ

115Fܘܡܟܝܠ ̇ܝܗܒ ܢܦܫܗ ܠܥܡܠܐ ܕܨܠܘܬܐ܉

ܕܠܐ ܫܠܘܼܐ  ܘܡܨܠܐ 116
116Fܼܚܙܐܕܢܫܟܚ ܥܘܕܪܢܐ. ܘܡܐ ܕ

ܡܬܥܘܟܐ ܡܢ  ܒ ܕܨܠܘܬܐܘܬ 117
117Ḟܝܨܦ ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܕܢܕܟܐ ܢܦܫܗ ̈ܚܫܐ܉ ܚ̈ܘܫܒܝ

ܡܢ ܚ̈ܘܫܒܐ  118
118Fܕܡܢ ܒܝܫܐ

119Ḟܕܝܠܝܢ 119

120Fܕܗܟܢ ܒܗ܉ 120

 ܠܒܗ ܒܨܠܘܬܐ܇ ܢܬܢܗܪ 121
121Fܘܢܬܚܝܠ ܡܕܥܗ ܠܘܩܒܠ ܒܥܠܕܒܒ̈ܘܗܝ. ܘܡܐ ܬܘܒ ܕܡܬܒ̇ܝܢ

122 
                                                 
  .E. E has preferred to simplify the text ܝܕܥܬܐ [ ܫܚܟܬܐ ܕܝܕܥܬܐܼ  107*
[ ܕܗܠܝܢ ܬܠܬ 108 ܕܬܠܬ   E. The demonstrative has been added by G by 

parallelism to the preceding ܬܠܬ ܕܗܠܝܢ . 

*109 add ܐܦ E. A secondary addition.  
 .E ܫܡܥ 110
111 om E. The same observation as in note 100 can be made here. 

 .ܕܡܢܐ by parallelism to the preceding ܕ E. E had added ܘܕܡܢܐ 112*
 om E. E has omitted this part [ ܘܡܐ ܕ[̇ܝܕܥ] ܕܟܡܐ ܐܢ ̇ܥܨܐ ܢܦܫܗ 113

of the sentence through homoeoteleuton on ̇ܥܨܐ. The third word, only partly 
legible, is probably to be read ܕ̇ܝܕܥ. 

114 om E. Two variant forms of the same preposition.  
115 E ܐܠܗ[ ]ܐ G. 
 E. The slightly more complex phraseology of E is likely to be ܕܒܨܠܘܬܐ 116

original.  

 E. Both the participle and the perfect can express a hypothetical ܕ̇ܚܙܐ 117*
instance (NÖLDEKE, Compendious Syriac Grammar §259, p. 204-205) but the use 
of the participle in the rest of the sentence makes the perfect slightly unex-
pected and thus probably original.  

118 add ܘܠܒܗ E. The context is: “to purify his soul and his heart from 
thoughts”. As pointed out in note 64, G might possibly seem allergic to using 
 This could be an interesting anthropological .ܚܘܫܒܐ is association with ܠܒܐ
quirk of this witness. 

119 cum seyame E. G has reduced the less habitual “evil ones” to designate the 
devils to the usual “Evil One” for Satan. 

  .E ܕܼܝܠܝܢ 120
121 E(SV)G ܗܟܢ M. 
 .E ܕܡܬܒܝܢ 122
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ܕܠܐ ܡܫܟܚܐ ܕܐܢܫ ܒܟܠܙܒܢ  ܘܗܘ ܢܣܝܢܐ ܡܠܦ ܠܗ܃ ܒܦܪܘܫܘܬܗ
122Fܘܢܨܠܐ ܢܣܬܘܪ ܚܘܫܒ̈ܘܗܝ

 ܟܕ ܡܣܒܥܐ ܟܪܣܗ ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ 123
. ܘܡܐ ̇ܝܗܒ ܢܦܫܼܗ ܠܥ̈ܡܠܐ ܕܥܢܘܝܘܬܐܬܗ܉ ܝܘܪܡܐ ܥܠ ܬܫܘ

123Fܕܐܬܩܠܠ ܦܓܪܐ ܒܝܕ ܨܘܡܐ܉ ܐܬܦܫܩ

ܠܡܣܬܪ  ܠܗ ܠܪܥܝܢܐ 124
124Fܚ̈ܘܫܒܐ܇ ܘܪܘܡܐ

ܘܚܘܒܗ  ܕܡܬܬܪܝܡ ܠܘܩܒܠ ܝܕܥܬܗ 125
125Fܘܡܐ ܕܐܬܡܚܠ ܩܠܝܠ ܦܓܪܐ ܘܐܬ̇ܩܛܢ ܕܐܠܗܐ.

ܫܗܪܼܐ  ܒܝܕ 126
126Fܡܚܕܐ ̇ܢܗܪ

 ܪܥܝܢܐ ܒܨܠܘܬܐ. 127
ܡܬ̈ܝܠܕܢ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ  ܝܬܐܗܠܝܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܬܠܬ ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ ܐܚ̈ܖܢ [7]

127Fܬܠܬ

. ܘܢܬܩܢ̈ܝܢ ܕܢܬ̈ܝܠܦܢ 128F129ܢܨܝ̈ ܘܒܠܥܕܝܗܝܢ ܠܐ ܡܩܕܡ̈ܝܬܐ.  128
ܕ̇ܫܬܐ ܐܟܙܢܐ ܓܝܪ ܕܟܠܝܠܐ ܕܡܠܟܐ ܘܥܙܩܬܗ ܘܟܣܐ ܕܕܗܒܐ 

129Fܒܗ܃ ܠܐ ܡܬܥܒܕ

 ܒܠܥܕ ܡܢ ܟܠܒܬܐ ܘܐܪܙܦܬܐ ܘܣܕܢܐ܉ 130
ܕܢܩܢܐ ܗܟܢܐ ܠܐ ܡܨܝܐ ܕܒܠܥܕ ܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ ܘܪܢܝܐ ܘܥܨܝܢܐ܇ 

ܐܢܫ ܨܠܘܬܐ ܕܠܐ ܫܠܘܐ ܘܣܬܪܐ ܕܡ̈ܚܫܒܬܐ܇ ܘܥܡܝܠܘܬܐ 
130F. ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ ܙ̇ܕܩܕܦܓܪܐ ܘܫܪܟܐ ܕ̈ܙܢܝ ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ

ܠܢ  131
131Fܕܢܚܒܒܝܘܗܝ

ܕܡܢܗ ܫ̈ܘܚܢ  ܐܝܟ ̇ܡܢ ܕܗܘܝܘ ܥܩܪܐ܇ ܠܫܠܝܐ 132
132Fܘܒܗ ܒܫܠܝܐ ܠܐ ܙ̇ܕܩܟܠܗܝܢ ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ. 

ܠܢ ܕܢܪܢܐ ܒܡܕܡ  133
ܚܫ̈ܝܢ ܘܕܐܝܟܢ ܢܬܚܪܪ ܡܢܗܘܢ܇ ܐܢ ܒܚܛܗ̈ܝܢ ܘܒܐܚܪܝܢ܉ ܐܠܐ 

ܕܟܝܘܬ ܠܒܐ ܘܢܫܬܘܐ ܠܚܙܬܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܘܠܚܘܒܗ. ܘܢܩܢܐ 
 (°f°173r)ܢܘܢ ܢܚܙܘܢ ܒܠܒܗܘܢ܉ ܕܗܼ  ܛܘܒܝܗܘܢ ܠܡ ܠܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܕܟܝܢ

ܐܪܚܡܝܘܗܝ  ܦ̈ܘܩܕܢܝ܉ ܡܚܒ ܠܝ ܘ̇ܢܛܪܕܐܠܗܐ ܘ̇ܡܢ ܠܡ 
133Fܪܗܒܘܢ ܢܦܫܝ. ܘ̇ܗܢܘ ܘܐܚܘܝܘܗܝ

 .ܓܡܝܪܘܬܐ ܕܥܬܝܕܐ 134

                                                 
-has one al ܕܐܢܫ E. The conjunction is not necessary since ܘܕܢܨܠܐ 123*

ready. 
 E. Both the masculine and the feminine 3rd person can be ܐܬܦܫܩܬ 124

used as impersonals.  

 E. The expansion with “all” to generalize is likely to be a ܘܟܠ ܪܘܡܐ 125*
secondary expansion; in a very similar text in DQC I, 52 ܟܠ   is present (see 
note 192). 

  .E ܘܐܬܩܛܢ 126
 .E ܢܗܪ 127
128 om E. G has added the numeral by attraction to the first occurrence of 

 .ܗܠܝܢ
 E. The impersonal form has been replaced by a feminine plural ܡܨܝܐ 129

under the influence of ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ that has become the subject of the verb. 

 E. G has preserved the use of a singular verb agreeing only ܡܬܥܒܕܝܢ 130*
with the principal subject, a perfectly acceptable Syriac style, whereas E has 
preferred a plural to agree with the fact that there is a concatenation of several 
substantives. 

 .E ܙܕܩ 131

 E. There is no real difference in meaning here between the ܕܢܚܒܝܘܗܝ 132*
aph‘el and the pa‘el. We suggest that the second beth has fallen out through hap-
lography. 

 .E ܙܕܩ 133
134 E ܪ[   ]ܢ G. 
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134Fܡܘܣܦ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ ܠܝܘܠܦܢܟ. ܐܦ ܗܕܐܼ  [8]

ܥܩܒ  ܕܒܟܠܙܒܢ 135
135Fܓܢܣ̈ܝܐ ܘܒܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ ܚܒ̈ܘܫܬܐ.ܘܪܢܝ ܒ̈ܚܫܐ 

ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  136
136Fܓܝܪ

ܘܣܪܝܩܘܬ ̈ܚܫܐ ܓܢܣ̈ܝܼܐ ܗܠܝܢ. ܪܓܬܐ ܘܪܚܡܬ ܟܣܦܼܐ  137
137Fܦܪܘܩܢ ܚܠܦܝܢ ܘܝܼܗܒ ܠܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܙܼܟܐ ܫܘܒܚܐ.

ܙܟܘܬܐ  138
138Fܥܠܝܗܝܢ܇

ܚ ܪ̇ܗܛܝܢ ܕܒܚܘܒܐ ܠܐܝܠܝܢ 139
̇

139Fܕܪܬ

ܒܬܪ ܝܕܥܬܗ.  140
̈ܖܘܚܢܝܐ ܕܒܗܘܢ  ܘܐܠܼܦ ܘܚܘܝ ܠܢ ܒܐܘܢܓܠܝܘܢ ܣܡ̈ܡܢܐ

ܕܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܐܒ̈ܗܐ ܕܟܠ ̈ܚܫܝܢ. ܡܬܐܣܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܬܠܬܐ ̈ܚܫܐ܇ 
. ܘܡܛܠ ܕܬܠܬ ܐܢ̈ܝܢ ̇ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ. ܨܘܡܐ ܘܨܠܘܬܼܐ ܘܡܪܚܡܢܘܬܐ

140Fܡܢ̈ܘܬܗ̇ 

141Fܐ̇ܡܪ ܐܢܐ ܕܢܦܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ܃ 141

ܪܓܬܐ  ܕܝܢ 142
ܘܬܠܬܝܗܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܐܬܟܪܗ  ܘܚܡܬܐ ܘܚܘܫܒܐ ܕܗܘܝܘ ܗܘܢܐ܃

ܕܐܡܬܝ ܟܕ ܐ̇ܡܪ.  ̇ܩܪܒ ܦܪܘܩܢ ܠܚ̈ܫܝܢܼ ܒܚܛܝܬܐ. ܐܣܝܘܬܐ ܕܙ̇ܕܩ 
ܘܐܡܬܝ ܕܡܨܠܐ ܐܢܬ܃ ܘܐܡܬܝ ܕ̇ܥܒܕ ܐܢܬ ܕܨ̇ܐܡ ܐܢܬ 

142F. ܐܠܐ ܥܒܕ ܙܦܠܢܼ ܘܙܦܠܢ.ܙܕܩܬܐ ܠܐ ܬܥܒܕ ܙܦܠܢ ܘܙܦܠܢ

143Fܟܕ 143

144 
144Fܨܘܡܐ ܠܡܢܬܐ ܕܪܓܬܐ ܐܣܝ. ܒܝܕ

ܬܐ ܢܘܒܝܕ ܙܕܩܬܼܐ ܠܡ 145
145Fܕܚܡܬܐ

146Fܐܚܠܡ. 146

ܐܒ̈ܗܬܐ  147F148.ܕܟܝ ܘܒܝܕ ܨܠܘܬܼܐ ܠܗܘܢܐ 147
 ܫܪܬܚܘ ܐܢ̈ܝܢܕܒܐܘܢܓܠܝܘܢ܉  ܟܕ ܚܙܘ ܠܢܝܫܗ ܕܡܪܢ ܕܝܢ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ܃

ܝܬܝܪܐ.  ܡܝܬ̈ܖܬܐ ܓܢܣ̈ܝܬܐ܉ ܐܝܟ ܕܠܢܘܗܪܐܠܗܠܝܢ ܬܠܬ 
148Fܘܠܟܠ

149Fܬܠܬܐܝܬ ܥܒܕܘܗ܇ܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢܼ  149

ܗܟܝܠ  ܡܬܐܣܝܐ 150

                                                 
 E. The addition of the suffix as a determiner to the substantive ܠܝܘܠܦܢܐ 135

is secondary. 
 as an adjective is not attested as such ܚܒܘܫܝܐ E. The form ܚܒ̈ܘܫܝܬܐ 136

in the dictionaries, unlike ܚܒܘܫܐ, but free –aya forms to create adjectives are 
frequent in Syriac (Nöldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar §135, p. 80-83) Per-
haps G has normalized the form. 

 .E ܕܝܢ 137
138 om E. A secondary addition to match ܚܠܦܝܢ.  
 ,at the beginning of the sentence ܚ̈ܫܐ E. E is referring to ܥܠܝܗܘܢ 139

while G has had its attention drawn to the nearer feminine substantives 
ܪܚܡܬܐ, ܪܓܬܐ  and ܣܪܝܩܘܬܐ. 

 .E ܪܗܛܝܢ 140
141 E ܡܢ̈ܘܬܗ G per errorem. 
 .E ̇ܐܡܪܢܐ [ ܐ̇ܡܪ ܐܢܐ 142
  .om E through homoeoteleuton [ ܐܠܐ ܥܒܕ ܙܦܠܢܼ ܘܙܦܠܢ 143

*144 om E. Probably omitted through the close visual resemblance to ܒܝܕ. 
 ,E. There is a curious inversion of the synonyms in the witnesses ܐܚܠܡ 145

see note 147 
 E. G has regularized the vocabulary to fit in with the three ܕܝܥܢܘܬܐ 146

parts of the soul announced in the preceding lines: desire, anger, thought. 
 ,E. There is a curious inversion of the synonyms in the witnesses ܐܣܝ 147

see note 145 
148 The punctuation is that of E, G has none here. 
 .E ܕܠܟܠ 149
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ܕܪܓܬܐ ܕܢܦܫܐ ܕܐܬܟܪܗܬ ܒܚܘܠܛܢܐ ܕܥܡ ܪܓܬ  ܡܢܬܐ
150Fܘܗ̈ܘܝܢ  ܘܼܗܝ ܬܘܒ ܪܓܬ ܦܓܪܐ܃ ܦܓܪܐ

ܬ̈ܖܬܝܗܝܢܼ ܚܕܐ  151
151Fܕܟܝܬܐ ܪܓܬܐ

ܒܝܕ ܨܘܡܐ ܘܒܨܝܪܘܬ  ܕܒܐܠܗܐ܉ 152
152F̈ܖܓܝܓܬܐܼ 

ܕܡܢܗܝܢ ܡܬܝܠܕܐ ܢܟܦܘܬܐ. ܘܡܬܚܠܡܐ ܘܫܗܪܐ.  153
ܒ̈ܚܛܗܐ ܥܡ  ܬܛܡܢܬܐ ܕܚܡܬܐ ܕܢܦܫܐ ܕܐܬܚܠܬܘܒ 

153Fܘ̇ܗ̈ܘܝܢܚܡܬܐ ܕܦܓܪܐ ܘܼܗܝ ܬܘܒ ܚܡܬܐ ܕܦܓܪܐ܃ 

154 
154Fܬܪܬܝܗܝܢ ܚܕܐ ܚܡܬܐ

155Fܕܡܬܓܒܪܐ ܟܝܢܝܬܐ ܕܢܦܫܐ܃ 155

156 
(f°173v°) 156ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܠܘܩܒܠF

ܒܣܒܪܐ  ܐܘ̈ܫܐܕܐ ܘܡܫܪܪ ̈ܚܫܐ 157
157Fܐܠܗܝܐ܉

158Fܘܒܡܟܝܟܘܬܐܒܢܝܚܘܬܐ  158

 ܘܡܪܚܡܢܘܬܐ 159
159Fܬܕܟܐܘܡܕܡܢܗܝܢ ܡܬܝܠܕ ܚܘܒܐ ܕܩܪܝܒܐ. 

ܘܡܬܚܠܡ  ܗܘܢܐ 160
ܒܝܕ ܩܪܝܢܐ ܕܟܬ̈ܒܐ ܐ ܕܢܦܫܐ܉ ܝܬܝܕܘܥܬܢܡܢܬܐ ܕܗܘܝܘ 
160Fܘܬܫܡܫܬܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܝܐ

ܘܨܠ̈ܘܬܐ ܐ̈ܡܝܢܬܐ܇  ܙܡܘ̈ܖܐ܉ܡܕ 161
ܘܗܟܢ ܡܬܚܠܡ ܟܠܗ ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܕܡܢܗܝܢ ܡܬܝܠܕ ܚܘܒܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ.

161Fܒܢܦܫܗ ܘܒܦܓܪܗ

162Fܡܢ ܟܘ̈ܖܗܢܐ 162

ܕܚܛܝܬܐ ܕܒܥܒܪ  163
ܘ̇ܫܠܚ ܓܡܝܪܐ ܕܒܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ܇  ܘ̇ܩܢܐ ܚܘܠܡܢܐ 163F164.ܦܘܩܕܢܐ

                                                                                                        
 E. G has removed the relative, which is not strictly necessary and ܥܒܕܘ 150

added a suffix to the verb to replace it. This can be considered to be a stylistic 
improvement. 

 .E ܘ̇ܗܘܝܢ 151
 E. G would seem to have misconstrued the Evagrian term ܟܝܢܝܬܐ 152

“natural desire” which has the sense of what is the original, true nature created 
by God with the idea of nature as what is of this world (See, for example, the 
Praktikos 24 (A. GUILLAUMONT and C. GUILLAUMONT, Évagre le Pontique. Traité 
pratique ou le moine, vol. 2 (Sources chrétiennes 171), Paris, 1971, p. 556-557). In 
consequence, G thought it necessary to replace “natural” by “pure”. 

 E. E’s text means literally “restriction of the throat” with the ܓܓܪܬܐ 153
idea of reducing food. G doubtless found the metaphorical use of the part of 
the body difficult and has replaced it with a literal psychological one. 

154 The use of double diacritical points is quite common in G. 
 E. The text is talking about the irascible part of the soul, G has ܡܢܬܐ 155

preferred to make this explicit by replacing “part” with “anger”. 
 .E ܕܡܬܓܢܒܪܐ 156
 .E legi nequit G [ ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܠܘܩܒܠ 157
[ ]  ܒܣܒ ܐ[   ]  E [ ܒܣܒܪܐ ܐܠܗܐܝܐ 158 [   ] G. 
 E. The same remark can be made as in note 46, but here it ܘܡܟܝܟܘܬܐ 159

is E that has the better reading. 

*160 add ܬܘܒ E, probably a stylistic embellishment.  

 E. The relative distinction made by E between reading ܥܡ ܬܫܡܫܬܐ 161*
and prayer that G puts on the same level is a secondary development. 

 E. E has hierarchized body and ܒܦܓܪܗ ܘܒܢܦܫܗ [ ܒܢܦܫܗ ܘܒܦܓܪܗ 162*
soul, going from the “baser” to the “nobler” element. 

163 sine seyame E. G has generalized with a plural. 
 E. One wonders if the shift ܕܒܥܒܪܢܡܘܣܐ [ ܕܒܥܒܪ ܦܘܩܕܢܐ 164

 is just a question of two synonyms or if we are dealing with ܢܡܘܣܐ/ܦܘܩܕܢܐ
a shift from a Semitic word to a Greek one (νόμος). 
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164Fܕܐܬܚܒܠ ܥܬܝܩܐ ̇ܗܘ ܠܒܪܢܫܐ

ܒܫ  ܒ̈ܖܓܝܓܬܐ ܕܛܘܥܝܝ܇ 165
̇
ܘܠ

165Fܠܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܕܬܐ

166Fܒܩܕܝܫܘܬܐ ܘܚܣܝܘܬܐ܇ 166

167Fܘܡܬܚܕܬ 167

168 
168Fܡܪܢܝܫܘܥܒܝܕܥܬܐ ܒܕܡܘܬܐ ܕܒܪܝܗ. 

ܡܫܝܚܐ ̇ܗܘ ܕܓܒܟ  169
169Fܠܦܠܘܚܬܗ܉ ܼܗܘ ܒܛܝܒܘܬܗ ܢܓܡܪܟ ܒܚܘܒܗ

170Fܘܢ̇ܫܡܠܝܟ 170

171 
ܒܪܚܡܬܗ. ܘܢܚܝܠܟ ܠܡܥܒܕ ܨܒܝܢܼܗ ܘܢܢܛܪܟ ܡܢ ܦܚ̈ܘܗܝ 

ܒܣܒܪܗ. ܘܢܫܘܝܟ ܠܡܠܟܘܬܗ ܕܣܛܢܐ. ܘܢܠܦܟ ܝܕܥܬܼܗ ܘܢܫܪܪܟ 
 ̈ܖܝ ܨܒܝܢܼܗ ܐܡܢ܀ܘܠܫܘܒܚܼܗ ܥܡ ܟܠܗܘܢ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ ܓܡ

 ܫܠܡܬ܃ ܐܓܪܬܐ܃ ܕܩܕܝܫܐ܃ ܡܪܝ܃ ܕܕܝܫܘܥ܀
 

Translation of the text 

 

The letter that Mar Dadisho‘ sent to Bakosh on the subject of quietude171F

172 

[1] Before anything else, I greet you in the fear of God and the 
love of our Lord and I beg your Charity to pray for the sinner I 
am. Next, I ask your Modesty 172F

173 to be neither sad nor despondent 
because I did not let you enter my cell, nor did I speak with you 
from the window. I was hindered from this for two reasons: first-
ly, because you have no need of one as lowly as myself, for you 
have acquired many great teachers and helpers and, secondly, if I 
did this for you in particular, others would request and require the 
same thing. Now I am incapable of doing this for a great number, 
because it would be unprofitable for me. 

 As for me, my dear friend, I have found no profit whatever in 
being a recluse in my cell and holding conversation with brothers 
from the window. What profit would I acquire if I shut my body 

                                                 
 .E, by assimilation to the Peshitta text of Eph 4:22 ܕܡܬܚ̇ܒܠ 165*
166 E ܚܖܬܐ G. 
ܒܚܣܝܘܬܐ ܘܒܩܕܝܫܘܬܐ  [ ܒܩܕܝܫܘܬܐ ܘܚܣܝܘܬܐ 167 E. The text is dif-

ferent from the Peshitta of Eph 4:22 which has ܒܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ ܘܒܚܣܝܘܬܐ
be a mistaken reminiscence of ܩܕܝܫܘܬܐ Could .ܕܩܘܫܬܐ  ?  ܐܩܘܫܬ

 .E ܕܡܬܚܕܬ 168
 .E ܡܪܢ ܝܫܘܥ 169
 .E ܒܝܕ ܚܘܒܗ 170
 .E ܘܢܫܡܠܝܟ 171
172 We have opted for this voluntarily awkward translation of ܫܠܝܐ in or-

der to bring out its specifically technical nature in Syriac spiritual literature with 
a semantic field ranging from tranquillity, quietness or stillness of the mind 
(partially corresponding to the Greek ήσυχία in Byzantine literature) to physical 
solitude. See, for example, F. DEL RÍO SÁNCHEZ, Los Cinco Tratados sobre la 
Quietud (Šelyā) de Dādīšō‘ Qatrāyā (Aula Orientalis. Supplementa 18), Barcelona, 
2001, pp. 29-35. 

173 The word is used as respectful means of address and also as an ecclesias-
tical title. 
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in a cell, but I let my mind wander everywhere? Indeed how could 
the mind not wander when the senses of the body roam free and 
wander? Moreover, how could the senses not wander when the 
three of them that are most in need of being kept under control 
are allowed to be free? By those, I mean the tongue, sight and 
hearing. How much harm does a brother who is a recluse suffer 
from lack of watchfulness over his senses and in particular that of 
hearing! We can learn this from the writings of the fathers and 
from the experience of things.  

[2] From experience, it is as follows. When a brother who is a 
recluse speaks of profitable matters with another brother from 
the window, he can be watchful over his sense of sight in order 
not to look in an unrestrained fashion and he can also keep his 
tongue in order to stop any despicable and harmful word from 
escaping him. This is possible if he is very valiant and perfect. As 
to his sense of hearing however, how can he keep watch over it, 
since he has no power over the tongue of the person who is 
speaking with him? If it happens that he hears a word that is 
harmful to his observance, it will make him suffer more than a 
scorpion’s sting and will be a cause for his thoughts to wander for 
a long time. Now if one word from one brother can hurt a re-
cluse, how much more so many words from many brothers. 

[3] So this is what we learn from experience. Listen now to the 
writings of the fathers. The blessed Evagrius, the greatest of the 
gnostics174, that very grammarian of the passions and examiner of 
the thoughts, says this: “Because it is through the five senses that 
the intellect receives thoughts, let (the monk) look to see thus 
through which (sense) warfare waxes the strongest against him. It 
is clear that it is through hearing.” This he demonstrates (by quot-
ing) from the First-Born of the wise, saying: “According to the 
word of Solomon: ‘A word of sadness troubles a man’s heart.175’” 

 We also learn the same thing from what happened to the glo-
rious and blessed Arsenius following an order from God. When 
he was still in the royal palace176, he desired the way of life of the 
angels177, but was hindered from so doing because of the distrac-
tions of the world. He cried out in pain from the depths of his 
heart to God and said, “Lord, lead me to life.” The Lord replied 

                                                 
 is the usually rendering of γνωστικός in the Evagrian sense of ܝܕܘܥܬܢܐ 174

the word: one who, after practical experience, has moved on to the truly spir-
itual matter of contemplation (see A. GUILLAUMONT and C. GUILLAUMONT, 
Évagre le Pontique. Le Gnostique ou À celui qui est devenu digne de la science (Sources 
chrétiennes 356), Paris, 1989, p. 24-40 and ibidem, Évagre le Pontique. Traité pra-
tique, (Sources chrétiennes 170), vol. 1, p. 38-63).  

175 Prov 12:25. 
176 Before becoming a monk, he was preceptor to the emperors Arcadius 

and Honorius (L. REGNAULT, Les sentences des Pères du Désert. Collection alpha-
bétique, Sablé-sur-Sarthe, 1981, p. 23) 

177 i.e. the monastic life. 
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to him from his holy height178, saying: “Arsenius, flee from men 
and you shall live.” So he went to Scete to be with abba Macarius 
and lived in a coenobium of many monks.  

 Once he had received sufficient instruction befitting a coeno-
bium, he was deemed worthy of dwelling in a cell179. Thanks to 
the ability of his knowledge and the discernment of his mind, he 
perceived that all his observance in the cell during the week was 
lost to him whenever he went to the community. This happened 
because of the commotion which occurred in his heart due to 
what he saw and the harmful things he heard, caused by dissolute 
brothers who are often to be found in monasteries. On this sub-
ject, Evagrius says, “As to those who wish to accomplish the dis-
ciplines180 of virtue in a community, Satan arouses the dissolute 
brothers against them181.”  

 So what did the blessed man do? He cried out again to God in 
the suffering of his heart and said, “Lord, lead me to life”. It is as 
if he was saying in the presence of God, “I had prayed before 
your Greatness and implored your Grace to save me from the 
tumult of the world, so to speak from the waves of the sea. You 
caused me to dwell in a haven of peace in order for me to be 
agreeable to you and for my soul to live in remembrance of your 
love. Yet now, among the brothers, I suffer even greater confu-
sion and disturbance through what I see and hear.” Then he 
heard the divine voice again that said to him, “Arsenius, flee, be 
silent and remain in quietude.” These are the roots, that is to say 
the remedies, for a man not to sin. It is as if God said to him, 
“When you were in the world, I did not order you to be in quie-
tude and silence in a solitary dwelling, because you lacked instruc-
tion and perseverance. Now however that you have been in-
structed and sufficiently trained, depart henceforth from the 
monastery of many brothers and remain in quietude and silence.” 

 By “flee”, God commanded him to go far from the company 
of the brothers and to shut up his body in a cell. By “be silent”, 
he instructs him not to speak from the door or the window with 
those who come to him. Finally, by “remain in quietude”, he 
warns him not to hold conversations with people in his mind all 

                                                 
178 The translation in GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Lettre”, p. 242 “du 

haut de sa sainteté” misses the point that the genitive with a substantive has an 
adjectival force, just as ܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ means “holy Spirit” and not “spirit of 
holiness”. 

179 Life in a community is a simple preparation for the solitary life in a cell. 
180 See our remarks on the highly polysemic word ܕܘܒܪܐ in D. PHILLIPS, 

“Lost and found: Dadisho‘ Qatraya’s Commentary on the Paradise of the Fathers as a 
witness to the works of Theodore of Mopsuestia” in M. KOZAH et alii (ed.), The 
Syriac Writers of Qatar in the Seventh Century (Gorgias Eastern Christian Studies 
38), Piscataway, 2014, p. 210.  

181 Praktikos 5 (GUILLAUMONT and GUILLAUMONT, Évagre le Pontique. Traité 
pratique, vol. 2, p. 504-505). 
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the time, because there is absolutely no profit to be derived from 
confining one’s body in a hermitage while letting the senses go 
free through talking from the window. Neither does it serve any 
good to confine the body and the senses while allowing the 
thoughts of the intellect to wander and reflect about the brothers 
and exterior things. Apart from the set times of prayer when one 
reflects on one’s fathers and brothers spiritually, as befits the law 
of spiritual love, a recluse should in no way remember anybody or 
reflect on anything, except on God and on himself.  

 He who does not divest himself of all things cannot put on the 
Lord of All. The remembrance of God cannot dwell with the 
remembrance of men in the heart. As it is written in the Book of 
Paradise, “A certain brother asked an elder and said, ‘How should 
a monk dwell in his cell?’. The elder replied by saying, ‘He should 
in no way have any remembrance of men when he dwells in his 
cell’182”. 

[4] Contrary to my habit, I have obliged myself to write these few 
things to you183, that they may serve as the apology I owe you. 
God knows how I love you in the person of our Lord and how I 
have profited from your aims and your zeal in the fear of God. 
That I owe you honour and satisfaction, this I know. However, I 
live among many people and it is does not befit your Charity that 
you should be for me a pretext for complaint or gainsaying be-
cause I speak with you alone among this large community or that 
I give a pretext to others to be scandalized about me. 

 Now, if you keep the commandments of our Lord Christ, in 
spiritual love, and keep the gaze of your mind stretched towards 
him184 at all times, with the insatiable185 and ceaseless desire and 
zeal to do his will, it is he himself who will be for you a teacher, 
guide and helper for accomplishing his will and for the joy of 
your soul. Now, it is written, “The commandments of the Lord 
are upright and gladden the heart186” – here is joy for your delec-
tation; “the commandment of the Lord is choice and enlightens 
the eyes187” – here is light for your soul to journey in his path 
without stumbling; “the testimony of the Lord is faithful and 
brings wisdom to children188” – here is divine understanding and 

                                                 
182 WALLIS BUDGE, The Book of Paradise, vol. 2, p. 432 (translation vol. 1, p. 

589).  
183 According to the French translation (GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Let-

tre” p. 243), it is the “things” which are not habitual, not the fact of writing. It 
is however clear that it is the latter which is intended, whichever Syriac text is 
followed (see note 74). 

184 Perhaps compare Heb 12:2. 
185 Not “sans lassitude” (GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Lettre” p. 243). 
186 Ps 19:8. 
187 ibidem. 
188 Ps 19:7. 
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spiritual wisdom in order to be enlightened with spiritual consid-
erations and to resist the enemies’ attacks. As it is written, “Make 
me wiser than my enemies because I have kept your command-
ments189.” If you seek out consolation from my words in re-
placement of my conversation with you, (this consolation) will be 
a teacher and a consoler. I even dare to say that the narrowness of 
the seclusion in which I am, the poverty of the place in which I 
dwell and the confined hermitage which I inhabit will serve you in 
place of a teacher, if it is that you do indeed desire to draw some 
profit from my littleness and my simplicity. 

[5] But if words are also necessary, listen then. You must learn 
and know, my dear friend, that before anything else a monk has 
to acquire these three virtues which will be for him like the tools 
of craftsmanship used by craftsmen. Just as every craft necessarily 
needs three things, by which I mean to say: an iron anvil, a ham-
mer and pincers so all the different disciplines among monks have 
need of these three things. They are: quietude, meditation and 
coercion (of self).  Without them, no virtue can be properly ac-
complished with the upright intention which behoves it. These 
(virtues) engender one another: quietude engenders meditation 
and meditation coercion. From these are thence engendered and 
established all the precious and glorious virtues. 

 Therefore, a monk must leave the world in order that his soul 
become used to living in quietude according to his strength and 
his stature, be it as a kelliot190 or a coenobite. Accustom yourself, 
my brother, even if you are in a coenobium, when you have the 
opportunity, to sit and meditate. Reflect, saying to yourself, “For 
what reason did I leave the world and what do I run after in order 
to acquire it191?” Meditate on the passions and ponder on the 
virtues: what and how many are the virtues and what and how 
many are the passions? Then because of quietude and suchlike 
meditations, you will perceive how this monastic way of life is 
hard and that without constantly compelling yourself, you will be 
unable to accomplish it, for you have a combat against nature, old 
habits and will. 

[6] So, when you will have received instruction concerning these 
three things and will have understood that without quietude there 
is no meditation, and that without meditation there is so coercion 
(of the self), you will then acquire the discovery of the knowledge 
of three other virtues which are even greater than the others. 
They are prayer without ceasing, the overthrow of thoughts and 
asceticism.  

                                                 
189 Ps 119:98. 
-is derived from κέλλα and refers to a monk living a sol ܩܠܝܐ 190

itary life in a cell. 
191 Perhaps compare Phil 3:12 (so GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Lettre”, p. 

244), but the vocabulary of the Peshitta is somewhat differ (ܕܪܟ instead of 
 .(ܩܢܐ
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 Listen then to how they become known to someone and how 
they are engendered one from another. When someone is in quie-
tude with his soul, this very quietude and silence awaken his mind 
to meditate on himself. Once he has meditated on himself and 
has correctly understood what sin is and what righteousness is, he 
knows that it is impossible to depart from evil and do good, ex-
cept by compelling himself every day and at every instant.  When 
he realizes that, however much he compels himself night and day, 
he is too weak for improvement, he then understands that, with-
out divine help, he is unable by himself to free himself from the 
passions and accomplish the virtues. 

 Henceforth he applies himself to the labour of prayer and 
prays without cease in order to find help. When however, he sees 
that prayer is hindered by the thoughts arising from the passions, 
he continually takes care to purify his soul from the thoughts that 
are aroused in him by the Evil One. In this way, his heart is illu-
minated through prayer and his mind is strengthened against his 
enemies.  Furthermore, when he realizes, thanks to his discern-
ment and the teaching of experience, that he cannot overthrow 
his thoughts and pray all the time when lying with a full stomach 
on his bed, he devotes himself to the labours of asceticism. Once 
his body has become lighter through fasting, it becomes easier for 
the mind to overthrow the thoughts or pride192 which arise 
against the knowledge and love of God; and once the body has 
been somewhat weakened and emaciated through keeping vigil, 
the mind is immediately illuminated in prayer. 

[7] These three other virtues are born from the first three and 
without them they cannot be learnt or acquired. Just as the king’s 
crown, his ring and the cup of gold he drinks in cannot be fash-
ioned without pincers, anvil and hammer so, without quietude, 
meditation and coercion (of self) one cannot acquire prayer with-
out ceasing, the overthrow of thoughts, bodily labour and the 
other kinds of virtue. 

 Thus, we must cherish quietude as being the root from which 
all the virtues sprout. In this quietude, it does not behove us to 
reflect on anything else apart from our sins and passions and on 
how we can free ourselves from them, and acquire purity of heart 
and be deemed worthy of the vision of God and his love. 
“Blessed are the pure in heart for they shall see God193” and “He 

                                                 
192 GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Lettre”, p. 244 translate, we think, ad sen-

sum with “obstacle”. No such meaning is attested in the lexica. Although the 
mention of pride seems unexpected, an almost identical text is found in DQC 
I, 52  ̇ܣܬܪܝܢܢ ܡܚܫܒܬܗܘܢ ܘܟܠ ܪܘܡܐ ܕܡܬܬܪܝܡ ܒܢ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܠܘܩܒܠ
 We overturn their [the demons’] thoughts“ ܝܕܥܬܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܘܚܘܒܗ ܕܒܡܪܢ
and any pride which arises in us through them against the knowledge of God 
and the love of our Lord”. 

193 Mt 5:8. 
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who loves me and keeps my commandments, I shall love him and 
show myself to him194”. This is pledge of perfection to come. 

[8] I also add the following for your instruction. At all times, in-
vestigate the generic passions and the comprehensive virtues and 
meditate on them. The generic passions are the following: concu-
piscence, love of money and vain glory. These were vanquished 
by our Saviour on our behalf and he gave us victory over them, 
we195 who run after his knowledge seething with love. He showed 
us in the Gospel the spiritual remedies by which these three pas-
sions can be healed, they which are the fathers of all the passions. 
The remedies are fasting, prayer and mercy. Now, since the ra-
tional soul has three parts, I mean, concupiscence, anger and 
thought – which is the intellect –,  and the three of them have 
fallen sick through sin, our Saviour has offered the healing which 
is appropriate to our passions. To this end, he says, “When you 
fast, when you pray and when you give alms, do not do so and so, 
but do so and so196”. Through fasting, he healed concupiscence, 
through alms, he cured anger and through prayer he purified the 
intellect.  

 The holy fathers, seeing our Lord’s aim given in the Gospel, 
have expanded on these three generic virtues by way of a more 
developed explanation which they have made triple for each of 
them197. Thus the concupiscible part of the soul, which fell sick 
through being mixed with the concupiscence of the body, is 
healed and with it the concupiscence of the body also, so that 
both of them become one pure desire in God. This takes place 
through fasting, the restriction of desirable things and keeping 
vigil which engender sobriety. As for the irascible part of the soul 
which, through sin, was mingled with bodily anger, it is cured and 
bodily anger with it, so that both of them become one natural 
anger of the soul which proves itself constantly valiant against the 
passions and the demons and is strengthened in divine hope. This 
takes place through gentleness, humility and mercy which engen-
der neighbourly love. As for the intellect, which is the cognitive 
part of the soul, it is purified and healed through the reading of 
divine writings198, the recitation199 of psalms and constant prayers 
which engender the love of God.  

                                                 
194 A loose adaptation of Jn 14:21. 
195 The Syriac has switched from a first person plural to a third person plu-

ral used generically. 
196 See Mt 6:15, 6, 2. 
197 For each of the generic passions, Dadisho‘ expands the single remedy 

“of the Gospel” into three. The correspondence between the passion and the 
remedy to be applied varies, but the basic idea comes from Evagrius (see 
GUILLAUMONT and ALBERT, “Lettre”, p. 245, note 6). 

198 This could be Scripture in the strict sense, but also religious books in 
general. 
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 In this way, the whole man is healed in his soul and in his body 
from the sicknesses of sin which is a transgression of the law. He 
acquires perfect health which is in righteousness, puts off “the old 
man corrupted through the desires stemming from error200” and 
puts on the new man in holiness and sanctity. “He is renewed in 
knowledge in the image of his Creator201”, our Lord Jesus Christ 
who chose you for his service. He, through his grace, will make 
you perfect in his love, will fulfil you in his kindness and will 
make you strong in order to perform his will and will keep you 
from Satan’s snares.  He will teach you his knowledge, affirm you 
in his hope and make you worthy of his kingdom and of his glory 
together with all the saints who accomplish his will. Amen. 

End of the letter of saint Mar Dadisho‘   

                                                                                                        
199 Or “office”. 
200 Eph 4:22. 
201 Col 3:10. 
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