Pachomian Sources Reconsidered

by DERWAS ]. CHITTY

of the best Greek sources for the Life of Pachomius and his first suc-

cessors as against the Coptic. Halkin’s edition of the Vitae Graecae,
while suggesting that the surviving ‘Vita Prima’ was not the earliest recen-
ston, had supported the same main conclusion—‘Cette premiére Vie de
Pachome fiit certainement rédigé en grec. La discussion est présentement
close.”

The outline seemed clear—a Life, to which the ‘Vita Prima’ (G?) is the
nearest surviving approach: a collection of stories (‘Paralipomena’ or ‘As-
cetica’—Asc.): and the Letter of Bishop Ammon (Ep. Amm.) describing, after
several decades, his memories of three years at Pabau under Theodore.

The character of the other significant Greek Lives also seemed clear—
the ‘Vita Altera’ (G?), a Life of Pachomius consisting of a conflation and
rewriting of G! and Asc., with a few sentences from the Lausiac History
(HL): the “Vita Tertia’ (G®) a Life of Pachomius and Theodore, in the
main a putting together, without serious rewriting except in a few passages,
of practically the whole of G* and Asc., with longer passages from HL, and
two or three short chapters from the collections of Apophthegmata. The
Latin Life by Dionysius Exiguus (D) appeared to be a translation of a
Greek original closely resembling G2, with one long section and two shorter
ones absent, and with the Angelic Rule from HL incorporated.

Halkin’s work was published in 1932. In the following year, 1933,
Lefort published the text of the fragmentary Sahidic Lives—he had pub-
lished the Bohairic text in 1925. In his French translation of these Coptic
Lives, published in 1943, he sets out to reverse Ladeuze’s conclusions—to
argue that G! is a late compilation, Ep. Amm. apocryphal, and the Greek
original of D (used by G? as its main source) the earliest Greek Life, while
all are dependent on Coptic Lives or collections of stories to which he con-
jecturally attributes certain of the surviving Coptic fragments.

The magnitude of Lefort’s achievement in piecing together and editing
the Coptic remains has made his views widely accepted by scholars. Thus
Peeters in Analecta Bollandiana, while pleading for the genuineness of Ep.

It had seemed that Ladeuze had firmly established the literary priority

1 Sancti Pachomii Vitae Graecae, ed. F. Halkin, S.J., Brussels, 1932. S. Pachomii Viia
bohairici scripta, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, Scr. Copt., ser. tertia, t. vii
(1925). S. Pachomii Vitae sahidici scriptae, C.S.C.O., Scr. Copt., ser. tertia, t. viii (1933).
L. Th. Lefort, Les Vies coptes de S. Pachéme et de ses premiers successeurs: Traduction frangaise,
Louvain 1943. P. Ladeuze, Etude sur le cénobitisme pakhdmien, Louvain, 18g8.
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Amm., seems hardly to question Lefort’s account of G, and to regard his
main conclusions as ‘acquises une fois pour toutes’.1

We presume to suggest that, for all the greatness of his work on the
Coptic (though even here we shall find that, on one or two significant
details, Homer has been nodding), Lefort’s work suffers from too cavalier a
treatment of the Greek sources (especially of G and Ep. Amm.), and is
repeatedly guilty of ‘petitio principii’.

We propose first to deal mainly with the Greek, Latin, and Syriac
works, and their relation to each other, and the evidence adduced from
them for the existence, by the end of the fourth century, of a lost collection
of Pachomian stories on which all the surviving works are based. This first
discussion is simplified by the fact that, with one doubtful exception, all the
parallels contained in these works to surviving Coptic material are present
in G. That doubtful exception provides our first subject.

The ‘De Oratione’ and the Letter of Ammon.

The 153 Chapters on Prayer, published in P.G. Ixxix as the work of St.
Nilus, have been convincingly shown by P. Hausherr (Rev. d’Ascétique et
de Mpystique, xv) to be more probably the work of Evagrius Ponticus, and
therefore written before the latter’s death in A.p. 399. If they were the work
of Nilus, they would not be more than two or three decades younger.

Chapter 108 begins,  Avéyvws mdvrws kai Tods Blovs 7dv TafervmoiwTdv
povax&v ... P. Hausherr, in his annotated translation, comments, ‘Le fait
en question ne se trouve cependant pas dans les S. Pachomii Vitae Graecae
publiées par le P. Halkin.” Lefort ( Vies Coptes de S. Pachfme, xxii) assumes
that ch. 109 also belongs to the Lives of the Tabennesiote Monks, and
speaks of the two chapters as ‘deux anecdotes, dont la premiére est
absolument inconnue a nos Vitae grecques; bien que la seconde puisse, avec
beaucoup de vraisemblance, correspondre 2 G! § 101 =Denys § 50=G?
§ 84a, il est hors de doute que Nil, ou Evagre, visait autre chose que nos
actuelles Vitae grecques’.

Actually, the story in De Or. 109 concerns a viper, and the monk suffers
no harm; while the parallel quoted in the Greek Lives (also in the Coptic,
Bo. 99) concerns a scorpion, and the monk, while persisting in prayer, almost
dies of the pain. Moreover, there is nothing in the De Oratione to show that
§ 109 is regarded as sharing in the Tabennesiote origin of § 108.

For the first anecdote—Lefort, basing himself on the Greek text as pub-
lished in Migne, where the hero appears simply as 6 dfBas, claims that this
title, used alone, always refers to Pachomius in Tabennesiote sources, and
that this is confirmed by the appearance of the story as concerning Pacho-
mius in the Bohairic and Arabic Lives.2 But when, guided by a foot-note,
we turn to p. 167, we find a story with certain marked differences from
that of the De Oratione (though it certainly is remarkable that this parallel

1 Anal. Boll. Ixiv (1946), 277. Peeters had already taken the bait on the publication of
the Sahidic text: see Anal. Boll. lii (1934), 286—320.

3 Actually, there is some doubt whether the contents of Bo. g8 do concern
Pachomius and not Theodore.
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to De Or. 108 is immediately followed by the alleged, but much more
distant, parallel to De Or. 10g). And there is a foot-note admitting that at
least one Greek MS. reads not simply ‘rod dfBa’ but ‘“rod ¢38a @eodduipov’
(this is the reading accepted without comment by Hausherr, loc. cit.).
Lefort would discount this on the ground that the Greek text is ‘flottante’,
and that the Arabic reading, Tahoum, is probably a misprint for Bahoum
(=Pachomius)—in Arabic the difference between B and T is only one of
pointing, and this certainly seems a more probable explanation of
‘Tahoum’ than Hausherr’s attempt to derive it from a translation of the
name Theodore. Thus fortified, Lefort tries to explain the Greek reading
‘Theodore’ by asserting, ‘on sait, par la lettre d’Ammon et par ailleurs,
que dans certains milieux grecs Théodore éclipsa Pachéme’. Still no parallel
in the Greek sources is admitted for the story. But we are referred back,
without further comment, to p. liv of the Introduction.

Here at last we find, drawn up parallel with the chapter of the De
Oratione, a story from the Letter of Ammon (c. 19) concerning Theodore,
and an admission by Lefort that the two passages show ‘une parenté
littéraire difficilement contestable’. But it is argued that it would be temer-
arious to identify the Letter of Ammon with the Blov 7@v TaBervmowwrdv
uovay@v which ‘Nilus’ (Evagrius is not this time mentioned) cites as his
source; that we have an ‘élément de contréle’ in the fact that the hero in
‘Nilus’ is simply ‘Abba’—i.e. Pachomius; and that the appearance of the
anecdote in the Bohairic Life proves that we are dealing indeed with a
Pachomian story.

Although a foot-note refers us for variants to p. 167, note 8, there is not
a hint at this point that the variants there given include a reading ‘rod
aBBa Ocodclpov’.

Actually, the positive evidence that the Greek text is ‘flottante’ falls to
the ground on examination. Had Lefort looked at the Latin translation
printed beside the Greek in Migne, he would have found there also ‘abbate
Theodoro’. Migne is here faithful in both languages to the text of Suaresius’s
edition. But as the Latin appears to be based on the same Greek MSS. as
the Greek printed text, it seems certain that the omission of @eo8dipov in
the Greek is due, not to MSS., but simply to a printer’s error. If there are
Greek MSS. showing this omission, their readings have yet to be recorded.
The only remaining evidence against the Theodoran attribution is the
doubtful witness of the Arabic—and it is surely more natural to suppose
that the name of Pachomius has supplanted the lesser-known Theodore in
the Arabic, than that Theodore has supplanted his master in all known
Greek MSS.

It is hard to understand how a scholar of Lefort’s standing should fail
so completely to correlate his evidence.

It will be well to draw up at this point alongside each other the restored
Greek text of Evagrius, that of Ep. Amm., and the Bohairic (in Lefort’s
translation):
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De Or.
*Avéyvews
Tods Plovs 7dv TaPév-
Mot @Y povaydv, kalbd
¢mow 67t Aadodvros Tol
dBBa  Beoddpov  Tov
Adyov Tois ddeAdols, HA-
Bov 80 éyidvar mpos Tods

’ k] - ¢ A 3
mé8as adrod. o 8¢ dra-
pdxws oTds, woujoos
Tovs wddas adrod waoei

4 ¢ 4 k] A}
rapdpav, tméBadev adras
» o 3 ’
évbolev éws émadoaro
Aad@v Tov Adyov: kal

\
TdvTws KAl

TéTe Tavras vmedelkvve
Tols ddeAdols éfnyov-
pevos TO mpdypa.

(I have given the text
of the Bodleian MS.
Canon. Gr.16. Coislin
109, given by Lefort on
p. 167, reads drapdyws
momoas  avTals  oel
kapdpav, omitting the
second Tovs wédas avrod.
On p. liv, Lefort
gives only the text of
Migne—without @eo-
ddpov—alongside that
of Ep. Amm.)

Ep. Amm.
T# terpddL Tob cafPdrov
BOeddwpos éorws év TH

édidackev  ToVS

viow
adeAdods kekvxAwkdTas
alTér  kal ocwwmioas

Kxal dmoords Tod Témov
b ko € 14 4 Ay
€v & eloThike, 8o pikpas
éxidvas éSeifev Tols S¢-
fadpols Aéywv, Doveu-
odTw Tis adrds. s yap
¢ I 1 A I
dutrovw, mepl Tovs wodas
pov ywouévas, va pi Tis
T@v adeddpdv Tapaxldy,
domep kaudpav movjoas
Tous wédas pov, ékpua
avTds.
3 -~ ] \
avaipedfvar adrds . . .

A \ A\
Kai pera 76

Bo. g8 (Lefort,

p- 167, 4)
Se trouvant quelque
part a moisonner avec
les fréres, lorsque le
soir arriva, il adressa
aux fréres la parole de
Dieu; pendant . qu’il
parlait, vinrent deux
serpents qui s’enroul-
érent autour de ses
pieds. Mais lui, il ne
les regarda aucune-
ment, ni ne changea
ses pieds de la place
qu’il occupait. Lors-
qu’il eut fini de parler,
on fit la priére pour
que chacun regagnat sa
demeure; aprés cela il
dit qu’on lui apportat
une lampe. Quand on
la lui eQt apportée, il
vit les bétes enroulées
autour de ses pieds;
alors il les tua aussit6t
et rendit gloire a Dieu
qui sauve ceux qui espérent
en lui.

Surely the impression one gets is that De Oratione is directly summar-
ising the Letter of Ammon, while the Bohairic, if based on the same story
at all, is only a distant echo.

But if the De Oratione is quoting the Letter of Ammon, and is the work

of Evagrius, then the Letter of Ammon was already well-known by A.D. 399
at latest—when Theophilus, its addressee, was still on the patriarchal
throne of Alexandria—and its genuineness can hardly be doubted. More-
over, it must already at that date have formed but one element in a body of
works which together could be called the ‘Lives of the Tabennesiote Monks’.
—Alone, it could hardly bear that name. But it is worth noting that a
corpus such as that which survives, in which Ep. Amm. is found together
with G* and Asc., would most naturally be given precisely that title.

Before proceeding to discuss whether these or other documents were
the actual other constituents of the original Pachomian corpus, it will be
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convenient to digress for a moment, to examine some other arguments
brought forward by Lefort against the genuineness of Ep. Amm. We shall
not discuss further the perverse conclusions drawn by him from the parallel
with the De Oratione. But we should note the real possibility that Bo. g8
actually betrays a knowledge of Ep. Amm., and not vice versa; and must
ask ourselves whether the Coptic account (Bo. 89, S¢8g, S589g) of the early
life in Alexandria of Theodore the Alexandrian, which is shown by its
chronology to be manifestly unhistorical, is not also copied from Ep. Amm.,
rather than a source for that document as Lefort suggests (liii-liv).
We note this in passing for its hint of a characteristic of the Coptic Lives
which we shall have occasion to test later.

The comparison, and contrasts, between Ep. Amm. 12 and G'ro2, Bo.
103, etc., surely do not suggest common derivation from a more primitive
written redaction, but divergent oral accounts of the same vision.

Divergences between our different documents as to the chronology of
Theodore’s life are no evidence either way. If Ammon be mistaken here
(which is by no means certain), that kind of mistake might easily be made
by Theodore’s contemporaries.

More strange is Lefort’s attempt (pp. lvii-lviii) to identify Athanasius’s
flight to the Thebaid under Julian, when Theodore announced Julian’s
death, with the occasion of the search for Athanasius by the duke Artemius
—whose name is found in the Coptic (Bo. 185) as well as the Greek
(G'137-8), even if that of Constantius only is mentioned in G*. Lefort
appears to be completely ignorant of the well-known facts about this duke,
to be gleaned from Ammianus and elsewhere. He was, of course, put to
death by Julian at Antioch in 362—apparently a few days before Athana-
sius’s renewed flight—and was subsequently revered as a martyr throughout
the Orthodox Church, in spite of his Arian antecedents. Certainly any
search for Athanasius conducted by him was at the command of Constan-
tius and not of Julian. And in fact, such a search carried out by Artemius in
Alexandria is recorded in the Festal Index for the year A.p. 360; while both
the Historia Acephala and the Festal Index confirm that Athanasius was in
flight in the Thebaid (the Hist. Acephala actually mentions Antinoopolis)
atthe time of Julian’sdeath. Itseems, to say theleast, far-fetched tosuggest, as
Lefort does, that Ep. Amm. has built up the whole of this story on the basis
of the Historia Acephala and the account, in the Lives, of Artemius’s search!

Lefort argues that Ammon does not use the technical terms found in
the other Greek Pachomian documents—speaks of Psarphius as 7ov
mdvrwy mpdTov év 7 Bab, and not as 76v olkovduov Tov uéyav, and instead
of olkiards speaks once of mpoeordds (‘terme inconnu des anciens institu-
tions pachomiennes’—its only occurrence appears to be in G2, twice in c.
37, of the father of a monastery, but its early use in this sense, in Meletian
monasteries at least, is attested by Bell’s Meletian papyri—1913. 2, 15),
and once of fyoduevos. Lefort is not strictly correct in saying that this last
term is reserved in Pachomian use for the Superior of a monastery. Twice in
G! (53. 12 and 74. g7—this last, marépas TAv povdv kal Tods dAdovs
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nyovuévovs) it is used alongside of marépes in a manner which necessarily
implies that it is a word with a different or wider connotation: once (84. 24)
it is used in the plural to cover all appointments of leaders within a single
monastery (Hermonthis). But in any case, the argument tells rather for
than against the genuineness and early date of Ep. Amm. What is more
natural than that one who had left Pabau in A.p. 355, long before Rule or
Life had appeared in Greek, should make his own choice of translations
for the Coptic technical terms?

One other term is attacked by Lefort as evidence of late date—
Nywaouévos, which he says is ‘absolument inconnu dans tout le dossier, et en
dehors d’Ammon on ne la rencontre que dans des textes byzantins d’assez
basse époque et de caractére plutdt liturgique’. But as this participle occurs
seven times in the New Testament (one passage, 2 Tim. ii. 21, is quoted in
G?, 64. 20), there is hardly any need to look for other occurrences of it in
the Fathers in order to justify our refusal to treat it as evidence of late date.

Perhaps the only real difficulties remaining in Ep. Amm. are the talk
in c. 22 of Twelve Prayers as against the Six Prayers of the Rule and the
Lives; and the impression which can be gained that Athanasius’s talk about
Theodore as recently dead in c. 34 was given soon after Athanasius’s return
from exile. But Ammon’s long years in Nitria may easily have obscured his
memory of Tabennesiote practice: or again, the occurrence of Twelve
Prayers in Palladius’s account of the Tabennesiotes also, may imply that
there is some other explanation which escapes us: while to press the second
point is surely to overstress the meaning of the word ¢fdoas—there is
nothing really to make clear the date of Athanasius’s talk.

Certainly neither of these points, nor any of the others adduced, is of
any weight against the overwhelming impression of genuineness created
by the series of accurate chronological details, verifiable from other
sources, found in the Letter. It is impossible to believe that a forger of the
following centuries would have taken the trouble, even if he had the means,
to get these right.

But this conclusion has wider implications, apparently not realised by
P. Peeters, who, though arguing for the genuineness of Ep. Amm., appears
convinced by Lefort’s main contention as to the superiority of the Coptic
sources. Actually we shall see that, if we can rely upon Ep. Amm., the
Coptic account of one series of events at least automatically becomes im-
possible, while the account of the same events in G1is fully vindicated.

Halkin, in his introduction (pp. §1*-32*) summarises with admirable
lucidity the chronological evidence of Ep. Amm., and the conclusions to be
drawn therefrom. In particular we learn that Ammon arrived at Bau
rather over a year (émavrod xai dAiyw mpos wdpedpAvldros) after the pro-
clamation of Gallus as Caesar (c. 7). As we know the date of this to have
been 15 March 351, we conclude that Ammon’s arrival was not later than
the summer of A.p. 352. This date is confirmed by the fact that Ammon
stayed three years at Bau (c. 1), and that Athanasius’s flight from Alex-
andria (8 February 356) was six months (c. 31) after Ammon’s arrival in
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Nitria from the Thebaid, which therefore must be dated in the summer of
A.D. 355. In c. g it is stated that, at the time of Ammon’s arrival at Bau
in A.D. 352, Pachomius had been dead six years. His death can therefore be
dated in A.D. 346.

Turning to the ‘Vita Prima,’ we read (c. 116) that Pachomius died on
the 14th Pachon (9 May) after forty days’ sickness (c. 115) of a plague
which had broken out in the monastery pera 76 Ildoxa (c. 114). Asin the
language of the “Vita Prima’ (cf. c. %) this phrase could refer to Easter Day
itself, we thus learn that Easter that year could conceivably be as late as
31 March, but no later. Actually, Easter fell in 346 on 30 March (Ath.
Ep. Fest. Index xviii). In 343 it fell on 27th, in 349 on 26th, and in 351
on 31st: all other years from 341-353 are incompatible with these details.
The date indicated coincides with that deduced from Ep. Amm. The
Sahidic account on the other hand (S—ed. Lefort, pp. 41-51) is incom-
patible with this date, placing the beginning of the plague and of Pacho-
mius’s forty days of sickness before Easter, and giving no indication of
the interval between Easter and Pachomius’s death (at the roth hour on
14th Pachon) beyond the fact that this was in the fifty days after Easter
(‘the days of Pentecost’). The Bohairic is missing. The placing of the death
of Paphnutius on Holy Saturday in the Sahidic is suspiciously like the
death of Heron on Holy Saturday before the death of Theodore, and gives
a further suggestion of that tendency to assimilate one story to another
which we referred to in regard to the similarities between the Bohairic
version and Ep. Amm.

The ‘Vita Prima’ proceeds to describe the succession of Petronius, his
death on 27th Epiphi (21 July) and the succession of Orsisius (c. 117).
This is followed by the description (c. 120) of the visit of the brethren in
the boat to St. Antony on their way to Alexandria, ére 6 dpytemioxomos
6 dyos *Abavdoios dvéxappev pera 86éns Kuplov dmo Tod xomrdrov—Athan-
asius returned to Alexandria on 21 October (24th Paophi) A.p. 346 (Ath.
Fest. Ind. xviii), and this date accords perfectly with the dating of the
death of Pachomius in May of the same year, and of Petronius in July. Ep.
Amm., c. 28, describing the return of the boat from Alexandria to Pabau
on 22 November 354 (?), after visiting St. Antony on the way back, sug-
gests that the autumn season was the regular time for the voyage to Alex-
andria—and also for visits of St. Antony to his Outer Mountain. But ‘Vita
Prima’ might equally well imply that the voyage was a special one, to
welcome St. Athanasius on his return.

Allisin place, and all is delightfully sober and free from the miraculous.
St. Antony has not heard either of the death of Pachomius or of the succes-
sion and death of Petronius. He modestly disclaims the praise offered him
by Zacchaeus, suggesting that he himself was perhaps not worthy to see
Pachomius in the flesh, but making no clear assessment of the relative
value of the coenobitic and eremitic life. His mention of an earlier abortive
attempt to found a similar coenobitic institution by one Aotas, whose name
is found in no other document, must surely belong to a primary source.
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Zacchaeus alone is mentioned among the Pachomian voyagers, although
c. 136 adds the information that Theodore was with Zacchaeus (cf. cc. 109
and 113) on the visits both to St. Antony and to St. Athanasius. The
chapter could well be almost a verbatim report of a self-effacing account of
the journey from Theodore’s own lips.

Once again the Sahidic account (S*—the Bohairic is missing) is in-
compatible with the chronology of G* and Ep. Amm. (this is recognised
by Lefort, p. 265, note 2. He concludes ‘Qui a raison? S5, ou la chronologie
actuellement admise pour ’année de la mort de Pach6me?’ Our answer is
not in doubt!). In the Sahidic, the brethren are sent with a letter to
Athanasius entrusted to Theodore, by Petronius, who does not die until after
they have reached Alexandria. Athanasius is, therefore, supposed to have
been in Alexandria through that summer, as he certainly was not in the
summer of A.D. 346. And this is so deeply woven into the Sahidic narrative
that, if Ep. Amm. is right, the whole structure of the Sahidic account falls
to the ground. (A similar ignorance of Athanasius’s movements is shown in
the account of the first visit of Zacchaeus and Theodore to Alexandria in
Bo. gba, where they are made to deliver to Athanasius a letter from
Pachomius, though G113, and even the end of Bo. g6c¢ itself, make it clear
that Athanasius was in exile at this time!)

With the vindication of the Greek chronology against the Coptic, we
find confirmation of a principle on which we should have inclined to prefer
the Greek account quite apart from the chronological argument. Lefort
says that G! ‘n’est qu'un résumé’. But of all the extra Coptic material
there is hardly a sentence free from some tendentiousness—stress on the
marvellous, glorification of Theodore (Zacchaeus takes very markedly
second place), glorification of the coenobitic life against the eremitic, etc.
The interesting account of Meletian and Antonian visits to the Taben-
nesiotes reads like an ad hoc later insertion in view of some particular prob-
lem confronting the Community. The Coptic version of Antony’s words to
Zacchaeus (‘dmomelfw oe, Zaxyaie’ in the Greek) not only replaces the idio-
matic dmomelfw with the simple melfw ( TiMaruee ), but in its development,
¢ “Petit Zacchée”;—il était en fait de petite taille’, it is surely merely
assimilating this Zacchaeus to the Zacchaeus of Scripture (Luke xix. 3).
And, we may ask, what eye-witness of the whole episode would have given
the account as we have it in the Coptic? Certainly neither Zacchaeus nor
Theodore.

To sum up—the vindication of the Letter of Ammon not only confirms
the historicity of G! against the Coptic on one important series of events,
but thereby supports the principle, followed in an earlier generation by
Ladeuze and Dom Cuthbert Butler, of preferring in general the shorter and
more factual account of an event to the longer and more picturesque. The
importance of this principle will appear more fully later in our discussion.

The Title of the Paralipomena or Ascetica: and a Possible Occasion for the
Assembling of the Pachomian Corpus.
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The De Oratione, with its ‘Blow 7&v TaBerwnowwrdv povay@y’, is not the only
early document to give direct evidence of the existence of a Pachomian corpus.
The document published by Halkin (and the earlier Bollandists) under
the name of Paralipomena existed early enough to be used by the Greek
original translated by Dionysius Exiguus, and to be translated into Syriac
not later than the sixth century, and perhaps much earlier. For its title,
we have the evidence of three Greek MSS., and of the Syriac Version:

In the Florentine MS.—’Ex 709 Blov 7o# dyiov Ilayovuiov.

(in this MS., Asc. follows the ‘Vita Prima’ and the Letter of Ammon).

In the Athenian—"Ek v > Aoryrikdv mepl T&v adTdv keddAaa 18’

In the Ambrosian—*O Bios éx T&v ’ Aoxknrikdv mepl TGV adTdv: keddAaa

8’. (in these two MSS., Asc. follows immediately on the ‘Vita Prima’).

In the Syriac (apparently)—‘Asketikon of the House of Pachomius,
Tabennesiote monks’—*of the house of Pachomius’ might possibly stand for
the Greek éx v&v 700 Ilayovuiov.

On the face of it, we would seem to be dealing with extracts from a
larger lost collection of stories. And certain of the stories surviving in our
earliest Coptic fragments might plausibly be ascribed to the same collec-
tion as these Greek ‘Ascetica’. On the other hand, it is remarkable that not
one of the stories from the Greek collection actually survives in Coptic—
except when there are parallels in G, in which case the Coptic agrees with
G, not with Asc. Moreover, only the Florentine title appears definitely to
imply that we are dealing with a selection of stories from a larger lost
Pachomian work. The éx 7@v doxnrikdv of the other Greek MSS. might
even refer to a general collection of Ascetica—for the name of Pachomius
or his community is not directly mentioned, though the wepi 7@v adrdv
implies it. Or, most probably, the rest of the collection might consist of
other Pachomian works—e.g. the Rule and Letters (which had already
been translated into Greek by A.p. 404—5, when Jerome turned them from
the Greekinto Latin), the “Vita Prima’ (orits archetype if it be not original),
and the Letter of Ammon. All or any of these could be classed together,
with the Paralipomena, under the title of ‘Ascetica (or Asketikon) of the
Tabennesiote monks of the company of Pachomius’. The phrase “Taben-
nesiote monks’ occurring in the Syriac title of Asc. instantly suggests the
identity of this collection with the Lives of the Tabennesiote Monks spoken
of in the De Oratione, and therefore (if the Evagrian authorship of that
work be accepted) existing before A.D. 399.

Jerome was commissioned to make his translations for the use of Latin
monks of the Pachomian monastery at Canopus; and we may assume that
the Greek MSS. were sent him from there. Jerome speaks of this monastery
as having happily changed its name from Canopus to Metanoea. And the
pagan Eunapius gives us the clue to its origin, telling us (V. Phil. 472)
how the pagan temple there was destroyed by the Patriarch Theophilus
about the same time as the Alexandrian Serapeum, and monks were in-
stalled on the site, who worshipped the bones and skulls of martyrs. Surely
we have here (A.p. 391—2) the occasion for the setting up by Theophilus of
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the only Tabennesiote monastery in Northern Egypt—and also the occa-
sion for his requesting from the community a corpus of works in Greek
describing its history and character. In fact, Ep. Amm,, c. 1, and Theo-
philus’s acknowledgment at the conclusion of that work, show the Patriarch
in the act of procuring one document for the corpus. And the document
published in Coptic by Crum from a sixth century Cheltenham papyrus,
and translated by Lefort (p. 389 ff.), though of questionable historicity,
may at least reflect a true tradition when it shows Theophilus inviting
Orsisius to bring with him to Alexandria ‘the Life (sic) of our blessed holy
fathers Apa Pachomo the father of the Community (kowwvria) and Theo-
dore his gentle disciple’.

Such a Life would form the principal document in the whole corpus,
without which the title ‘Lives of the Tabennesiote Monks’ would hardly be
justified. And if the papyrus gives a correct tradition, this work corre-
sponded to the Greek ‘Vita Prima’ at least in including Pachomius and
Theodore in a single biography.

The ‘Ascetica’, or ‘Lives of the Tabennesiote Monks’, may then be
supposed to have included the following documents:

. A Life of Pachomius and Theodore
. The ‘Paralipomena’

The Letter of Ammon

The Rule

The Letters of Pachomius

The Letter of Theodore

. The Book of Orsisius.

Wc may take it thatall these documents appeared in Greek within a year
or two before or after the founding of the Canopus monastery in A.D. 3g1-2.

The ‘Vita Prima’ claims to be the work of a writer, or writers, who had
come to the community after the death of Pachomius, but had known
survivors of the first generation (cc. 10, 46, 98—9), and in particular Theo-
dore himself (c. 82, s eipnkev Huiv rotr0 @edbwpos), who provided the
information required for the work. For the period of Theodore and
Orsisius no direct claim is made, but there are several passages (e.g. cc.
143—4, 146, 149) which give the inescapable impression of eye-witness
accounts. Ladeuze accepted the work as genuine, identifying it with the
work of the ‘Interpreter Brothers’ spoken of in the Coptic (Bo. 196: S%
ed. Lefort p. 341)—on the basis of which he wanted to place its writing
immediately after the death of Theodore in A.p. 368. But this date is ex-
cluded for the work as we have it by its own statement (c. 149) that after
Theodore’s death Orsisius ‘rovs ddeAdovs év elprivy éxuPéprmoey xpdvov moAdy’.
This statement leaves it in doubt whether Orsisius was alive or dead at
the time of writing, but fits in perfectly with a date near A.p. 3g0 for the
writing of the work—when Theodore’s surviving contemporaries would be
anxious to ensure the recording for posterity of the lives of the two saints.

Is there any valid evidence that the “Vita Prima’ was not in fact written
at this time, or that (whatever its date) it was based on a Coptic original?
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Can the original, whether Greek or Coptic, be shown to have been pub-
lished first as a Life of Pachomius alone, before the addition of the ‘Appen-
dix’ on Theodore and Orsisius? And what evidence is there for the exis-
tence of other lost documents, in Greek or Coptic, employed either by the
‘Vita Prima’ or by any of the surviving works? These are the questions we
must seek to answer.

The Ascetica* and the ‘ Vita Prima’

The introductory paragraph of Asc. takes us a step further than the
title of this work in implying the existence of some other Life or collection
of stories to which Asc. is added as an appendix, although this involves
returning to some extent over the same ground. It is particularly significant
that this paragraph is found even in the Syriac, although Asc. is actually
the only Pachomian work of which we have any record in Syriac, apart
from a few stray Apophthegmata with which we shall deal presently. What
was this other Life?

It is natural to turn first to the “Vita Prima’ which precedes the Ascetica
in the only three known Greek MSS. which preserve either document as a
separate work. Here we have a Life of Pachomius and Theodore which
includes, scattered about the Pachomian portion, four stories apparently
describing events also described—at greater length and with large diver-
gences—in the Ascetica, and three others where the connexion is probable
but rather more doubtful, as well as several more points where echoes may
be traced.

But can these doublets give us the explanation of the prologue of Asc.?
—évéyeolar 8¢ TGV adrdv o BAaPepdv, Ti 76 uév dvadpapeiv éml Tois adrols

dodaléorepov mpos v Bewplav mapaokevdler TV Aeyopévwy ToV drpoaTiy. . .
oBev émavadpaudvres Td Adyw ovyyevi) Tdv mporépwy dAiya éxbdueba.

Ladeuze, noting a similarity in ethos between Asc. and the Coptic
fragments, suggests that the narratives found in Asc. were added to G* on
its translation into Coptic, and subsequently translated into Greek and
added to G! as an appendix. It is true that certain characteristics of Asc.
are most easily explained on the supposition that it is a translation from
the Coptic (the fact that its Greek is purer and more literary than that of
G! in no way prejudices the issue). And it is true that a close analysis of
Asc. shows it at several points to be further removed from the facts—and
therefore presumably later in date—than G.2 But the suggestion of a

1 For convenience, we will henceforth follow the Syriac in restricting this term to the
‘Paralipomena’ of the Bollandists, although, as we have seen, this is really begging a large
question.

* Thus in the story of Silvanus, the name of the lad’s surety is given as ‘a certain
Petronius>—surely the well-known name of Pachomius’s successor—in place of the other-
wise unknown Psenammon of G'—although what we know of Petronius from G! is in-
compatible, chronologically and otherwise, with his being Silvanus’s surety. And further
on in the same story, when the brethren seek to find whom Pachomius is praising, the
names of Petronius, Orsisius and Theodore are suggested. Orsisius has replaced the
Cornelius of G.—we can well suppose that the fame of Cornelius had faded in the interval
between the writing of the two documents.
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Coptic original is confronted by the complete absence of any trace of the
Ascetica in Coptic. Now some of the Coptic Lives are very closely con-
nected with G, and the inconsistencies between the two documents make
it inconceivable that a Coptic translator should have inserted the Asc.
stories in G! in the face of what it already contained.

On this ground Halkin argues further that the Life referred to in the
Prologue to Asc. cannot have contained the doublets in the form or order
in which they are found in G*. He points out that no one who had read G?
in its present form could have started the first story in a work written as a
supplement thereto with ‘@eo8dpw run’ as if Theodore were unknown to his
readers: that the accounts given in Asc. contain chronological impossi-
bilities (Theodore, and then Silvanus, are stated to have been twenty
years in the monastery before the events recorded) absent from G*, and many
other details quite inconsistent with G¥s account. Pointing to the fact
that the doublets seem to be gathered together at the head of Asc., and not
in the order in which they are found in G2, he argues that a reviser of Gt
has supplemented that work from an incomplete form of Asc. (he suggests
that there is a growth of the marvellous in the later part of Asc., giving the
impression of a later stage in the development of the story), distributing
the stories where he thought good, and correcting manifest errors. He sup-
ports his theory by alleging that the close parallel between G! and G?
ceases precisely at the point where the first Asc. story appears in G%, and
that G? always (with one possible exception) adopts the Asc. form of the
stories to the exclusion of the G* form, thus suggesting that G2 was using
an earlier, incomplete form of G. We shall be dealing a little later with
the relationship between G* and G2 But in regard to the order of Asc.,
Halkin does not perhaps give sufficient weight to the existence of two
recensions. The order of his published text is that of one MS. only, F. The
other two Greek MSS., and the Syriac version, supported by G3, and in
_ large measure by G2, place three of the episodes quite differently. It will
be convenient to give here the order of the chapters, named by their
numbers in Halkin’s edition, as they are found in the other recension—
with definite parallels in G' underlined alongside, and vaguer links
bracketed:

I 17

2-4 104-5
562 103

13 (93?)

14 (18?)
15-16

7 (317)
17-20 (102?)
21-23 (cf. 39, 109)
8-11 85
2426 (cf. 88)
27 (cf. 94-5)
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2831 (cf. 79)
32

33

12

34

3536

At first sight it would look as if the recension of F must be secondary—
the distribution of the three underlined episodes at random through the
work seems a much less natural proceeding than the assembling of them
by F after the first three episodes in the same order in relation to each other
in which they occurred in the other recension. And, except for c. 12, the
occurrence of doublets in G* might be precisely the reason for assembling
these chapters together in F—though the parallel between Asc. 7 and
G*31 is really rather distant: while c. 12 comes perhaps more naturally as
a comment on cc. 8-11 than anywhere else in the work, and it is hard to
see why it should be transferred to the position it occupies in the Syriac
recension. At the same time we must admit that, if F be the original order,
the bringing together of 6 and 13 in Syr. by the removal of the three
épisodes to another position can be explained as an artistic improvement
(the c. 6a which links them in Syr. is absent from F), and that in other
details the text of F frequently rings truer. But even in F, the doublets
allowed by Halkin (cc. 1, 2—4, 5-6, 8-11, 14, 17—20) are interrupted by
cc. ¥, 12, 13, and 15~16.

But apart from the doubt as to order, it is difficult to accept Halkin’s
theory that our present recension of G, including the doublets, was made
by a writer who knew the Asc. version of these stories. The differences are
surely too great to allow of any literary dependence either way. Lefort
(introd. p. xx) is justified here in concluding, ‘Nos actuels recueils de
Paralipomena n’ont donc ni emprunté, ni prété a la Vita Prima’.

But Lefort concludes from this that both Asc. and the Lives are depen-
dent upon an earlier collection of Pachomian stories. To his views upon
D, G? etc., we will return presently. So far-as G! and Asc. are con-
cerned, a study of the parallels surely forces us to a conclusion which does
not seem to have occurred either to Halkin or to Lefort: that the divergences
are such as to exclude, not only direct literary dependence between the
two documents, but even the possibility of their deriving from a common literary
source. They are manifestly based on divergent oral traditions of the same
event. Both the similarities (e.g. sayings quoted identically in the two
documents) and the divergences are of the type to imply this. And as both
documents have passages in which the writer claims to have known
Pachomius’s immediate disciples, we must not assume that stories they con-
tain need have any literary stage separating them from the oral traditions
on which they are based.

But does the fact that G* and Asc. are independent of each other in
their contents necessarily imply that the Greek editor of the Asc. collection
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was ignorant of G* in a form already containing the parallels to Asc.” We
can well imagine a writer of more artistic interest feeling that G! was too
ascetic and pruned a work, its author too much of a historian, to give a
sufficient picture of the life of the community—that it needed to be com-
pleted by a series of stories as he had heard them—or perhaps as he had
found some of them already in writing, in Greek or Coptic—which, though
they might be less accurate or reliable as history, should be none the less
true ‘ikons’ of the Saint, with a warmth and fulness of detail missing in the
more continuous historical work. He would realise that to attempt to con-
form his stories to such parallels as might be found for them in G* would
be to rob them of their freshness. So he would give them as he had received
them, without caring to remove inconsistencies or historical impossibili-
ties, of which in fact writers of this type are frequently far too tolerant.
But he would add just the kind of prologue we have, apologising for not
having tried to avoid covering ground already covered in G*. Surely this is
the most natural explanation of évéxeofoi 7@y avrv . . . dvadpapeiv émi Tols
avTois . . . énavadpaudvres Té Aéyw. If this is so, then Asc. does not con-
tain, in its prologue or elsewhere, any proof of the existence of a prior Life
or collection of Ascetica other than the documents still surviving in Greek.

Testimony in the ‘ Vita Prima’ to the Existence of Earlier Documents

After dealing with Asc. and the De Oratione, Lefort writes (p. xxiv)
‘Quoiqu’il en soit des rapports littéraires entre nos Ascetica ou Paralipomena,
et les Bioi que lisait Nil, un fait se dégage avec pleine certitude: les ascétes
grecs pouvaient lire aux environs de ’an 400 des séries de récits sur les
Pachomiens distinctes de nos actuelles Vitae grecs dont l’existence, a
pareille date, reste encore a prouver’. While we have not yet given our
positive arguments for the existence of G! at this date, at least we may
claim to have overthrown the certainty with which Lefort claims already
to have proved the existence at this date of any Pachomian documents in
Greek other than those we actually possess, and to have given a strong
positive argument for believing that Ep. Amm. was already in existence as
one of the documents included under the title ‘Lives of the Tabennesiote
Monks’. But Lefort goes on in the next sentence to try to support his con-
clusion from G* itself—*‘Ce fait, d’ailleurs, est nettement confirmé par un
témoignage formel; on lit en G! §99: Twés dxodovres, Umepayamdvres
avrév (Pachéme), éypapav moAra map’ adrod vojuara 7édv I'paddv, ds Te ral
el mote Spapa eldev 7 dnraciay kTX’.

Here, certainly, we have formal testimony for the existence in the first
generation of other Pachomian writings. But (as is made still clearer by the
first part of the same sentence, not quoted by Lefort—xai émeids éAdAe
adrols moMAdkis Tov Adyov 700 Becoi 6 dffds ITaxovuwos) the writings here

! We should note in passing that analysis of the language and the vocabulary of the
two documents makes it quite certain that they are not from the same hand—though it is
to be noted that the Greek of the Homily on Idolatry appended to F but to none of our

other sources for Asc. is allied to that of G rather than of Asc., and would not be in-
consistent with its being due to the same Greek hand as G,
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referred to are interpretations of Scripture (vorjuara 7@&v I'padav) and
visions (eimore Spapa eldev 4 dmragiav). In other words, what is suggested
is a collection of homilies (presumably in Coptic) and 7ot a biography or
collection of biographical stories. Such a collection of homilies (both of
Pachomius and of Theodore and Orsisius) is surely suggested also by much
of the contents both of G! and of Asc. The homily Against Idolatry ap-
pended to Asc. in F might seem to be a complete specimen of its contents.
And other examples are to be found in Coptic, both in the surviving Lives
and as separate works (e.g. the catechesis published by Budge, Coptic
Apocrypha, p. 146 f1.). '

A clue to the character of the collection of vojjuara 7&v I'paddv is pro-
vided by Theodore himself when, in G! c. 142, he seems even to be
quoting from the collection in question— Novjowuev 8¢ rai Todro 70
képSos, Smep mapd Tob maTpds NUdV MKovoauey €k TGOV vonudrwy Tdv felwy
I'pagdv, dri—and there follows a little homily clearly given as Pachomius’s
rather than Theodore’s own. As to Spaua, the disquisition in c. 48 about
a pure and humble man being Spapa péya suggests that here at least we
have another extract from the collection: while c. 102—ws Spaua 8¢ éorww
—almost proclaims itself another item; and here we have a vision with a
close parallel in Ep. Amm. 12, and at least some resemblances in Asc. 17.
We should also note G c. 125, where the brethren ask Theodore
mvevpaTikov pipa Avew adrols, 7 Spapa Tod dfBd Ilayovuiov elmeiv, while
c. 135 gives a disquisition of Theodore on dpduara. The use of dmracia
in cc. 87 and 88 indicates to us the kind of way in which it is to be dis-
tinguished from Spapa. And this kind of instruction by way of narrative
might not be out of place in a homiletic collection (though we should re-
member that in c. 87 dnracia Tdv dyiwv suggests a literary indebtedness to
V. Ant. 896 AB.). The word occurs again in Pachomius’s speech at the
Synod of Latopolis, and here there is some other evidence (e.g. the men-
tion of Moses ¢ 706 Maydddov otherwise unknown) which may point to a
written verbatim record of the Synod. But minutes of a Synod might be
quite independent of the Pachomian homiletic collection.

In Asc., vénua is only used in quite a different sense, and épapa not at
all. *Onracia is used to describe visions in cc. 17 and 24-6, and the seeing
of dmraciou is described in c. 33 as something not to be coveted.

G c. g9, the chapter which tells of these writings, is that which also
tells of the Rule (mepi 77s oikodousls ToD rowofiov Adyovs kai feopots),
and the Letters employing the secret alphabetical code (émorodds mpds
ToUs matépas Tdv povacmpiwy, kai év alrais ovéuata ypopudrwy, olov dmo
dAda éws &, onpaivwy Twa v yAwoon kpumti Tod mvevparos ékeivols voodow
évexev kuBeprioews Yuydv)—clearly the Rule and Letters translated into
Latin by Jerome from a Greek translation. This confirms the impression
that we are concerned here with a definite collection of homiletic writings,
forming part of a regular corpus of Pachomian works (presumably all in
Coptic in the first instance); but no evidence is given of narrative material,
and G! c. g8 appears expressly to deny the existence of any earlier Life.
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Pachomian Extracts in the Apophthegmata Patrum!

Lefort proceeds (p. xxiv), ‘Outre ces séries de récits sur les premiers
Pachémiens, il exista, en dehors des Vitae, un autre groupe de récits
détachés; nous voulons dire ceux qui furent absorbés par les recueils
d’ Apophthegmata, Paradis des Péres, Aeuddes, ou Prés spirituels’. He points
out that none of the stories in Asc. or in the ‘Bioi de Nil’ (i.e. De Or.
108-9) are found in the collections of Apophthegmata we possess, and that
all the Pachomiana found in these collections are also found in the Vitae.
He proceeds to list ten passages, in the order of their occurrence in G*. He
tentatively adds another possible parallel with an anonymous Apophthegm
(Gt c. 87, || PJ xv. 70) which cannot be allowed—there is only a very
vague resemblance between the stories. And he points to two apophthegmata
found in the collections and in G3, but not in G* or G2,

Putting the question of the origin of these Apophthegmata, he admits
that ‘plusieurs des apophthegmes pachémiens dénotent une évidente
parenté littéraire avec la Vita Prima (G*)’: but, pointing out that evidently
the collections of apophthegmata were gathered in several stages from
many sources, he argues rightly that we cannot affirm the derivation of
these apophthegmata from G? until we have established G*’s chronological
priority. And, pointing out that R 34a attributes to Theodore an episode
rightly ascribed in our Lives to Pachomius (that of his sister), he argues
that therefore it cannot be derived from these Lives and says ‘nous
trouverons d’autres exemples ailleurs’ for the substitution of Theodore for
Pachomius, and insists that R 34a must derive from a source in which the
hero is called simply ‘abba’ or ‘6 uéyas’—‘c’est-a-dire selon l'usage des
Ascetica et des Bioi de Nil'.

Actually, there seems no justification for treating the ¢ uéyas of Asc. as
the exact equivalent of ‘Abba’. It represents a different Coptic term. And
we have already seen that the ‘Bioi de Nil’ do not use ‘abba’ unaccom-
panied by a name; while the Letter of Ammon (the one example later given
by Lefort) can not be shown to substitute Theodore for Pachomius. Thus,
if there be any transposition, it would more probably be Bo. 98 that has
substituted Pachomius for Theodore. But in any case, R would seem to
be the least exact of the Latin versions of the Apophthegmata, and the
story of Theodore’s mother in R 34b was quite sufficient to induce a care-
less writer to attribute the preceding story to Theodore’s sister instead of
Pachomius’s. The change is quite inadequate to prove dependence of R on
any source other than our actual Lives.

Lefort proceeds to refer to the use of a Paradise of the Fathers contain-
ing stories of Palamon, Pachomius, Horsiisi, Petronius, Theodore, etc., by
the writer of the Life of St. John Kolobos—Zacharias bishop of Sakho,
whom he dates c. A.p. 600.2 Admitting that we do not know what Pacho-
mian anecdotes this Paradise contained (the list of names sounds suspi-

t Apophthegmata references are given according to the tables in Bousset’s Apophthegmata.
*Actually, he was consecrated bishop during the Patriarchate of Simon I (a.p. 689~
701), and held his see for thirty years.
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ciously as if it had actually reproduced a complete Life of the G type,
just as the Syriac Paradise reproduces the complete Life of St. Antony, and
the Ascetica of Pachomius), he continues, ‘Qui oserait prétendre a priori
que toutes ces anecdotes dérivent, en derniére analyse, de I'un ou ’autre
de nos actuelles Vitae grecques, quand on sait d’une part que ces derniéres,
comme nous le verrons plus loin, sont toutes des compilations . . . et
d’autre part que, vers 400, . . . il existait des recueils de récits sur les
anciens Pachémiens entre les mains des ascétes grecs.’

But the fact remains that, so far at least, Lefort has not proved that all
the Greek Lives (including G!) are compilations: nor, as we have seen,
has he satisfactorily proved the existence, c. A.D. 400, of any collection of
Pachomian stories other than those we possess. Of course we have not yet
proved the use of G! by the collections of Apophthegmata. But it is certainly
not disproved. Of course we make no a priori claim (can Lefort make the
same disclaimer?). But attention to the facts may perhaps establish a
probability. Let us examine first the cases listed by Lefort.

In the three Apophthegmata found in the Greek Alphabetical collection
(P.G. Ixv, cols. 316 and 436—the Orsisius and Psenthaisius apophthegmata),
verbal identity with G is as close as could be expected from a reliable
MS. of G itself: the two Orsisius apophthegmata are also found in the Latin
of PJ, which also implies the same Greek text, though the translator has
wildly misunderstood it at certain points. Lefort had not noticed that one
of these (=G?* c. 120) is also found, attributed to Arsenius (a natural error)
in the Syriac (214—again the same Greek text is implied, though the
translator seems to have used a MS. defective at one point, failed to con-
strue certain phrases, and made one or two expansions), and in a second
Latin translation (Pa. 11. 1), which gives a free version of a small portion,
but again bears evidence of having used the same Greek text.

Three other Pachomian apophthegmata are found in the Syriac (108,
109, 354. In all three cases the Greek text of G* is implied (cc. 14, 22 and
79—the Syriac text of G! c. 14 in particular may be of value in correcting
the somewhat doubtful text of F).

One of these three is found, also, together with the four remaining
Apophthegmata of Lefort’s list, in R 34—5. This collection, like Pa, is in
rather a different category. A comparison of other passages therein with
the Greek originals shows that the author is not concerned with making
other than a loose version of his Greek sources. And if this is borne in
mind, we find nothing in these two chapters—not even the erroncous at-
tribution of the sister to Theodore—inconsistent with their being based,
directly or indirectly, on the stories as we have them in G.

We conclude, therefore, that in all the Pachomian stories they give, G,
PJ, and Syr. certainly, and Pa and R probably, had before them a Greek
text indistinguishable, in these passages at least, from that of G'. Certainly,
we have not up to this point proved that the document containing them was
otherwise identical with G1, But equally certainly nothing so far has dis-
proved it.
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We must turn for a moment to the three Apophthegmata which G®
alone of the relevant Pachomain Lives contains. One of these (c. 160) con-
cerns the visit of Macarius to Pachomius, and belongs rather to a Macarian
cycle than to a Pachomian. The second (c. 195) is, probably rightly, attri-
buted in the Alphabetical collection to Theodore of Pherme, not to the
Tabennesiote. The third (c. 158—the Angels of Wednesday and Friday
accompanying the bier of a dead monk) is not mentioned by Lefort, prob-
ably because he has not found it in the published collections of Apophtheg-
mata. Halkin also (p. 70*) failed to find it in Bousset’s tables. But in fact
Bousset does record it in the first Armenian recension (Arm. 18, 53): and I
have found it in the collection contained in the Bodleian MS. Cromwell
18 (a collection which has many affinities with the Armenian—being, like
it, a later development of the PJ collection). Here certainly we have a
Pachomian anecdote (though it has some resemblance to some Macarian
anecdotes) not found in the surviving primary sources, Greek or Coptic.
But one swallow does not make a spring. One anecdote is not a sufficient
basis on which to assume the existence of a whole collection.

To sum up—the PJ Latin translation was probably made before the
middle of the sixth century: the Syriac perhaps earlier, certainly not much
later: Pa before the death of Martinus Dumiensis in A.p. 583: and R, of
uncertain date, seems closely connected with Pa. Probably all of these,
certainly the first two, used Greek collections containing Pachomian anec-
dotes in the form in which they are found in G*.

To this we can add that the recorded utterances of the abbot Zosimas,
written down also not later than the middle of the sixth century, contain a
longish quotation® from G* cc. 15-16 (ed. Halkin, p. 10, 7—27) In a text
verbally identical with that of G1.

It seems, then, that by about the time at which Dionysius Exiguus was
translating into Latin a Greek Life of Pachomius whose text closely re-
sembled that of G2, a considerable number of anecdotes existed in a form
textually indistinguishable from G!. Of course, it is not proved that they
were excerpted from that or any other Life. But it seems the most natural
explanation. Perhaps it would not be exceeding the bounds of caution to
claim that we have already established a strong prima facie case for the
genuineness of the “Vita Prima.’

The Latin Life and the Greek Lives .

We can now turn to examine the relationship between the Latin Life
translated from the Greek by Dionysius Exiguus (D), G2, and G2.

The close connexion between D and G? extends even to the forms of
names—thus for the (correct) Wons of G? (c.25), G? has "Oyus and D Obsis.
For the name of the bishop of Tentyra, Sarapion (Zapamiwves) in G (c.
29), G? has *Amnpiwvos, and D S. Aprione—both probably standing for
Saprion, which is the form in which this bishop’s name is given in Athan-

1 Tov dolov marpos Hudv Zwowud xepdAata mdvv ddéhpa, ed. Augoustinos, Jerusalem
1913, 2. 20-3. I1.
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asius, Ep. Fest. xi. The existence of this name alongside of and in distinction
from the commoner Sarapion is borne out by papyri. The bishop is prob-
ably the same who is named among the Egyptian bishops at the Synod of
Tyre, (Ath., 4p. ¢. Ar. 79). We should note that D gives the Coptic date
(14th Pachon) for the death of Pachomius, where G? falls into error by
giving 14 May: but the substitution of the known May for the unknown
Pachon, though found in all known MSS. of G2, need not be taken to
represent the original text of that Life. The larger differences between G2
and D are the presence of one long section and two short passages in D,
derived from HL, and of three long sections in G2. G2 as well as D shows,
in certain sentences, knowledge of HL. Otherwise, virtually the whole of
the contents of G* and of D is represented either in G* or in Asc. Halkin’s
arguments for their derivation from these two works might appear sufficient
and conclusive. But Lefort proposes a completely different conclusion.
For him, the Greek original of D is the earliest Greek Life, based (apart .
from the extracts from HL) on a collection of stories (‘Ascetica’) in part
identical with our Asc.: G? subsequently supplemented this with other
stories, some of them from Asc. in its present form, and cut out all passages
which could appear to derive from Palladius owing to the latter’s Origenist
reputation: Lefort argues against the dependence of G* on G' on the
ground that G2 is shown to be faithful to his sources by his exact reproduc-
tion of Asc. in passages absent from D, and of D in the sections they have
in common. Lefort overlooks the possibility of explaining this last by see-
ing D as a faithful translation of G2 itself; and also the fact that, even if D
be the original, the parallelism of the first long section of D itself with G!
calls for an explanation. As to the faithful reproduction of Asc. by G? in
the sections parallel to Asc. and absent from D—this is perfectly true of the
two shorter sections (G* cc. 73-8 and 85-6): their text accurately repro-
duces the text of Asc., as found in the Syriac recension, and can be taken
as evidence for that text equal to any surviving MS. (see Lefort, p. xxxii).
If we could conclude from this as to the faithfulness of G*'s reproduction of
its sources throughout, it would be quite clear that G* was nowhere
directly dependent on G2. This identity of text with that of Asc. in these
chapters is in marked contrast with the comparative looseness of the corre-
spondence with Asc. in the chapters immediately preceding the first of
these sections or immediately following the second, whereas in both cases
the Latin Life seems manifestly translated from a Greek text faithfully
reproduced in G2 The transition from G2 c. 72 to c. 79 is made in D with
four sentences, absent here from G2, the first three of which are found
forming the conclusion of the Appendix (cc. 91—-3) added in some MSS. to
G?, while the last (‘Haec dicens sine mora surrexit, et commendans eos
Domino, profectus est’) provides continuity in the narrative as is customary
in G? and D. It loses its point if ¢. 73 follows immediately, and Lefort (p.
xxxv) is probably right in supposing these sentences to have been
omitted by G?—although he has not observed that the appearance of
kai Ta é7s in the Syriac, followed by the final two sentences of Asc. 20 as
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in F, shows that in fact this phrase has its normal sense, indicating that a
biblical quotation is cut short, and is not just inserted in G? in place of the
omitted sentences. The transition from G2 c. 84 to c. 87 is made with half
a sentence (‘Et quia nobis de magnanimis viris sermo processit’) which
would be absurd if following immediately on G? c. 86, but brings out the
real structural link between D li, lii, and liii (G? cc. 84 and 87), which
G? cc. 85-6 interrupt. All the evidence suggests, then, that both these
sections are later insertions from Asc. in the text of G2

But when we turn to G2 cc. 40-58—the longest section absent from D,
which is parallel partly to Asc. and partly to Gt—we find a very different
situation indeed. First, the passages parallel to Asc. prove on examina-
tion not to show that continuous exact reproduction of the text of Asc.
which marks the other two sections: the degree of correspondence is just
that which we find between Asc. and those chapters of G2 which are found
also in D—e.g. cc. 60-1, 62b—4, 67-72, 81-3, 87-8a. Moreover, the regular
correspondence between G2 and D ceases a sentence or so before the end of
G239, I1.D 37, and begins again not at the beginning of the story of Silvanus,
but half-way through it. To take first the beginning of the section:

D

Et si quando poscens
aliquid a Domino, peti-
tionis suae non conse-
queretur effectum, non
contristabatur omnino,
sed patientissime sus-
tinebat, sciens hoc ex-
pedire vel sibi vel
omnibus, quidquid di-
vina misericordia cen-
suisset: quia frequenter
intentione sincera vide-
mur postulare con-
traria, quae Domini
bonitas, cum non con-
cedit, praestare digna-
tur; et tunc potius cle-
menter exaudit, cum
vota nostrae ignoran-
tiae nocte velata non
perficit.
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Up to ‘contristabatur’, D corresponds exactly with G2 From that point the
correspondence ceases completely, while G? continues to show the same
parallelism as before with G1. D’s conclusion would be a natural one for
him to add supposing he had a text of G? interrupted at éfeviero, or
perhaps at odx, as ‘contristabatur’ is not a natural translation for é€evifero.
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Similarly in G? 58-60—c. 58 combines the story found in G'70 with
the beginning of the Silvanus story, and is most naturally explained as a
somewhat lame attempt to make a narrative link between G'70 and Asc. 2.
From this point, G259~-60 shows throughout the same correspondence with
Asc. that is continued in G261. When we turn to the story in D—the G*70
story is, of course, entirely missing, and the early part of the Silvanus story
is not really parallel with either Asc. 2 or G'1o4—we find no true parallel
in surviving Pachomian literature. Only a few sentences after the begin-
ning of G'6o do we find D returning to its normal close correspondence
with G2, which is continued from that point.

In G2, adapting Asc., Pachomius after twenty years’ beating and bear-
ing with Silvanus, at last decides to expel him, but yields to his pleas on
condition that Petronius stands surety for him. In D, it is first a number of
the brethren, then later all the community, who demand Silvanus’s expul-
sion, while Pachomius himself persistently resists the demand, and in the
end brings him to the fear of God, so that he cannot refrain from tears.
The story of the surety, found in G as well as Asc. and G2, is not mentioned.
We can then watch the transition back to correspondence with G2 by

setting D, G?, and Asc. alongside each other in the passage that follows.

D
Emendatus itaque per
omnia, magnum ceteris
documentum  conver-
sionis  exhibuit. In
omni namque loco et
i omni operatione
flebat jugiter; et nec
tunc quidem cum cibum
inter fratres caperet, a
lamentatione cessabat.
Quae res etiam per-
movit multos ex mon-
achis, qui ei dixerunt:
Tandem a planctu te
cohibe, nec tanta,
quaesumus, afflictione
dejicias. Qui respondit:
Conor quidem, sicut
jubetis, a lacrymis tem-
perare nec  possum.
Pectus enim meum
veluti quaedam flamma
comburens, quietum
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G2

‘0 8¢ Tvyav Tis dpéoews
TavTys oUTWS €QUTOV éra-
doTe  avTov
oy papLuoy
moMols katd mdcav puév

3 \ I 3
apery feooePeias, ééai-
pérws 8¢ év Tols katd
\ ’ ’ ~
Ocov 8dxpvor mdoy T
k4 7 A4 ’
adeAddmTi: s kal €oli-
ovTos adTod moAAdkis
Svvaclar émoyely T
T&v Sakpvwy Popav mo-
A 7 ke h)
Taundov yevoudmy, aAa
ovuulyvwolar kai adTh
-~ -~ ‘
74 dvayxale Tpodf] xai
mAnpoiofar én’ alrd TO

melvwoev
z
yevéolar

Savirikdy éxeivo 70 Zmo-
dov dgel dprov édayov
kal TO mopa pov peETA
xdavluod éxipvov.”
Aeydvrwv 8¢ adrd Tow
adedpdv py) émi Edvwv 9
SMws Twdv érépwy TobTo
motely, SuioyvpileTo Aé-
ywv  IToMAdss
58

o
oTL,

Asc.

‘0O 8¢ Zi\Bavés Tuyawv
75 dpéoews olTws Nyw-
vicaro mdoy Yuxf adrod,
doTe avTov Vmoypopuuov
yevéolar els mdoav ape-
77y Beooefelas maaw Tols
ddeAgois uikpols Te kal
peyddows. To 8¢ péya
mAeovékTnua alrod ToHV
3> -~ € * k4 Ed
dperdov T 1 ém dxpov
Tamewodpoalvy kai TO un
Siadeimew Tods Jpfaip-
ods adrod dmo Saxpiwv,
ware kai éablovros avrod

A -~ > -~ 3
peta TOV ddeAddv, un
Svaolaor émupareiv ToOV
Sakpvwy daMa ovvpioy
eclar  Th Tpodi
dakpva.  Aeyovrwy 8¢
avTR TOV ciaeAqS(Dv T0 ,.L'r‘)

/

\
TQ

3\ 7 A ha)
éml Eévwv mpoodmwy §
SAws TwaV TobTO TOLELY,
- ’ / o
Suioyvpilero Aéywv 6T
“IToMAdkis H0éAnca ém-

kpaTficar TGV Saxpiwy



PACHOMIAN SOURCES RECONSIDERED

me esse non sinit. Rur-
sum ipsi dixerunt: Apud
te in secreto tuo, vel
certe .in orationibus
plangito; cum vero con-
venimus ad mensam,
cibum sumere debemus
et a fletibus abstinere.
Nam possibile est ani-
mam et sine istis ex-
terioribus lacrimis sem-
per in compunctione
persistere.
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The close textual correspondence that is normal between G2 and D is
only resumed at ‘Rursum ipsi dixerunt’.* From that point, it continues as
usual. The conclusion seems irresistible, that in this long section G2 has
not been expanding D, and D has not been abridging G2, but simply the
Greek text used by D had a gap at this point, extending from G?* (ed.
Halkin), p. 208, 1. 22, éfevilero, to p. 230, 1. 16, odx Adumjbfnpv.? And the
consistent agreement in order and, so far as we can judge from a trans-
lation, in text between D and G? throughout the rest of D, apart from
the section introduced from HL, makes it a natural supposition that the Life
translated by Dionysius had originally agreed with G2 over this lost portion
also.

It seems probable, then, that we have in G? the original text of the
Life used by Dionysius except in the two sections introduced subsequently
into G? from Asc., in the Appendix found in some MSS. of G2, and in the
extracts from Palladius peculiar to D. Lefort argues that these extracts
were in the Greek original of D, and were cut out by G2 It seems more
natural to suppose that they were inserted by Dionysius or his Greek ori-
ginal, and did not belong to the common source of D and G2 But this
point may be more easily dealt with after we have examined the connexion
of G*D with G* and Asc.

For the text of the chapters where the parallel is clear, the example
given above will be sufficient to show the relationship in the case of G* and
Asc. The verbal dependence of one on the other is quite clear, and there
can be no doubt which way the dependence lies. The substitution by G2 of
the lengthy phrase for the simple word, the extra quotation from Scripture,

1 The comparison of the three documents here has, incidentally, given us a good
example of the freedom of the correspondence normal between Asc. and G* in a passage
where G2 does not correspond to D.

* It is curious, and possibly significant, that one MS. of G*—H in Halkin’s apparatus
—was based on a text which had a similar, though rather shorter gap, beginning on p.
210, L. 23 (49 lines of Halkin’s edition later than the gap we trace in D), and ending on
p. 228, 1. 21 (46 lines earlier than the D gap).
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the smoothing out of linguistic roughnesses, are all clear indications of the
secondary document. The same relationship is found between G? and G*
in the passages where they correspond. If the differences are more con-
siderable, this is explained by the fact that Asc. is much more to the literary
taste of G? than is G, But even where G2 is most expansive, the recurrence
of particular words and phrases from G! proves G¥s dependence.! At the
same time, we can see in the changes and developments something of the
character and purpose of G2 The writer is concerned with composition
and literary style as G! is not. He is concerned with edification and not
with history (Pabau, spelt IT,803, is only mentioned at its foundation, and
not identified as the new seat of government of the community). He will
modify a story to cut out anything which could for a moment seem dis-
respectful to his hero or otherwise shocking to his hearers. He will cut out
editorial passages in his original, modify or omit homiletic chapters, ex-
pand for literary effect, introduce links—sometimes very artificial ones—
between successive but seemingly disconnected stories, eliminate doublets,
simplify his history to conform to his artistic pattern. He will confine his
work to the Life of Pachomius (whether his sources did so or not) and tend
to omit chapters concerning Theodore or the community which are not
directly relevant to Pachomius himself.2

With these points in mind, we can now examine a table showing the
relationship of the contents of G, Asc., G% and D.

We have alreadyseen that the apparent identity of the beginning of the
first long omission in D with the beginning of G¥s first substantial omission
or transposition of chapters of G! (46—9) is deceptive, as D diverges a
few sentences earlier. G46—9 are homiletic chapters, and Halkin recog-
nises that the close parallelism between G2 and G goes further than this
point, but argues that it ends with G154, G?43, at the point at which G2
begins to use Asc. But if certain principles are recognised, a careful exam-
ination suggests that the parallelism may extend much further—perhaps
right to the end of G2 And the absence of the post-Pachomian portion
from G2 is, of course, no evidence that he was not using a copy of G! which
contained it. If we allow that G® may, apart from pure omissions,
have modified the order and contents of G! sometimes by substitution
of stories from Asc., and sometimes by transposition of chapters for literary
reasons, the grounds for supposing that G® used G* in an uncompleted form
disappear.

G?12b adds to Gl12 the story of the angelic vision and giving of the

1 A typical example, where a change bears in itself the marks of dependence, can be
quoted from G217||G*18. The latter (p. 11, 1. 26) speaks of Pachomius’s heart ds 8ipa
xahxii jodakopérn kara Anordv. G2, finding the simile of the door unacceptable, describes
Pachomius as rév jodakopévov 7o ris mlorews Buped (p. 183, 1. 12).

* | am not unaware that in this paragraph I have tended to assume that G* did in
fact take from G? the chapters in which his correspondence is with that Life. But even if
these could conceivably have been isolated chapters, or parts of a different collection,
afterwards used by G2, their text would appear to have been as we find itin G, and they
would be found to share the same characteristics in contrast with G2,
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Gt Asc. G? D

I-128 ~————— =~ —— 1-12a — — — - 230—236B

12b — - — -~ 236C based on HL
12b-16 ~———-—-— '~ —13~16a — -~ 236C-239B ’

16b ————- 239B Death of John

ed. 17 om.
B 17-===—- 239B—240A (last story modified from Asc. 14)
123 ————~————— 18—21a - - - 240A-242B
242B-243A =HL (ed. Butler) 88. g—93. 4
2438 - ————————- 2 1b—34 ———243B-252C
39
40-5 ——---—---- 350 ~- - - 2520-255C/ .
hom. & ed. 469 (tr. to 913 in some MSS.: otherwise om.)

502 —=-——————— - 40—2
53 om (but see last sentence of 42)

96—7 ”» 34--- 86
———ed. 989
100 om,
10l m— — e e~
Theo. 106-8 m,
109 cf. Asc, 35—6———87—
110-3
I4-~—————————— 88a
115-6a om
16b - ——— - —————— 88b
] ————————— = 89 -
——————————————————— 90 -—

54
55 subst. Asc. 28-32 — - 4.4—63. (Mouchonsis. Opening sentence from G54b. Asc. ar-

93 (cf. Asc. 1) ~—————— e

94-5 subst. Asc. 27—~ ~85 -~

ranged 28, 31, 29, 30, 32)
568 -~~~ ———————— 46b (first phrase from Glg4b)
hom. 56b—7 subst. Asc. 12, 33 —47-8
B 49a
gsummarxscdm —-——4gb
601 —————-————— 50
g'z om
g —————————— 51a
Theo. 64 - om,
Theo. 656 ~—-~—————— 51b-2
Theo. 67—8subst Asc.1 —--53~~
Theo. 69—~ ————~———-— 54 |
.._70 .
. !
Vo, 72 om. !
11 735 —m==———--- 55-6 |
oo 572
' 6 om.
Theo, 77 - -~ == === ——————
e e 57b
———————————————— 58a
79 om. (but cf. Asc. 30 =G?345b)
Petr. 80 cf. Asc. 2—4—-—-—- 58b-61 ———(255D)—257C —————
8i1a ~—————————— 62a ————— 257C !
Asc. 5—6————62b—3————257C—258D -——
6a, 13— ———-— 64——-———- 258D—259B ——- !
8ibo-———Z————— 65-6 - ——-259B-260B bl
83 subst. Asc. 15—6——-—67 —————— 260B—261B V!
84 J———— 68— ————— 261B~-262A o
17-20 ——69-72 — - ——262A—266A - —- } |
21-3 ———73-5 Lot
85 corr. to —8-11 —-— 76-8 v !
798 === —- 266A-C — —- P !
86~7 ~————————- 79b-80 —~-266C—=267A 1 111 X
Theo. gB subst. Asc. 246 ———81-3 ~---267B—269B | ! ' : X
g —m e - 1
84a ——~——— 26gBC - L
Theo. g0~ —— - ———~———— 84b ————— 269C | e
‘Theo. g1—2 om , ' : X
v
! i
1
'
1
'
11
Vo

102 (cf. Asc. 1) —————————— e

103 (corr. to Asc. 56) ———~-—- - e )
104-5 (” EH 2"4) ______________________
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Ruile from HL, in direct contradiction of G, which speaks of voices at this
point, and adds odmw uévrorye Spapa eldev éws dprt.

The editorial G'17 is replaced in G?D by a general sentence, Towodros
@v kai ™Akodros év moMfj mpadmTL kai elpyvikf] karaoTdoer ovvdifjye TH
adeApd, followed by an account of the death and burial of Pachomius’s
brother John. It is to be noted that the Sahidic Life, S3, also briefly men-
tions John’s death at a corresponding point, immediately before the
account of Pachomius’s temptations. But the sentence is absent from the
Bohairic. Its form does not suggest any connexion with G?, and it may
well have been introduced independently in the two documents to explain

the disappearance of John from the narrative.

In the following chapter, the account of Pachomius’s temptations is
somewhat expanded in G2D. The story of the escort of devils, given in its
G! form, is introduced in G? with sentences clearly reminiscent of the con-
text of the story in Asc. 14. This is the only case in which G2 in any
measure conflates accounts from the two documents, and the only case in
which G2 prefers G! to Asc. for the main story.

In regard to the insertion of the Rule from HL in D after G'23—the
presence of the same passage in the same position in the ‘Vita Tertia’ is no
proof of literary connexion between this Life and D. Anyone introducing
the Rule would do so at this point, and it is not introduced in the same
manner in the two documents.

The omission of the name of Theodore found in G'26 from G?%23a, D
xx1v, can be explained by a desire for tidiness, and the avoidance of un-
necessary repetition—the detail from this point about Theodore’s age is
inserted in G2?30. There is no proof here that G* was using a different
recension of G1.

G224, D xxv, curtailing G128, introduce elements from HL. In
G228 we find the only use of the word dmdfeia (D renders it ‘mortificatio
passionum omnium’) in the Pachomian Lives. In the account of the nuns’
rule and funerals, D, but apparently not G2, borrows from HL. Half a
sentence from HL is introduced in G?34, D xxxur.

Gl3g is omitted without apparent reason in G2D. The gap is partly
compensated for by the addition of an editorial sentence at the end of the
previous chapter.

The long gap in D has already been dealt with and need not detain us.
The omission or transference by G2 of the editorial and homiletic chapters

- Gl46-9 is quite in keepmg with the practice of G? throughout. ‘

G153 is omitted in G®—unless it be summanly represented by the last
sentence of G242. The last sentence of G154 is omitted, but the sentence
before—jv 8¢ éxel dpxaids Tis kai dyios povd{wv vépati *lwdvims, Téketos
daxnris—provides G2 with a smooth transition (Ev radm i) povii v 7is
dpxaios kal dywos AMav dyamdv Tov Kipiov, ovépart ’lwvds, tedeidratos
doxnriis—the name in G! was probably originally *Iwvds, not *lwdwms) to
the story of Jonas, taken from Asc. and rearranged (cc. 28, 31, 29-30),
while c. 32 is given a closer link to this story by the identification of the
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monastery of the crooked edxrijpiov as Mouchonsis. The omission of G55,
which also concerns that monastery, appears to be explained by the sub-
stitution for it of the Asc. stories concerned therewith.!

G'5ba is represented by G?46b. But the homiletic chapters 56b-57 are
replaced in G? by Asc. 12 and 33 (the order inverted from that of the
Syriac recension, to make c. 33 an illustration of c. 12, to which G2 gives it
a narrative link). G!58-9 is represented by G?49 with some literary expan-
sion and considerable omission of details of rule which did not interest the
author of G? as they do us.

G'62 and 64 are omitted. They are both anecdotes in which Theodore
enters. But their omission cannot be explained on that account, as both are
chiefly concerned with Pachomius, while G165, which is much more essen-
tially a Theodoran anecdote, is retained. Pace Halkin, the Theodoran chap-
ters omitted in G* are fewer than those retained, and are also fewer than
those omitted which do not concern Theodore.

The opening phrase of G'67 provides the opening of G*53,% but is used
for transition to the account of Asc. 1, which here replaces G'67-8 as
illustration of Theodore’s wisdom—the equivalent of Asc. 1 in G177 is
accordingly omitted in its own place.

G?54 makes notable modifications in the story of G16g.

The next nine chapters of G (70-8) present at first sight more of a
problem in their relationship to G2 But as cc. 72 and 76 are omitted (both
of them stories of a type seen by other examples to be unacceptable to G?),
and c. 77 has already been dealt with, the problem reduces itself to that of
the deferment of cc. 70 and 71. Actually, we may think that c. 73 forms
such a natural sequel to c. 6g—especially when c. 72, which provided an
occasion for it in G?, is omitted—as to give us in itself sufficient explana-
tion of this deferment. And as it would not be in the manner of G2 to
break the links which bind in a real consequence c. 73 and the next two
chapters, it is only after c. 75 that the author of G2 can retrace his steps, to
find in the concluding prophecy of c. 71 a link to lead on to G78—here at
least, in Theodore, he had someone sufficient to continue his work.?

G'79-80 are historical matter of a kind not interesting to G2 But we
note that G79 contains one item (about old monks dying on their
kabiopdria and having to be buried so) which has already been recounted,.
from Asc., in the story of Jonas: while G180, concerning Petronius, may be
regarded as replaced by the Asc. form of the story of Silvanus, which also,
somewhat anachronistically, brings in Petronius. But the introduction of
this story in G? by coupling it, as one concerning a young novice, with that

* We should note that G¥s spelling Movyovois seems closer to the normal Coptic
spelling of the name of this monastery than the Moyywo:s of G*.

? BAnrww 8¢ atrov ¢ marip fpdv ITaxovmos goddv Gvra— G

Tovrov Tod Beodcipov 16 ovverov Beaodpevos o Iayduos— G2

3 We must note how natural it is for a writer concerned with edification and not his-
tory, and restricting himself to the Life of Pachomius, to leave out all mention of Theo-
dore’s subsequent disgrace. G* would allow us to suppose that Theodore continued as
oixovépos of Tabennesi without interruption until Pachomius’s death.
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of the old novice found in G'70 and deferred to this point, in the account
in G258 of the receiving of both these as novices on the same morning,
would appear due simply to G®’s ingenuity, and is one of the most curious
things in the book. Probably we ought not to rack our brains for any deeper
explanation of it.

When the story of Silvanus is completed, G2 (and D) returns (62a) to
G181, into the middle of which are sandwiched (cc. 62b—4) Asc. 5~6 and 13
(which are consecutive in the Syriac order of Asc.). G181 is completed in
G?%5, and followed by G'82 in G266. G? and D then omit G'83, which is
more detailed history, and 84, which does not directly concern Pacho-
mius, and proceed with Asc. in the Syriac order up to the end of Asc. 20,
after which comes the second section of G?* absent from D. I have sug-
gested that this is a later addition in G2: but if that be so, as I believe it
must be, it remains a curious fact that Asc. 8-11 comes here in just the
right place G276-8) for its correspondence with G185,

Of the next four chapters of G* (86-89), 89 is taken first (G*79a) to
link it conveniently with 86-7—all these being concerned with events at
Tabennesi (the reason for the introduction of the name of Cornelius in
G?79a is not apparent). For G'88 (the fearful vision), G281—3 substitutes
the apparition to Pachomius and Theodore in Asc. 24-6. G2 finishes this
with a link passage introducing a summarised version (G*84a) of G'ror.
transferred here as an example of enduring pain to introduce the story of
Theodore’s headache (Glgo =G?84b). Glg1—2 are omitted as purely Theo-
doran; Glgg as having been sufficiently represented by Asc. 13 (G%64).
We have arrived at the last section of G? absent from D—probably a
later insertion in G2: otherwise we might regard G'g4-5 (Theodore the
Alexandrian) as replaced by the story of the Roman monk in Asc. 27
(G%85). And, while Glg6—7 are mainly homiletic, the story in c. g7 might
be regarded as replaced by Asc. 28 (G*86). G'98—g are editorial, but are
partly represented in G2go—the concluding chapter in D and in some
MSS. of Ge. '

G100 is omitted—again a story uncongenial to G2 G'1o1 has already
been used. G'102 has in some measure been represented by Asc. 17 (G?6g);
103 by Asc. 5-6 (G%62b~3); 104 by Asc. 2-4 (G?58b—61). G'106-8 is the
story of Theodore’s disgrace. When we come to G*1rog, we may ask our-
selves whether the substitution in G287||DrLu of the name of Jacchaeus for
the Athenodorus of Asc. 35-6 is not somehow connected with G*’s adapt-
ing his work to a list of chapter-headings of G—c. 109 appearing as
mepi Zaxyalov is replaced by Asc. 35-6 as under the same heading! We
note that the phrase ‘wdvra émawov dvfpdmwy vix@vra’ in G287 appears to be
taken straight from the mention of the real Zacchaeusin Asc. 23 (150. 24-5).

We are rather surprised after G287 to find at the opening of c. 88°a
phrase from the end of the Homily against Idolatry appended by F to Asc.,
embedded in a linking passage as G? passes on to the account of Pacho-
mius’s last illness. (G*110 is omitted as concerned with details of rule; 111
as concerned with Theodore the Alexandrian who has not been mentioned
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in G2, 112-3 as concerned with historical events which G? finds either
shocking or unedifying). In the account which follows the little picturesque
stories of G'115-6a are omitted: the story of the appointment of a successor
is summarised, and Orsisius’s part therein left out: Petronius is said to
be at Chenoboscia instead of Tismene. But there is also some expansion, €.g.
when Pachomius is represented as giving a death-bed warning against
heresies. The death of Petronius and the succession of Orsisius (G'117) are
stated baldly without further development in G28g.

To sum up—when we take into account the method of substituting
passages of Asc. for passages of G1, we find parallelism unmistakable as
far as G*6g G?54; reasonably demonstrable (with certain transferences and
omissions) from G'70 to go (G255-84). After that the contacts are vaguer
until we come to the story of Pachomius’s death. But when all is taken into
account, there is nothing to prove that the author of G2 had not G! in its
complete form before him, and some evidence to suggest that he did haveit.

Internal Evidence of the ‘Vita Prima’

We can now examine the internal evidence of G adduced by Lefort to
support the late and composite character of this Life.

Unfortunately, Lefort takes away in one sentence what he has stated in
the one before —‘Aujourd’hui . . . il est possible de procéder a I’analyse
précise du caractére du document. Naturellement nous ne pouvons ici
fournir qu’une esquisse pour souligner les traits essentiels, ou plutét pour
indiquer dans quel sens il faut chercher la solution du probléme posé’ (pp.
XXXVIL-XXxix).

But a sketch is not enough. Ladeuze’s position cannot be overthrown
by mere sweeping statements but only by solid and exact argument. Does
Lefort actually produce this?

He begins by claiming that G gives at first reading the impression of a
compilation. This, then, is so far a subjective impression. The statement is
made that there is neither logic nor chronology in the order of G! after c.
53. But such unsystematic work is perhaps more likely in the original mon-
astic biographer than in a later compiler.

Lefort then argues that the impression of a compilation is increased by
the disproportionate number of stories not directly concerning Pachomius,
and the extension beyond Pachomius’s death, so that the title Life of St.
Pachkomius ‘no longer’ corresponds more than imperfectly with the contents.
But there is no evidence that this title is original. The Cheltenham papyrus,
whether it be genuine or apocryphal, was written in the sixth-seventh
century, and implies that, at that date at any rate, the best-known work
was a Life of Pachomius and Theodore. The earliest writer is more likely to
have been concerned with the whole history of the community rather than
with its founder alone. And that such was the nature of the earliest work is
borne out by the De Oratione—Bio v@v TaBervnoiwrdv povaydv’.

Lefort proceeds to adduce the ‘flottement’ in the form of proper names
in G, But the insufficiency of our MS. evidence makes this an uncertain

65



JOURNAL OF ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY

argument. And even with the original writer, one can by no means be sure
that he would have been consistent in his transliteration of Coptic names—
witness the varieties of spellings of the same names in the groups of related
papyri published by Idris Bell ( Fews and Christians in Egypt).

To take in order the four cases advanced:

1. I1Bdov or ITaBai. The reading of F, Ilpdov, for the first two occur-
rences of this name in G suggests that IIBdov was original here, while else-
where G! always reads ITaBad, and this last is supported by Ep. Amm.
(Ba?) and by Jerome in his preface to the Rule and in the titles of two of
the letters (Bau). G consistently gives ITafd, and G2 IIifo? the only time
he mentions the name. It is certainly interesting that this sole occurrence in
G? corresponds to one of the two occurrences of II8éov in G*; and that both
occurrences of JIBov in G* have to do with the foundation of this monas-
tery and its becoming the headquarters of the community. Here we seem
to have a suggestive indication—but no more.

As to the Coptic form—Halkin derives IIféov from the Bohairic form
bbwor; ITofad from the Sahidic mbaw. Lefort correctly describes
nBoor as ‘forme sahidique authentique’ (the Bohairic formis gbwos. ) But
he omits to point out that his published text of the Coptic Lives shows ribas
to be the form consistently adopted by at least one of the Sahidic texts, §¢
—a fact which does not reveal itself in his translation, which consistently
gives ‘Pbow’ for all the Sahidic MSS.

2. The form Iagvoifns occurs once only in G* (F) for the more usual
ITagvodrwos (four times). As the omission of the -o- of a termination is
common and haphazard in Greek MSS., there is no significance in the
difference between -7s and -ios. The use of 7 or 8 for the Coptic 7 is likely
also to be haphazard. In the group of papyri published by Bell all possible
variations of the consonants in this name are found—ITamvodrios,
Hamvodbios, Ilagvovbios, ITagvodrios—the last two within a single letter.

3. Wevrdnous c. 25 (F. Ywbarjoios P)

Yevrarjowos c. 79 (F. Pevralows A), c. 123 (F. Pevbaijowos P)
Yevbans c. 106 (F)

Lefort here prints Yevfdnais, Pevfarjoros, for the first two cases—thus
himself treating the difference of T and @ as unimportant. The complete
omission of the termination in the last variant might possibly have signi-
ficance. But our MS. evidence is too slight for any argument to be based
onit.

4. Wapdeiv cc. 124 and 138 (F. Wapplly or Wappbijv in inferior MSS.
are insignificant)

Ydpdios c. 138 (F. Wapdrs N)

In view of what has already been said, no distinction is to be drawn
between Papdiv, Papdeiv, and Wdpdiov (accents are haphazard in Coptic
names), or between Wdpdns and Wdpdios. Ep. Amm. (19 and 26) also gives
the name as Pdpguos (the reading Wdudios in c. 19 is manifestly a scribal |
error).

But Lefort, by an unbelievable confusion, adds Nagepoaeis (c. 149, F.
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—Nadepodns A: Pepoaris N). This name is a completely different Coptic
name, vouched for in papyri (see Crum, Coptic Dictionary, 240a and 544b
—rabepgar—P. Lond. 4), its simple etymology (it is a Coptic equiv-
. alent of Eutychius) having no connection with that of Psahref ( \gagpeq Bo.:
nicap9q Sa.). And a different person is referred to—Nafersaes is described
as Sevrepos of Pabau at the time of the death of Theodore, while Psarphius
is described in both passages in G! as péyas olkovduos of Pabau, and by
Ammon as rov mdvrwy mpdTov év 77 Bad—clearly a non-technical descrip-
tion of the same office. There is no room for confusion—both names and
functions are quite distinct,

5. C. 83 Twunvar (F: loplv A): c. 114 Topdy (F): c. 134 70 ppé (F).
Here surely we are dealing only with textual errors in face of 2 name un-
known to the scribes. The Coptic name Tcanne indicates what is meant.
There is no special significance in the occurrence, noted by Lefort, of the
variant Zuuvos in papyri.

But Lefort admits that something more is needed to affirm categor-
ically that G! is a compilation than these ‘indices plus ou moins signi-
ficatifs’. He proceeds, therefore, to examine four episodes of G and com-
pare them with what we find in other sources. At the conclusion of this
enquiry he states, ‘Les exemples que nous venons de citer démontrent
amplement que le rédacteur de G* utilisait des documents déja singuliére-
ment élaborés’. And two pages later, while discussing ‘copticisms’ in G,
he says, ‘Son oeuvre, nous pouvons en étre certains, est une vaste compila-
tion’. This enquiry, then, appears to be the core of his argument. A final
judgment must wait until we have examined the Coptic sources in their
entirety. But we must state here that Lefort’s decision that in each of the
four cases the Greek version is derived from the longer Coptic story rests on
subjective grounds, and that our own subjective impression of the com-
parison would lead us to exactly the opposite conclusion. And we can
claim Ladeuze in our support.

(a) The first example is that of G!38, compared with the story con-
tained, imperfectly, in S (a sixth century fragment) and S® (a composite
Life in an eleventh—twelfth century parchment). The Coptic story is, apart
from the very long prayer contained in it, a picturesque account rather
reminding us of the stories in Asc. And its similarities to G'38 are not un-
like those of some of the stories in Asc. to stories in GL The G* account
with its brevity and obscurities, is in keeping with the general character of
that work and is as intelligible in itself as we should expect the work of
that inexpert writer to be. The likeness between the two accounts does not
extend beyond the general pattern of the event: there do not appear to be
verbal echoes. And yet Lefort concludes, ‘Il ne peut y avoir le moindre
doute que la rédaction de G* n’offre qu'un pale résumé, dont les termes
eux-mémes ne deviennent vraiment intelligibles qu’aprés lecture du long
exposé de S-S2’ The present writer would prefer to apply here the terms
used by Lefort (p. lv)—with what little justice in that case we have
already seen—in contrasting De Oratione 108 with Ep. Amm. 19: he
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would say that the G account is ‘fruste comme un apophthégme’, while
the Coptic ‘se présente comme une rédaction en forme’,

(b) Lefort deals next with G187, saying that it comes in G! almost at the
end of Pachomius’s life while it belongs chronologically to the beginnings
of his ‘vie anachorétique’; and that it is ‘un résumé tellement concentré
et dépourvu de tout contexte qu’il n’est intelligible qu’apreés lecture des
pages 7 et 8 de notre traduction’. Actually the order of the Arabic version
(Av) in which Lefort tells us that the S? account is ‘repris textuellement’
appears to represent a missing chapter of the Bohairic (c. 113) which
comes there further on in the Life of Pachomius than does G87. The posi-
tion of the story in G! can be explained both on chronological and literary
grounds (there is no reason for rejecting the idea that this vision belonged
to one of Pachomius’s visits to Tabennesi after Theodore’sinstallation there).
But that explanation can be reserved until we can make a thorough
analysis of the construction of G* in itself. As to its intelligibility, once
more we have to remember that G¥’s language was probably more in-
telligible to the writer and his contemporaries than it is to us. Actually, we
must turn for its understanding, not to the Coptic account, which again
reads like a secondary ‘rédaction en forme’, but to the Vita Antonii (P.G.
xxvi, 806A)—one of several pieces of evidence suggesting direct literary
dependence of G' on V. Ant.

V. Ant. G
L 4 A \ -~ € I 3 ’ ~oy I ~ < ’
H pév yap 7dv aylwv omracia Tn dnracie Tdv aylwy
~ -~ M
ok €oTt TeTapayuévy . . . 700 Bewpoidvros Ty
Novxws 8¢ kal mpdws yiverar Swraciav ol Aoyiopol
o € ’9 A 1 \ 3 aA- b ] A 7 IA
ovTws ws e0fds yapav xal ay éxdelmovor Té)ewov.

Alaow kat fdpoos eyylvealar T4 Yoxi
v . .0l 7€ doyropol adrhs drdpayor
ral dxdpavror Stapdvovow.

(¢) Next comes the story of Mavos (G176). Here Lefort omits to men-
tion that the version of the story found in Bo. and S¢—the only version
which can with certainty be recognised as telling the same story—is quite
clearly in direct literary dependence on the version found in G!, whether
the original of that be Greek or Coptic. Incidentally, the S% version
though slightly altered in form from that of G!, suggests one conceivable
explanation of one great difficulty in the latter, where F reads év airia
kdomrfjs €érépas kpivar. Lefort inadvertently quotes this as év airia
érépg KMomijs kpivar, and sees in it evidence of ‘scissors and paste’ in the
composition of G?, in which no other case of theft is found preceding it.
But the reading of F suggests that the true explanation is more likely to be
of a textual nature. Now in S the phrase is made part of the bishop’s letter
to Pachomius—‘We have caught him 9eN owasTia Txiowe, and have sent
him to thee eTperrpieRnoy. A direct Coptic version of G would there-
foreread gerorarTia HxIOTE eTPeyRpINeRMOY, Isitconceivable thatthe
Greek év airig kdomrijs érépas rpivar adrdv is actually due to the inadvertence
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of a Copt who, translating the story into Greek, whether from a written
Coptic account or from the spoken word, forgets to translate and writes
down eTpegrpirtas, which has later been normalised into érépas kpivar ?

This may be far-fetched. But in any case, the Greek is so peculiar that a
textual error seems a more likely explanation than that of the story’s
having originally followed a lost account of another theft.

The Coptic account found, in very fragmentary form, in $1°, but com-
plete in the Arabic (Am) described a homily warning the brethren against
touching each other, which makes some of the elders indignant. The elder
of austere aspect, sent by the bishop, has been found guilty of paederastia,
and is sent to Pachomius for judgment. Pachomius, instead of forgiving
him, strips him of the monastic habit, and expels him.

Lefort continues, ‘Il est superflu d’insister pour demander de quel c6té
il faut chercher le récit primitif’. But in fact, the homily about sexual
temptation is certainly no more natural an introduction to this story than
the series of security discourses (Adyovs dopaleias modils mpds Ty cwmplav)
summarised in G!72-5, which S* and Bo, as usual trying to give more
consecutive form to the Life, make the direct occasion of Mavos’s com-
plaint. The expulsion, and the referring of the story to paederastia, absent
from the S¢ Bo version as well as from the Greek, are suspiciously typical of
the Coptic sources represented in S**—which also tend to greater pictur-
esqueness, and greater stress on the miraculous. Actually, the freedom from
emphasis either on sex or on vision or on miracle seems to the present
writer (as it seemed to Ladeuze) one of the most refreshing characteristics
of G, and one of the strongest evidences of its early date.

(d) Finally, Lefort cites G'84 as a last example of ‘édulcoration’ (as we
might say, ‘bowdlerisation’) in G, as S*° (+ Am) makes Tithoes’s tempta-
tion that of paederastia, while G! appears, rather obscurely, to make it
simply one of gluttony. Admittedly there is something not wholly satisfac-
tory in the G! story as it appears in the text of F: JAfev mvedipa movmpov
mewpdoar adTov T dmdry Tis duaptias €v 7 dayely adrov mpdTOV pPEV TGV
Bpwpdrwy TAY vacodvtwy: kai 61i 8ia 10D aydvos udMdov Soxipdlovrar of
moroi . ... Note that in F there is no 8¢ or corresponding clause answer-
ing to the mp@drov uév. Has not something dropped out? In fact, when we
turn to G® (c. 135), we find a clear indication of the original text of GI:
‘AA0e mvedpa movnpov mewpdoar adTov Tf dmdry Tis duaprias. Kal mpdTa pév
vméBadev a0Td Smws peTaldfy éx Tav BpwudTwy TAY vooolvTwy, kal éav adTov
8y frmbévra év 7o Bpdpat, émppifm adrd T6 mdbos Tijs moprelas: adrod 8é

) mapadeapévov, karnoxuvin ¢ éxfpds. Kai yap Sia Toil dydvos Soxiudlovrar
oi moroi’. The Greek, then, probably did here touch lightly on sexual
temptation. The Coptic blossoms into its favourite subject of paederastia,
complete with beautiful youth. ‘Encore une fois, faut-il se demander ou
nous devons chercher la forme originale?’ As to the beginning, "Hv 8¢ s
afAyr)s dMos—surely this is taking up the thread of the concluding sen-
tence of c. 82 ("Hy 8¢ év Tadmy 14 povij dywos kai Svvatos 7o mveduore Taduds
Aeyouevos), slightly interrupted by c. 83 concerning the foundation of other
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monasteries, while the reference in the last sentence but one of c. 83 to
ToUs SxAovpévous o doyioudv mowkidwy gives clear occasion for the intro-
duction at this point of c. 84.

‘Copticisms’ in the ‘Vita Prima’

Having demonstrated to his own satisfaction that G'is ‘une vaste com-
pilation’; Lefort asks if we can determine at least some of the documents
used. But rather than answer the question directly, he prefers first to try to
fix the character of the editor.

Quoting Tillemont’s recognition of the obscurity, even barbarism, of
the Greek (which Tillemont already regarded as suggesting a Coptic ori-
ginal), he claims that this is only partially true, as in some passages ‘la
langue n’est pas plus anormale que celle, par example, de plusieurs
chapitres de I’Historia Lausiaca ou des Apophthegmata’, and suggests that
this is further evidence of diversity of sources. To the present writer at
least—and he has made some slight study of the Pachomian vocabulary—
the variations of style from passage to passage are not apparent, or cer-
tainly not such as to imply different authorship or different sources.

But Lefort proceeds to enquire after the source of the barbarisms, and
not unnaturally finds abundant evidence of Copticisms in the Greek. We
should not need to dwell at all on the first part of this argument, as there is
certainly no need to assume a Coptic original in order to explain Copti-
cisms in the Greek of a fourth century Egyptian writer, especially one who
has clearly been living for many years in monastic surroundings where
Coptic was certainly dominant in speech and liturgy. And Lefort himself
admits that Copticisms ‘fourmillent’ in the xouwrj of the period. But we
cannot refrain from pointing out that when, on p. xliii, Lefort proceeds
to give examples of Copticisms, he starts with a list of phrases (dnfjAfer
éw, etc.) of which none would be out of place, and most are found, in
Holy Scripture—pBdMew éfw, for instance, occurs 5 times (e.g. I Joh. iv.
18, 7 Telela dydmn éfw BdMer Tov $pdfov) in the New Testament, and its near
equivalent éxfdMew éw 11 times; while the occurrence of wmarev éndvw
opéwv (G'21) is, of course, in a direct quotation from Scripture (Luke x.
19)! As for the other points adduced—the constant use of xai as a conjunc-
tion; of kard wdvra with an adjective where a superlative might perhaps be
expected; the repeated use of an ambiguous 3rd personal pronoun, etc.—
none of these are evidence of a Coptic original, however much they may
suggest a writer accustomed to think in Coptic. We certainly agree that,
from the general style of the document, ‘il ressort clairement que le rédac-
teur de G est un Copte n’ayant qu’une médiocre connaissance du grec’.
But we have seen no reason so far to accept the following opinion: ‘Or
son oeuvre, nous pouvons en étre certains, est une vaste compilation’. His
Copticisms do not affect in either way the probability of his having used
written Coptic sources.

To demonstrate that this hypothesis is not a piece of ‘Coptomania’,
Lefort places G122 and the first sentence of 123 alongside his translation
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of S?b. As he says, ‘la parenté littéraire, pour ne pas dire I'identité, de ces
deux rédactions est évidente’. And there are, indeed, obscurities in the
Greek. But it does not seem to us at all manifest that the Coptic cannot be
a translation of this ‘almost unintelligible’ Greek. The crucial phrase is
that in which the Greek makes «ai 7ds Swarayds part of the object of
maprfyyeldev Tnpeiv, starting a new sentence with Kal érafev adrods,
while the Coptic makes it the object of the following agToyowraw
(éraéev adrols). Of course, our MS. authority for G! is not strong, and itis
not impossible that the Greek originally read érafev adrois. But an analysis
of the 31 other occurrences of rdoow in G* shows that in every case but two
it is used of the appointment of persons to offices—so that the natural mean-
ing in this case would be that Orsisius appointed the fathers and house-
masters and seconds at the two gatherings, and rot the Swarayai—cf. c. 83
(speaking of the two gatherings in Pachomius’s time). Kai el 7wa Siarayiy
6 mamp ékdomys poviis é0édo, édeyev adTe* Kkai éracoev olkiakov 1) dAAov—
This passage would seem to make clear G*’s meaning here. The Greek is
certainly obscure, and typical of our author. The Coptic trying to clarifyit,
has misread adrovs as adrois, and so has treated the duarayai, and not the
officers, as the direct object of éraev.

Lefort writes, ‘Si le rédacteur de G* était autre chose qu’un compila-
teur inhabile, il se serait souvenu de ce qu’il avait écrit au c. 83, et y aurait
trouvé de quoi mieux comprendre le passage ici en question’. Lefort does
not make quotations from c. 83, but it would hardly seem that he himself
had understood the relevance of that chapter in this connexion.

From all this, Lefort goes on, it results that the Greek of G! is a bad
translation, and in places a simple transposition of the Coptic, ‘comme la
langue nous invitait déja a le soupgonner’. But, if I am right, the proof has
failed. We would not claim to have disproved a written Coptic original for
G?*: but at best it cannot be more than a conjecture—except for the wit-
ness of G itself to written vorjuara v@v ypagpav which probably provided at
least the homiletic chapters of Gl. In any case we have the impression
that G! is throughout far closer to the original written source, whether that
was in Coptic or in Greek, than any other surviving document in either

language.

Was the ‘Vita Prima’ preceded by a Lost Collection of ‘Ascetica’?

Having convinced himself of G*’s use of Coptic texts, Lefort goes on to
admit that that does not mean that the main part of his documentation was
not in Greek. He returns to the theory of a common source for G, D,
several Coptic MSS., and G'1-54, in a document ‘qui sera examiné plus
tard’. And he claims that it is relatively easy to reckon that in the second
part G! depends directly or indirectly on the Ascetica. As he had
admitted that ‘nos actuels recueils de Paralipomena n’ont donc ni emprunté
ni prété a la Vita Prima’(p. xx), we conclude that here he is using the term
‘Ascetica’ in a more comprehensive sense, though part of the argument
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which follows seems aimed to prove the use by G* of at least one story from
our actual collection.

After mentioning again the ‘autre cas de vol’ and the ‘autre athléte’ as evi-
dence of scissors-and-paste, he returns to c. 54, claiming the sentence in F
(omitted actually by Ath.)—Hy 8¢ éxet dpxaios Tis xai dyios povdlwy
ovépart *lwdwns, Téleos dowymis—as evidence, in its identity of phrase
with G¥s introduction to the story of Jonas, that G* or its source ‘maniait
les Ascetica’. Actually, we have seen that G? takes the phrase from G,
using it for transition from G! to the Asc. story. We entirely agree about
the probability that Jonas was the original name in G!. This is borne
out by Bo and S¥, both of which read ‘Jonas’ at this point (though showing
their secondary character by making him father of the monastery of Mou-
shons, whereas G? simply treats him as an ascetic, and Asc. as the gardener).
But there is no evidence to prove a relation of dependency either way
between G* and Asc.!

Lefort next brings forward G¥’s short mention of Talmas (c. 82). But
neither his name nor his disease give any reason for identifying him with
the leper Athenodorus-Zacchaeus of Asc. and G2D. And while the fact
that this is followed up, as is here admitted, ‘aprés quelque lignes sur
I'organisation de la Congrégation’ (=c. 83), with the story of Tithoes
introduced "Hv 8¢ 7is d0Aqrs dMos’ certainly does explain that phrase
independently of ‘scissors-and-paste’. No evidence of dependence on a
collection of ‘Ascetica’ is to be found in the fact that this sequence of stories
(cc. 82, 84) is immediately followed in c. 85 by the story of the apostate
monk in a form utterly different from that of Asc. 8-11, of which it
cannot be a résumé.

Lefort then cites the other parallels between G and Asc., and ‘the last
but not the least’, the alleged parallel between c. 101 and De Oratione 109,
to prove that G? or its source used a collection of Ascetica ‘qui rappelle
singuliérement ceux que nous connaissons’. We need not deal with these
matters again after what has been said. A footnote adds an error and an
important fact: (a) it states that the phrase ¢ uéyas is found also in G, par
exemple 4 times in cc. 41-3: but it fails to note that these appear to be the
only occurrences in Halkin’s published text; that they are all readings of A
in chapters where F is missing; that only one of them is supported by the
‘Vita Tertia’; and that the reading is suspect, as A elsewhere also (c. 76)
introduces the phrase where it is absent from F. (b) It points in passing to
the one change of terminology in the course of G! which really does require
explanation—the fact that the term afBés (Lefort refers to its use with the
name Pachomius, but what he says applies to all use of it) does not occur
once before c. 61, and after that becomes constant. It is to be noted that
in F the term yépwy is not applied to Pachomius in G* before this same
chapter (it is found in A in c. 42, where F is not extant).

1 Lefort is mistaken in stating that the Syriac version of the story in Asc. reads john.

Both in Budge and in Bedjan the name appears as JQa (‘“Yawnan’ =]Jonah), not as
Qs (‘Yohannan’ =John).
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The Date of the ‘Vita Prima’

Lefort returns for a paragraph to the extracts in the Apophthegmata—
ground that we have already covered sufficiently. While we see no reason
to suppose, with Lefort, that R is the earliest Latin recension of the
Apophihegmata, and evidence against its early date in its inclusion of ex-
tracts from the abbot Esaias (who died A.D. 488), we certainly would date
some of the collections containing Pachomian extracts back at least to the
early sixth century. Lefort asks, ‘Or peut on affirmer que G?! était déja
rédigé a cette époque? C’est ce que nous allons essayer de déterminer’.

We believe we have already given sufficient grounds for concluding
that both the Apophthegmata extracts and G2D are based on G*. But let us
look at Lefort’s arguments against the early date for G

After using the late date of F (though it is really quite early for a Greek
MS.—A.D. 1021) to hint at an unreliable text, Lefort first adduces the
verbal dependence of c. 99 on the Vita Antonii as giving a terminus a quo.
We entirely agree—as we have seen, it is not a solitary case—and this is
perfectly consistent with the claim made by the writer (or writers) to have
known Theodore, but not Pachomius himself, while, as we have also seen,
the end of c. 149 makes it clear that the work was composed some years after
the death of Theodore. The phrase 7ov dpyiemiokomov 0% udvov Tov ére
dywdraTov *Afavdsiov is certainly embarassing for Ladeuze’s theory that
the Life was written almost immediately on the death of Theodore, and
before Athanasius’s death. But the use of rére in G! does not, pace Lefort,
force us to the conclusion that it was written ‘fort longtemps’ after Athan-
asius’s death. It is fully consistent with any date at which Orsisius could
have been said to have ruled the community ypdvov moAdv after the death
of Theodore, e.g. with a date under Theophilus such as we have suggested: it
would not exclude a date under Peter or Timothy, though we see no
reason for going back beyond Theophilus.

So much for Lefort’s conclusion on p. xlviii: ‘nous voici donc cer-
tainement au moins a la fin du I'Ve siécle, et trés probablement bien au
dela, c’est-a-dire a une époque ol au tem01gnage de Nil (ou Evagre), les
ascétes grecs pouvaient lire des Bio? des moines de Tabennisi, qui ne s’identifient
certainement pas avec G, comme nous I’avons vu’. Aswe have seen, there is
strong reason to suppose that G! did form one item in this collection of Bioi.

The last argument put forward in this section by Lefort for the late
date of G! is the use of the word papydiviov in cc. 107-8. The word is found
in the Coptic also, and it is interesting to note that here, at least, Lefort
admits the indebtedness of the Coptic to the Greek, though on other occa-
sions, even in the Bohairic Life, and at points where the verbal relatedness
of the two documents is undeniable, he is prepared to argue for the priority
of the Coptic.

The word has, it appears, only been found once elsewhere in Greek—
in the Spiritual Meadow of John Moschus (unfortunately Lefort omits to
give the full reference). It is not uncommon in Arabic in the form &, ...
It is used elsewhere to translate omypiSas. Its Arabic roots are not clear,
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but the form appears a natural Arabic form. Lefort concludes, ‘On peut
donc considérer marguna comme un mot authentiquement arabe, qui aura
passé au grec dans un milieu en contact avec les Arabes: milieu trés
restreint, vu la rareté du mot’. He proceeds to argue that, while Sinai in
the seventh century (the milieu of John Moschus) was indeed such a milieu,
the same could not be said of Upper Egypt in the fourth or fifth century:
therefore, the word in this context must be a late introduction. One point
at least he has overlooked in the evidence he cites. His quotations from
Biberstein-Kazimirski and from Amélineau show the word in use among
the Nubians and Sudanese (for baskets carried on the head). In other words,
it is found in use in the Nile Valley—the quotation from Amélineau expressly
refers to its use at Assouan. The name of such an age-old object of common
use is not likely to have changed in the course of a few centuries. And any-
one conversant with Greek knows how little one can safely deduce from
the rarity of a word’s occurrence in literature.

Peeters was not ready to allow Lefort’s conclusion on this point. His
own suggestion of a Syriac origin and a transposition of letters is hardly
convincing. But actually, the termination -dviov is not at all an improb-
able Greek termination. May we hazard a connection of papydvov with the
Greek pdpyos, whose meaning is given in Liddell and Scott as ‘the body
of a wicker cart used for carrying straw and chaff’? The use of the diminu-
tive form for a wicker basket seems to offer just the explanation we need
here. And at least one Modern Arabic Dictionary I have consulted gives
the meaning of the Arabic word as a wicker basket. At any rate, it is surely
absurd to use the occurrence of a word about the origins of which so little
is known, as an argument for the late date of the Greek document in which
itis found.

It would be tedious to quote the conclusions which Lefort thinks fit to
draw on p. | from these arguments. Let any reader refer to that page. He
will find it hard to believe that the assertions there made are really based
on nothing more than the arguments we have here been engaged in rebut-
ting. But such is in fact the case.

A page follows on the ‘Vita Tertia’. We need only pause to point out
that, in view of our slight MS. evidence for G*, we cannot conclude from
agreements of G® with G2D to a dependence of the former on the latter.
It is more likely that the agreement gives us evidence for the primitive text
of G1. The occurrence of extracts from Palladius in the same position in
G3 and in D is again no evidence. The position of these extracts is dictated
by the nature of the case: and they are not introduced in identically the
same manner.

The Letter of Ammon has already been sufficiently dealt with earlier.

The Coptic Sources

It remains to consider the Coptic sources, as sorted out by Lefort.

1. S Stories told at length, of the early days of Pachomius, with his
brother, and with unsatisfactory brethren. This early fragment can be in
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part supplemented from the compilation S3. Its accounts are in many
respects different from those found in G'. In the character of these differ-
ences, and in the picturesqueness of the stories, we are reminded rather of
Asc., and of its relationship to G The stories might be due to independent
oral accounts of events of which some are described or referred to in G2.
But the latter does not appear to be explicable as a summary of the S? ver-
sion. An occasional tell-tale Greek word, such as the crucial wépmepos in
the story of the quarrel of the two brothers, suggests, though it does not
prove, that the Coptic may after all be a free elaboration of the Greek. It
is to be noted, incidentally, that S! supports G! as against Bo. etc., in
making John, and not Pachomius, the speaker of the angry word.

2. S? ‘trait exclusivement des charismes dont jouissait Pachéme: dis-
cernement des esprits qui se manifestaient a lui, ravissements au ciel, don
de clair vue dans les consciences, don des miracles’. Lefort argues that the
‘atmospheére toute imprégnée de merveilleux’ is no proof that S?is not very
near the primitive tradition; and that it is not dependent on any surviving
Greek or Coptic document, while it does supply material for the later
Coptic compilations. That it does that is quite clear. But when Lefort at-
tempts to derive G142 and 87 directly or indirectly from S%, we can but
answer that here again the opposite appears to us to be the case—that the
Coptic is a free elaboration based directly or indirectly on G*. In regard to
the marvellous atmosphere of this document—it is so far removed from
that of G* that it seems impossible to believe that both are primitive. If G?
is primitive, S? is not. And we see no reason in this document for reversing
our judgment given in favour of G!. We are not convinced that S? need
necessarily belong to a different source from S.

3. S%, 8§10, S'—all fragments of one and the same recension, which
can be largely reconstructed from the Arabic versions where the Coptic is
missing. Lefort says it is clearly not in direct literary relation with any
other document. But a table showing its contents alongside those of G!
once more suggests that the Coptic is a free elaboration of the Greek, with
extra stories inserted where the compiler thought them appropriate. We
have already noted the interest this document appears to show in paeder-
astia. It certainly seems to us that this is an interest introduced by a later
writer, and not a primitive element ‘bowdlerised’ away by G,

Lefort argues from the prominence of Theodore in much of this docu-
ment that it may have been the ‘Life of Pachomius and Theodore’ asked
for by Theophilus. But we see no reason for identifying that Life with any
document other than G,

4. S8 The only Coptic beginning of a Life surviving. Itis incorporated
with the normal preface (as in G! etc.) in S3. It included the story, found
in other Coptic recensions, of the boy Pachomius’s temptation to inchastity,
an account of a second expulsion of him from the temple, and a disquisition
on apparent fore-knowledge in evil spirits, elaborated and given as edi-
torial comment, whereas in other recensions it is Pachomius himself who
discourses on this.

75



JOURNAL OF ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY

The fragment, such as it is, suggests a rewritten and elaborated Life,
with a different and independent introduction, but dependent ultimately
for the rest on the same original Life.

We see no conclusive proof that all these four documents distinguished
by Lefort do not really constitute part of a single rewritten Life, based
ultimately on the same original which is represented in G* (if G be not
indeed itself the original), but elaborated, altered and enlarged.

5. S*—A ‘vaste compilation’, ending with the death of Pachomius. It
certainly used documents 1, 2, and 4 above (none of its surviving portions
correspond to 3 as represented in the Coptic fragments), as well as the
standard Life (Bo., etc.) which we next deal with,

6. The recension of which alone we can form a fairly clear and com-
plete picture from the extensive Bohairic and Arabic remains, and several
long fragments of the Sahidic on which the Bohairic was based. Some
forms of this recension seem to have ended with the death of Pachomius,
but others to have continued, like G, to the death of Theodore.

Referring to the imperfect state of our knowledge of this Life before his
own publications, Lefort continues, ‘Dans ces conditions il n’est pas sur-
prenant que, devant les ressemblances manifestes entre cette recension
copte et les Vies grecques, et plus spécialement G, des critiques con-
sidérérent G, qu’ils tenaient pour la rédaction primitive, comme source
principale de ce qu’ils croyaient représenter toute ’hagiographie copte
pachémienne. Maintenant que nous savons que G! est une vaste com-
pilation, et que le modéle de Denys lui est trés probablement antérieur, il
faudra reviser radicalement le probléme des rapports littéraires de ces Vies
grecques avec la seule de nos Vies coptes qui dénote une intime parenté
avec Phagiographie grecque . . ..—‘Nous savons . . .”—As we have seen,
we know nothing of the sort. The essential thesis of Ladeuze is not over-
thrown. The Coptic documents (1, 2, 3 and 4) which Lefort claims to be
our oldest sources show indications that even they may be in some measure
dependent on G!. And for the main surviving Coptic version, represented
by Bo., S8, etc.—a careful comparison of the general structure of this docu-
ment shows dependence on G, and not vice versa; while, in detail, in almost
every chapter there is evidence of direct verbal dependence on the Greek
original. Even Lefort, though refusing to recognise G as the source
concerned, admits that this Coptic recension is ‘a manifestement absorbé
des documents grecs’. Certainly there is much new material: and while
this is of unequal quality, some of it gives an impression of factual histori-
city equal to that of the G! material, and superior to anything found in
what Lefort claims to be the oldest Coptic sources. If G! was indeed the
first Life, written c. A.D. 390, it is natural to suppose that it would immedi-
ately inspire a Coptic version with additions, and in some cases corrections,
from local knowledge and direct oral tradition. But in several cases where
the Greek and the Coptic are in conflict as to fact, the Greek can be shown
to give the historical truth. This applies, it is to be noted, to events in the
‘Appendix’ after Pachomius’s death as well as before it. Lefort does not pro-
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duce any clear proof that this-‘Appendix’ was a later addition to the ori-
ginal Life, either in Coptic or in Greek. The evidence suggesting its
separation from the Life of Pachomius in some Coptic recensions is perfectly
consistent with the view that this separation was the subsequent, not the
earlier, stage. That such was the case is borne out by the Cheltenham
Papyrus—our earliest clear evidence on this point. In the Greek, also, the
restriction of G?D to the Life of Pachomius alone is perfectly compatible
with its use of G in its complete form.

The publication of the Pachomian dossier still needs completion at
certain points. We have not yet a critical edition of the Latin Life; the
Vatican Arabic version (Av. in Lefort) remains to be published; the text of
G still requires the publication of the readings of the Athenian MS.; and
a new critical edition of the ‘Ascetica’, setting forth both recensions clearly,
with full collation of G2, G3, and the Syriac version, would be a great con-
venience. But it is improbable that further publication can upset the main
conclusions to be reached from the material already to hand. In regard to
the Coptic material, Lefort’s publications have corrected our view in show-
ing that a wealth of matter which Ladeuze could believe to be merely late
introductions into the Arabic Life published by Amélineau, actually derives
from Coptic documents some at least of which may go back to the sixth
century. He has not proved that these documents are our earliest sources,
or are any nearer true history than many other documents of sixth century
date.

A comparative table of the contents of G! and the Coptic and Arabic
Lives must wait until we can make a closer examination of the literary
structure and historical character of G'. We hope then to give more posi-
tive and constructive demonstration of the reliability of that document,
and of its great significance for the early history of Christian asceticism and
spirituality.
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