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Some philological problems in the “Miracles” of Gabra Manfas
Qeddus

PAOLO MARRASSINI

The present writer is preparing a critical edition of the “Life” and the “Miracles”
of Gabra Manfas Qeddus for the Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientali-
um of Louvain.' This is in fact only a first attempt towards a complete critical
edition, because, for brevity’s sake, only fifteen manuscripts, out of about a
hundred, have been examined, i. e. all the mss. older than the 17 century. Oth-
ers will produce the complete edition of this text in the future; for the time be-
ing, I thought it interesting to publish the results of my provisional edition,
above all because of the fact that in the “Miracles” not only is there a genealogi-
cal tree which is different from that of the “Life”, but also in these same “Mira-
cles” there is not merely a single genealogical tree (stemma), but no less than six
different stemmata can be individuated, each for a different group of miracles.

This, in my opinion, is of the highest interest, and very clearly demon-
strates, from a strictly philological point of view, something which was
already widely known in hagiography from the aspect of history and litera-
ture, namely, that the “Miracles” were in most cases written independently
of the “Life”, and are the result of a different tradition. Leaving to a further
contribution the study of the concrete historical and cultural situation that
gave rise to such a phenomenon in the hagiographical tradition about Gabra
Manfas Qeddus (monasteries, scriptoria and so on), we can limit ourselves
now to the strictly philological aspects of this problem.

Of course, the philological method utilized in the following will be the
so-called “neo-Lachmannian” method, based (like the “old-Lachmannian”) on
" Cf. the German resumé by C. BEZOLD, Abba Gabra Manfas Qeddus, in: Nachrichten
von der koniglichen Gesellschaft zu Gottingen, Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1916, 58-68, and the
edition of the Miracles (based on three mss.) by G. NOLLET, Les Miracles de Gabra
Manfas Qeddus, Aethiops 4 (1931) 33-36, 39; Aethiopica 1 (1933) 41-47, 64-73; 2 (1934)
3743, 70-81; 3 (1935) 109-114, 162-170; there is also an Ethiopian edition in Ga%z and
in Amharic by TASFA GABRA SELLASE, printed in Addis Ababa in 1954 A. M.
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the presence of conjunctive errors (always integrated, as far as possible, with
criteria of internal evidence), and not that of the similarities of marginal read-
ings in the manuscripts. This principle, to my mind, appears to be so obvious
that I do not find it necessary to discuss it here at length.”

The manuscripts utilized for our edition have already been indicated by
the present writer in a paper read at the Ninth International Conference of
Ethiopian Studies in Moscow in 1986.” For convenience's sake they are
briefly repeated here in the alphabetical order of the abbreviations (the
Moscow abbreviations are in brackets and in inverted commas):

? Perhaps some not very sophisticated bibliograhical indications (mostly of English works)
will suffice here. As general introductions in English: L. BIELER, The grammarian’s craft.
An introduction to textual criticism, New York, The Catholic Classical Association 1965
[from the article by the same author: The grammarian’s craft: A professional talk, Classical
Folia 10, 1958, 3-42]; W. A DEARING, A manual of textual analysis, Berkeley-Los Angeles,
The University of California Press 1959; A. FOULET - M. B. SPEER, On editing Old French
texts, Lawrence, The Regent Press of Kansas 1979; F. W. HALL, A companion to classical
texts, Oxford, At the Clarendon Press 1913 [reprints Hildesheim, G. Olms 1968 and Chi-
cago, Argonaut 1970]; E. J. KENNEY, The classical texts, Berkeley-Los Angeles-London,
The University of California Press 1974; E. J. KENNEY, Textual criticism, in Encyclopaedia
Britannica, vol. 18, 1978, 189-195; CH. KLEINHENZ, Medieval manuscripts and textual
criticism, Chapel Hill, University of North Carolina Press, 1976 [a collection of essays
written in various languages]; P. MAAS, Textual criticism, Oxford 1958 (transl. of the 31
edition see below); A. H. MCD[ONALD], Textual criticism, in The Oxford Classical Dic-
tionary, Oxford, At the Clarendon Press, 19703 L. D. REYNOLDS (ed.), Texts and trans-
mission. A survey of the Latin classics, Oxford, At the Clarendon Press 1983; M. L. WEST,
Textual criticism and editorial technique applicable to Greek and Latin texts, Stuttgart,
Teubner 1973; J. WILLIS, Latin textual criticism, Urbana-Chicago-London, University of
Illinois Press 1972. Classic works: J. BEDIER, La tradition manuscrite du “Lai de ’ombre”.
Réflexions sur Part d’éditer les anciens textes, Romania 54 (1928) 161-196, 321-356; A.
CASTELLANY, Bédier avait-il raison? La méthode de Lachmann dans les éditions de textes
du moyen age, Fribourg 1957; G. CONTINI, Breviario di ecdotica, Napoli, Ricciardi 1986;
A. DAIN, Les manuscrits, Paris 1949, 19642 J. FROGER, dom, La critique des textes et son
automatisation, Paris 1968; P. MAAS, Textkritik, Leipzig 1927, 19502, 19573, 1960% Italian
translation Firenze, Sansoni 1952, 1980; English translation see above; G. PASQUALL, Storia
della tradizione e critica del testo, Firenze, Sansoni 1934, 19522, 19883% H. QUENTIN, dom,
Essai de critique textuelle (Ecdotique), Paris 1926; S. TIMPANARO, La genesi del metodo del
Lachmann, Padova Liviana 1963, 19812 (German edition, Die Entstehung der Lachman-
nischen Methode, Hamburg, Buske 1971).

Published in P. MARRASSINI, La “Vie” de Gabra Manfas Qeddus. Hypothese pour un
stemma codicum, in: Proceedings of the Ninth International Congress of Ethiopian
Studies, Moscow, 26-29 August 1986, VI, Moscow, Nauka Publishers, Central De-
partment of Oriental Literature, 1988, 135-148.
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. Al (“d’A 126”) = D’ABBADIE 126 (Notice 174)*

. A? (“¢’A 36”) = D’ABBADIE 36 (Notice 179, pp. 189-190)

. B1 (“Or 711”) = British Library Oriental 711 (Wright 286)

. B2 (“BL Add.”) = British Library Add. 16.198 (Dillmann 48)°

C (“Vat Cer”) = CERULLI Et1op1co 227

. E' (“EMML 2087”) = EMML 2087°

. E? (“EMML 2300”) = EMML 2300’

. E3 (not yet examined at that time) = EMML 2084"°

. E* (not yet examined at that time) = EMML 2559"

10. G (not yet examined at that time) = Griaule Blbhotheque Nationale 684"

11. L (“CR”) = CONTI ROSSINI (Lincei) 103"

12. M (not yet examined at that time) = Berlin Or. Oct. 555 (HAM-
MERSCHMIDT - SIX n. 2),"* sometime also in Marburg"

13. V! (“Vatican 142”) = Vaticana 142"

14. V2 (“Vatican 232”) = Vaticana 232"

15. W (“Wien”) = Wien 23"

OO NV AW

* C. CoNTI ROSSINI, Notice sur les manuscrits éthiopiens de la Collection d’Abbadie,
Pans Imprimerie Nationale 1914 (Extrait du Journal Asmtzque 1912-1914), pp. 185-6.
> W. WRIGHT, Catalogue of the Ethiopic Manuscripts in the British Museum acquired
smce the year 1847, London, Printed by the Order of the Trustees 1877, p- 189.

° [A. DILLMANN], Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum orientalium qui in Museo Bri-
tanmco asservantur, Londini, Impensis Curatorum Musei Britannici 1847, p. 51.
Handwntten catalogue (by CERULLI himself) in the Vatican Library.

¥ GETATCHEW HAILE - W. F MACOMBER, A catalogue of the Ethiopian manuscripts micro-
filmed for the Ethiopian Manuscript Microfilm Library, Addis Ababa, and the Hill Mo-
nastzc Manuscripr Microfilm Library, Collegeville, vol. V1, Collegeville 1982, p. 157.

’ Ibid. p. 364.

' Ibid. pp. 152—4.

Id vol. VII, Collegeville 1983, p. 28.

'S, STRELCYN, Catalogue des manuscrits éthiopiens (Collection Griaule), Paris, Impri-
merle Nationale 1954, pp. 247-249.

> S. STRELCYN, Catalogue des manuscrits éthiopiens de ’Accademia nazionale dei Lincei,
Roma Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei 1976, pp. 261-264.

" E. HAMMERSCHMIDT - V. SIX, Athiopische Handschriften 1: Die Handschriften der
Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz (VOHD XX, 4), Wiesbaden, F. Steiner Ver-
lag 1983, pp. 50-51.

® E. HAMMERSCHMIDT - O. JAGER, Illuminierte ithiopische Handschriften, Wiesbaden,
F Steiner Verlag 1968, ms. 3 p. 50.

®S. GREBAUT - E. TISSERANT, Byblzot/aeme Apostolicae Vaticanae codices mzmmcrzptz
recenti iussu Pii XII Pontifici Maximi ... Codices Aethiopici Vaticani et Borgiani ..
Romae In Bybliotheca Vaticana 1935, pp. 552-560.

7 Ibid., pp. 707-712.
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The stemma of these manuscripts, as far as the “Life” (not the “Miracles”)
is concerned, has already been established, for its main part, in that article.
Three different versions, A (mss. BZBIB2ZLVIW), B (mss. A!E!E2?) and C (mss.
CV2), were identified. The proposed stemma was the following (see the
aforementioned article for the discussion): Version A: 1) A2W; 2) B2L; Ver-
sion B: A'E2; Version C: CV2 There was no conjunctive error connecting the
other mss., but some problems remained unsolved, namely: in version A, the
classification of three new manuscripts, E3, E* and M; in version B, the possi-
ble common archetype with A, the existence of a sub-archetype B, the exist-
ence of a group A'E?, and the classification of the new manuscript G. We will
try to give an answer to these still open questions, making use of approximate-
ly the first quarter of the entire text of the “Life” (of course, always to the
exclusion of the "Miracles", which will be discussed below).

As for the problem of the classification of mss. E? and E¢, it is perfectly
clear that they are to be grouped with B2L. This is demonstrated by the
same examples as are quoted in the 1986 article:

1. b 2 AFY- : @R~ 2 RI°N A : 167 ¢ ...] B?and L A ¢, now also E3EY

2. ®RARY 2 AT« RN Chla. s . AIPLPVYav- 1 om. B2L, now
also E3E*;

3. 771Nkt RO : 0N 2 SR, i hCL ] B2L -HtA ¢ @ACD 2, now
also E3E*. There is also a number of other conjunctive errors, and of
characteristic readings, that makes this unity of B?E3E‘L absolutely sure
and beyond any possible doubt.

It is also clear that M is to be classified with B'. Some conjunctive errors
are the following:

1. a1 Bav(fe 1 RI°P5OT ¢ PLI°T : OAI°LICT 1] B'M have the
incomprehensible ®AI°L14M in place of AI°L7ICT

2. @PLOF : @0 ¢ AU~ 1] hor 1 AAT : o0 2 Ad: M @Lap)A :
hav : AN 1 @0 24U B

3. WAAN : AN AA 2 7108 1 GPLFan- 1 OR LA BOACS : A0A 1]
B! has 842704 : and M 8270V~ ¢, in place of the correct 4704 1.

" N. RHODOKANAKIS, Die éthiopischen Handschriften der k. k. Hofbibliothek zu Wien,
“Sitzb. d. phil.-hist. KI. der kais. Akad. d. Wiss. zu Wien”, 151, IV (1906), pp. 73-74.

" Notice that the third example in the article (@A LA°NY ) has to be eliminated be-
cause of a reading mistake: this group of mss. has in fact £&°NF ¢, and only L exhibits
the negative form with a A..
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For version B, whereas the existence of a common archetype A+B was
clear (p. 140), the problem of a common archetype (or, in fact, of a common
sub-archetype) for the version B (i. e. the mss. A'E!E2) was still to be clari-
fied. Now it can be said with certainty that a (sub-)archetype of this kind
does exist, and this is demonstrated by examples like the following:

1. @00 : 1AL ¢ A7C ¢ 1<APT7 1 ATI. ¢ HAU- ¢ ONATI- @ &R 1]
instead of 1AL £, Al has ARY°Ch- ¢ “IASN- ¢, and E'E? have "1ALN- ¢
HhA9°C ¢, in both cases a clear mistake;

2771080 ¢ N P9 PIC: HEOL 2 0T 2 @hPCET 2 LA
Hav £ 1] instead of the right S1A-0 ¢ (the writer is addressing the saint him-
self), Al and E! have &A%, ¢ (after HOPL™y 1 A1), E2 omits, clearly embar-
rassed by a personal pronoun of the 1* person which does not make sense;

3.0C02 ¢ AR MLANAC @ ANov- i avAREU- 1 .. RA: S
Phe: ORA : TOI°0- ¢ TIC ] Phe i s the correct reading of the
Psalms (103 [102]:20), and is in fact found in the mss. CV? instead,
A'E'E? have 7€ £, attracted by the 72 which follows (but in this case
there is a slight possibility of polygenesis).

Leaving to further research other problems still to be solved, namely, the
relationship among mss. A, E! and E? inside group B, and the position of
ms. G, we can turn now to our real topic, i. e. the genealogical tree of the
“Miracles”. As has been said, to our greatest surprise in these “Miracles”
not only is there more than one single genealogical tree, but each of them is
entirely different from that established for the “Life”.

The “Miracles” in the manuscripts related to Gabra Manfas Qeddus are
usually 13 in number. There are other mss. with more than 13 miracles, which
are taken into account in my edition, but these do not constitute a unity in a
philological sense, and therefore they do not need to be considered here. So,
the mss. to be classified for the genealogical tree of the “Miracles” are the
same as those of the “Life”, with one single addition, that of a codex of the
XVII ¢. (EMML 1385 = E?) which contains only the “Miracles”, and which
for that reason was not utilized for the edition of the “Life”.

Among these 16 manuscripts, the succession of the miracles is more or
less the same till miracle no. 8. With this miracle (which, by the way, is very
short, and the only one for which the text indicates the epoch, i. e. the reign
of King Na’od) things change abruptly: mss. B2, E3 and M have it at the end
(i. e. as the thirteenth miracle), ms. E° does not have it, mss. B! and A! do
not have it and end the miracles with no. 7.
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I Common archetype

In the text of the “Miracles” there is no conjunctive error common to all (or
the majority) of the families, and so demonstrating that all the miracles de-
rive from a common archetype. There is only one for miracle I, maybe one
for miracle II, four for miracle V, perhaps one for miracle VII, two for mir-
acle X, and maybe one for miracle XI.

Miracle I

All versions have @& = ALAL ¢ 150 ¢ hé- 2 AL P 2. God is speaking
to a soul; what He is saying is wanting, and it is clear that afterwards some
words are also wanting, like ®&(LA=av- : AGPARNT ¢ (or the like) “and he

said to the angels”, to whom the two imperatives are directed.

Miracle II

A common archetype is doubtful because this error is in fact a homoeote-
leuton, although it is common to almost all the manuscripts: ®AZ704- ¢
ONA : UIC : HrE 2 av7Rd : KL 2 Ry 2 P04 avFd : P& e All
the mss. except E2W omit @A70% ¢ ANA VIC 2, so that the accusative
W7t : a2l ¢ is not justified.

Miracle V

A common archetype is demonstrated by the passage @OA1L ¢ A7H :
LA ¢, which in some mss. is in a different, and in some cases erroneous,
sequence: A7H ¢ &N = A'L& ¢ A?E’ B! (grammatically correct), A7H ¢
LAA : 1L 1 L G. As these mss. (except for AZE’, where the construction
is regular) have otherwise nothing in common, one must admit an original
mistake *A7H ¢ &1l : WL ¢, corrected by AZE’ and B! by putting the
perfect into the gerundive, and by the others by restoring the correct se-
quence; L G have left the erroneous text unchanged.

Another relevant passage is @taoma-t ¢ Sat 1 NANT ¢ oGP ¢
HAOT : A ¢ av(AT : AT : @LATY, ¢ TPt @ AchVT 2. “And
that sterile woman received what that nun had licked with her tongue, and also
that sterile woman licked” (the book of the gadl of Gabra Manfas Qeddus has
been licked by one pregnant nun; afterwards, it is licked by another woman, this
time sterile, who by this fact becomes pregnant in the place of the nun): instead
of the regular HAch(VT 2, the majority of the mss. have @AhO T ¢ or HAch(T- ¢
OAhNT V1 or OADNT : 51 AL, or Ach)F : EIV2 B, eliminating the

Aethiopica 3 (2000) 50



Some philological problems in the “Miracles” of Gabra Manfas Qeddus

relative pronoun. The original was surely not clear (if not it would have been
impossible to blur so clear a sentence), possibly with a double form, as in V.

A third example is the following. The abbot wants to verify if the nun is
pregnant, but she is able to show her menstrual blood, thus demonstrating
that she is not pregnant. In the expression @CAY ¢ @kt : avI°UC ¢
2C: T1h0T ¢ @Lav i FRFY “and the abbot saw the rivulet (sc. of
blood) of her womb, and the blood of her menstruation”, no ms. except E?
has the correct 22C1 ¢ “rivulet”, but nearly all have gerundive forms de-
rived from *srg" “to ornate”, *srh “to labour”, *$rr “to found”/“to be
high”; clearly there must have been an error in the archetype (maybe the
lectio facilior ACT ¢ “adorned”).

As for the fourth example, at the end of the miracle it is said that the sterile
woman begat a male son, “and she became righteous” (@hl ¢ AL -1 2).
But as it has never been said in the text that she was a sinful woman, this is
clearly out of place, and appears to be merely a repetition of a passage which
immediately precedes, where the same thing is (rightly) said of the sinner nun.

Miracle VII

A common archetype is perhaps demonstrated by a passage where all the
mss. have @N& ch ¢ twice (ONAch ¢ ONG : AMST 2 THS 1 ALY ¢
M N PGN: ABTLA D R POJT: ONRh: RN ¢
P0CN : Ochl = ...); one of them is probably superfluous.

Miracle X

A common archetype is possibly demonstrated by a passage where 8 mss.
(E' V2 E2 A2 B2 E3 E’ G) have the present @&1A ¢ instead of the correct
O LA :/@L(), 1, and by another in which 6 mss. (CE2W B2 E’ V2) do not
have ® &A= ¢ (in a dialogue).

Miracle XI

A common archetype is demonstrated by a passage where some mss. (V2 A2
E> G V') have ®&-A ¢ instead of @B(L ¢, and by another, where many
mss. (CE2W A2 B2 E! E* G V1) have Al : Bt 047t ¢ (“up to this day”)
instead of AN ¢ Wk ¢ GavF 1 (“up to this year”, “all this year long”): a
lion and a leopard have to guard a cow for the entire year, up to the festival
of Gabra Manfas Qeddus; some lines below, all the mss. speak of “a year”.
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IT Grouping of the mss. in miracles I - VIII

2.1. The group AVIW

There is no doubt that A'V!W form a unity. Although in some miracles
there is no conjunctive error uniting them, they are united by a number of
characteristic readings.

Miracle I

No conjunctive error, but at least 12 characteristic readings (11 major and 1
minor), e. g @& : NIATU-: @Atk : o) :] OKAIH: 1AL :
NGV : A7H : &AA 1 A ®AIN : 7IAL : A : ONINTU- : DAl :
av’ip) : (NAA, : V) A7H : (om. W) SA : A°LSARLN : VIV,

Miracle II

No conjunctive error, but at least 10 characteristic readings (6 major and 4
minor), e. g. UL ¢ aP&-Y 1 NGNS ] V0% ¢ a1t R«
neotn : ATViw.

Miracle III
No conjunctive error, but at least 6 characteristic readings (2 major and 4

minor), e. g. AT ML : &G 1] €4.0F « A1 8 20T : NFFT : VI,

Miracle IV

No conjunctive error, but at least 9 characteristic readings (5 major and 4
minor), e. g. ®GAPAA : £9°0 : hav : R 1A: MA, ¢ (OAht : 00t :
LavQid\ : hov : R4 : WA )] @LavA 1 £9°0 : 00A-t = By = hov :
A0 : mA, ¢ ATVIW (with repetition of 80T, also in the first sentence).

Miracle V

One conjunctive error: (@TMLA : ALk ¢ MCH, : @790 ¢ ALL : Tcha-é ¢
@A 2) 70 : AMT: ML 2 avFd s P50 2] NAmD- @ (NR0N- @ W)
0 0k NCALET 2 @ARDA, ¢ AR 2 V! IO 0F : eoke7 s
OAAANN, ¢ AAF?: W (I0: b NGRS @dRANA, ¢
AR M ANhC ¢ @AANT : Al (there is AAANA, ¢ some lines below, writ-
ten again by A'VIW);

plus at least 7 characteristic readings (2 major and 5 minor).

Miracle VI (very short)
No conjunctive error, but at least 4 characteristic readings (1 major and 3

minor). The major reading is chA-l 2] ¢ AUPH : VI : W.
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Miracle VII

One conjunctive error: (1407 ¢ 1707 : @~2% 1) hav : 7°NC ¢ THIC :
O1LET : Aot 7P :] hov: 7ONC : FHICE ¢ AAM? @ 018G«
TP ¢ o0 2 HA=-E: : oo : 7N0C 2 V! how 2 790C : HHNE 2 AL -
W hev : 790C ¢ NI ¢ Al (probably the common ancestor of AIVIW
had two @124 ¢ as in V!, and both A! and W eliminated the sentence be-
tween the two by homoeoteleuton);

plus at least 19 characteristic readings (9 major and 10 minor).

Miracle VIII (very short)
No conjunctive error nor characteristic reading.

2.1.1. The sub-group VIW

There is no doubt also that, inside the group A'V'W, V! and W form a
sub-group. This is demonstrated by a sufficient number of errors and char-
acteristic readings.

Miracle I

No conjunctive error, but at least 12 characteristic readings (10 major and 2
minor), e. g. OOALP : A15@0- : O”ANKR AP ] OONLP : ALAHT 190 ¢
AT £ LAV £ VIW (LSNP £ V1),

Miracle 11

No conjunctive error, but at least 12 characteristic readings (7 major and 5
minor), e. g. @NANAYL ¢ ... F(, 1] ®AIH : R Kt 2 SAL: ¢ NANT ¢
o @A 2 (sic; A 2 V1) VIV,

Miracle III

One conjunctive error: (a woman makes a journey) A®é- ¢ ANA 2] om.
ANA : VIW (afterwards, the woman meets two brigands, who take her
ANA :; so, here the presence of this word is necessary).

Miracle IV
One conjunctive error (a snake has penetrated into the vulva of a woman):
@LAL ¢ Lh: WP 2] @LAL : LJ 2 OIL : WP 2 VIV (NP £ is mascu-
line, and (b7~ ¢ feminine; in both cases the subject is L&A, £, and in the text
the f. suffix in the verb &O.f ¢ was justified by the fact of referring to the
woman in whose womb the serpent makes its dwelling);

plus at least 13 characteristic readings (8 major and 5 minor).

53 Aethiopica 3 (2000)



Paolo Marrassini

Miracle V
One conjunctive error: @Mhh7 : NAKLPT ¢ K- i] OOK K- : NAKLVPT ¢
Al V'V,

plus at least 25 characteristic readings (2 major and 23 minor).

Miracle VI (very short)

No conjunctive error, but at least 2 characteristic readings (1 major and 1 mi-
nor). The major reading is: Q&A=-k: ¢ QAT £ 1"a0"P" A 4NL 2 “10-0F 2]
post 1"@0" " add. +In07h- : VI,

Miracle VII

No conjunctive error, but at least 23 characteristic readings (8 major and 15
minor), e. g. (@1 ¢ Advl: ¢ NANT ) AI°Cch-P ¢ NchC ] O ¢
hdvt: : UC : VIV,

Miracle VIII (very short)
No conjunctive error or characteristic reading.

2.3. The group B'B2CE'LM

Much more complicated, but very interesting, is the situation of the mss.
(listed here in alphabetical order) BIB2CE‘LM. Here the relationship is dif-
ferent in miracle I as compared with that of the miracles IT-VIIL

2.3.1. The sub-groups B2CE‘L and B!M in miracle L.

In miracle I the relationship is clear between B2CE'L, which form a family
of their own, and B'M, which form another family, which as such corre-
sponds to the same family already established for the “Life” (see above).

That B2CE’L come from a common archetype is demonstrated by at least
the following two conjunctive errors:

1. (Gabra Manfas Qeddus is speaking to God) &Fdum@- : FAN ¢ PO.I® :
ocEd: A%16: OPLC: VAD.: P@rTT i (ST PAD )]
L@ : AN : PLav i C1:0 ¢ BE'L LAdu0®- ¢ PAN 2 A°MA ¢
HOX A : A9°h4$-h : PLav : YA@. : \"1.0T : OI°LC : G106 : POITT -
C (all these mss. have #£@P 2 in common);

2. (Gabra Manfas Qeddus is speaking about a believer) A" : NAd=-1 :
oOLNAL ¢ AMC ¢ THLD i) HEAY™T 2 NAATE ¢ @BNLAY, ¢ THICE ¢
B2CE'L (as the saint is speaking of a MNC # celebrated by the believer,
there is no reason to use the suffix of the 3 person instead of that of the 1%).
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Besides, there are 12 characteristic readings (7 major and 5 minor).

That B'M, on the other hand, form another family is demonstrated by
the following two (or three) conjunctive errors:

1.(Gabra Manfas Qeddus is speaking to the Lord about a believer)
oY, : by OA-T : 10 :] @1 : 0dAT = 19 : HhYy : ™k«
B! @k, : NOAT :9°¢ :H9°t : M. The text in BIM is clearly de-
formed in the same way.

2.(the soul of a sinner is speaking to the Lord) @& ch-t : 190¢ : ~iLh :
] @O& T 2 150P 1 PLav 1 R A NchC ¢ BIM. There is no sense,
from the part of this sinner addressing the Lord, in saying “I arrived
before the Lord” instead of “before You”. That here, in B!M, the word
AM.AchC ¢ occurred twice is demonstrated not only by the manu-
script M, which has it explicitly (the second time this is regular, because
the text goes on as follows: @&MLA ¢ A°M.ANhC : ALHL : 190 1),
but also by the ms. B!, which has it only once (@& chl : 946N0¢ ¢
PLav 1 AM.ANAC 2 ALAL 1950 1), Clearly there is here an ho-
moeoteleuton in B!, caused by the two A%M.ANh.C :.

3.(The Lord is speaking to the soul of the sinner, and is referring to her
love for Gabra Manfas Qeddus) This is admittedly fairly doubtful as a
conjunctive error: @LMLA ¢ A°M.ANC : ALHT ¢ 190 : OO : 7L
0T, 1 VAGPC-E: : HTAav T, « N1AAE 1] @LNA 1 AN ANAC ¢
ALHRL: 190 : oM : 18L&70: NAFPCE: etc. Bl @BNA:
A M A NG 2 ALAHT 2 150 2 0N 2 AGPCh, ¢ etc. M. BIM are the on-
ly two mss. not to have UA5H, 2. A possible explanation of what hap-
pened subsequently is that they have remedied B! by putting 72 ¢ in the
1** person, by making “God” the subject of being on fire with love for
the Saint, instead of “IAG M., ¢; M is better, it eliminates “to be on fire”
and simply says “you fell in love” (AGPCH, ) with the Saint; this way
the subject remains the same, and does not shift to “God”.

Besides, there are 4 characteristic readings (3 major and 1 minor).

2.3.2. The sub-group CE'M in miracles II-VIII.

The relationship changes from miracle II onwards. In fact, in miracles

II-VIII the relationship is, first of all, CE'M.
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Miracle II
At least two cases at the boundary between a real conjunctive error and a
strong characteristic reading:

1.AhOA £ (subject: a woman; object: a dead demon) @1L4.A : @-Nl :
AL G ] A NA bt : 1841 : -0t : A6 : CE'M.

2.(the father of a woman who will receive a grace from GMQ is speak-
ing) 69°L : N0L-L ¢ RILF : ORTC : THIE 2] 69°L ¢ NAL-L ¢
AU 2 HNCE ¢ [sic] ek O AC s

Besides, there are 9 characteristic readings (8 major and 1 minor).

Miracle III

No conjunctive error, but one good characteristic reading: (the text speaks
of a woman who is going to celebrate the commemoration of the saint)
APL-: ANA: 4AA:] ARL-: ANA: HTATA ¢ E' ARL-: ANA:
HARAF@OT : M ARE- £ ANA : HANEI AT : 0FANT : C

plus 2 minor characteristic readings.

Miracle IV
One very significant conjunctive error ® &0t 1] ® L@~ : C 1f@®-T) : E
N@-am : M;

with 9 characteristic readings (4 major and 5 minor).

Among the major cases one can quote the following: @-19°60 :
AMANC 2] OCAY 1 A" CE' @®CAL 1 A" M (although the reading is

very different, it cannot be considered an error).

Miracle V

One conjunctive error: @AAN: AP ¢ A~ : A@-At: ool : i :
avgPy(; : @avIPYP4Y, : NS avQ9° = @O0 = A9°0 ¢ AAD : oKtk -
avgPYC s RTH: LAt AR A ¢ PIANTA ¢ INAI° ¢ RBTchD, €]
OAKRAYL : AP ¢ AN~ : AAD £ 710 2 aP9°UC 1 A7H 2 LA £ 1% 1 AQaD :
VA®-T = HOYOT : aPAT ¢ @avd°YUCA ¢ avO19° : @-A-k : OO0 = A9°0 :
H7 1 : 71« AxD 2 A7H « SOA : QPIANT £ 0T = R 7chD £ -Aav- ¢
C WAhave-: AP :AN@-: hav : 70T ¢ Lhl: ¢ avAT : @AAD ¢
avdPyl. 1 Bt ¢ 71 ¢ @av9d°P4A 1 0-N1% : ®avot9° : @A = (9°0 +
W7t £ 71« avg°Y¢e- = ®AAN : A7H : LA : N1PIANT 00T 1 AaPR A «
AINAI° : &7chD. 1 M OARTvE- 1 AP 1 K- : ha : 0701 : OAKD :
MY 2 @avPPYCO 2 avOFI° < U ¢ [sic, or 1l 1] @APICYL-N ¢ avQ-FIC
oAt OO0 : (9°0 1 W7t 7U : avd°Ve- + OAAN 2 A7H ¢ S ¢
N2IANT : 00T £ AaPR A : B7ch1. ¢ B
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Another common error has been corrected subsequently: @AH14-U~ ¢
A®-A-k : PR WG ] ORTNEU- ¢ ARMANDC ¢ OATNEV- @ AD-AE ¢
aF hG : M OR7TNEV- 1 AR MANC : OhRDe U ¢ OO-ch V- ¢ (sic)
E' ORTNGV- ¢ MNE 2 ARMANAC ¢ O ldvl)- ¢ ®ARDe V-2 C
(CE' differ from M; for CE' together see below).

One can add at least 7 characteristic readings (2 major and 5 minor). One of
the major ones is the following: (a nun is telling another woman that she is going
to the church to ask for the protection of Gabra Manfas Qeddus) @UA= :
avF hé. 120 < (710 £ (F : NCOEST 1)) haP 2 AN : PR hé. : 120 ¢
CE'M (in the continuation of the story, by licking the book of the gadl of Gabra
Manfas Qeddus the pregnancy of the nun will pass from her to another woman).

Miracle VI (very short)
No conjunctive error, but the following two major characteristic readings:

1. @avF A 1 BNAN, 1] VA~ : BOLH : CE' @1 : BosH : M
2. @71 1 ATA- 1 O0A 1] TAI°GU- « AA(FT : 1"av"d" add. M TAI°GU- ¢
QAT : NO9YP ¢ 144 : N : HO-1av- : AaPARTYT ¢ add. CEY;

plus one minor.

Miracle VII

One conjunctive error: (O@V%Y ¢ a7 : A778 1) AA ¢ Lav(- : hov :
YIANA s AOT 1 GPARR 1 @bl s 06T BOAL: 00L :]
O A : NANL : 008 ¢ ZFH 2 £HANA : hov 1 Adt : CE' @avFh
A7H : LA : hoo : AdT : @0t « 169 : 008 : M

plus 3 characteristic readings (1 major and 2 minor).

In miracle VIII, very short, there are no data available.

2.3.2.1 The mss. CE* inside sub-group CE'M.

Within the group CE'M, there is no doubt that CE* constitute a sub-group,
1. e. that they derive from a common sub-archetype.

Miracle II

One conjunctive error: @37 ¢ HEPNC : “Tahfeov-: -il : NAN, :

ONANT 1] @@-Ak( £ D87  HSYNC ¢ 5.07 : hav : AN « CE'.
Almost errors, rather than simple major characteristic readings, are the

following three passages:

1. @NAONAYL : 7182 « 207« - £ TLH ¢ 727k ¢ 2%7 < NAd-t: «
AR £ 100" P ATIE ¢ hDlA 2 Ol @] 072kt 1 Bht: s
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NAOT @ OATT : hlAd : Ot d- @ CE' Here the shortening of
the text is very heavy, and not justified by an homoeoteleuton.

2. (Gabra Manfas Qeddus has come in the night to kill the demon who is
possessing a woman) @@& A ¢ (subject: the husband of the woman)
0% : LJ: @TPOA= : (object: GMQ) @AL ¢ (subject: probably
GMQ)] ®®F A : () : @F A : C) A% : LI : OAD-LP : (" :
C) @-(rl* : R7P& : CE". This reading is very awkward, and, as has
been said, nearly a mistake; it refers to the saint, but he has already de-
feated the demon on the door in a preceding passage; the correct text,
instead, simply says that, after this, Gabra Manfas Qeddus “left”).

3. @@-H-Fav-( 1 NAAN, ¢ ONALT ¢ L7710 1] ONI°0~ « AT 1 ORTT :
CE". Another very strange reading, this time without any parallel in
other passages.

Besides, there are 13 characteristic readings (4 major and 9 minor).

Miracle III
Two conjunctive errors:

1. chP = 159° 1] chPA : 159" : CEY;

2. P87 1LCH ¢ AR MANDC ¢ OLTLN : 18F0- : 1500 L.
AGRS : 1"ov"P" 1] LCH ¢ — @140 om. CE* (no justifying
piege a copiste).

Miracle IV

Three conjunctive errors:

1. (the text speaks of a woman into whom a snake has penetrated)
(@p'rt : hov ACH 1) “TahA = hevt : (hah @ DAY 1)) o421
o-xk : CEY

2. @av\h = @Ak s hBA, ¢ @FA0A : 00FP ] om. CE* (no homoeote-
leuton: this sentence follows immediately that of the preceding num-
ber, and in turn it is followed by @0 : +57 Ut = 9°0A = 9°7- ¢
LPTh : @-hk: : hBA, 1)

3. U0, ¢ AM.ANNC ¢ ANLA, (] OUNL ¢ H7E 2 hed, : No-NTP :
(N@-am, : C) ANNH¢ : ("F¢ : E*). The same woman is speaking
here, and &NM.-F ¢ is generally a designation for the male genitals. Its
usage here can be explained by its appearance (referring to the male
genitals) very shortly after.

There are also at least 24 characteristic readings (11 major and 13 minor).
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Miracle V
Four conjunctive errors:

L oot : Ao-rtk: PON: 0N : OFLA: AAT: ML
a4 ¢ P02 AROP : THHNL : BPIOCH- £ I AT £ 10A £ A
] @@V : A@-AE: 2 PON 2 0T 2 ARGP : THHNY, © etc;

2. (VA= = aOF hé. : 1L A2 I 2 (b1 2 NCOEET @ A, @ @Ak 1)
AAANAN, : hov : BTHHL : OATL : AT : havt i (0 H0A :
Lat: : NANT)] om. CE* (not explainable through homoeoteleuton);

3. (VA®-F : QA 1) ooty : (@AAARVT : aohA )] I 2 BAT: ¢ TLP ¢
Al : hav : @0k 2 97 2 add. E* 710 BA-L : TLP 2 AL : ARk ¢
A7 VA : @0k 2 CPE ¢ add. G

4. (@NA3: avFh: o-kk: aoQt9°: aodYC ) Ol CI0 :
RTPA : (LT 2 NCOEET ¢ ORIR A : W« @avThdt : (@AAD :
0 BAL: ¢ aP(AT £)] om. CE* (not justified by homoeotheleuton).

To these errors, one can add at least 26 characteristic readings (14 major
and 12 minor).

Miracle VI (very short)
One conjunctive error: @IPAA=: ) : OLNAA> = @A A, <]
AP hf 1 (DR : Vi : EY) okl NAN, : Ok : P& : R7H :
LA : CEY;

together with one major characteristic reading: A7H ¢ &NGL : NG5 T :
Aav 1 EAav (T ¢ 7I 2 FHNS 2 AR 2 1" a0 P (@12k 2 7100 ¢
P :)] Aav i — 1"av"P" om. CE* (no homoeoteleuton; nearly an error,
because without this precision the sentence makes less sense); plus one mi-
nor characteristic reading.

Miracle VII

Three conjunctive errors:

1. (O9°7T = MG : 71R0 2) 0097« NVAD @ TR © A9«
a7 : Hog e : NAdANer- 1 0N : AL G 1] N9 : —
NAdANaP- : om. CE* (a kind of homoeoteleuton?);

2. (@057 : avFlA 2 A71L 2 AAT 2) AA : LaoNA- : hov : HAOA :
ANF 1 aPARNF ¢ OT4-0Y  NFST ¢ B0AN, 2 008 1] @aPF A ¢
008 : NAN, ¢ A7H : L70ANA : hov : AA : CEY;

3. @@-AFav-( : A NA : VIC ] OO-AEO : A4 < UIC : CE*.

Besides, at least 13 characteristic readings (7 major and 6 minor).
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Miracle VIII (extremely short)
One conjunctive error: (T°1 2) 97 ] n?7 ¢ CEY;

and one major characteristic reading: (@chANT : hAN = AI°APOLY 2)
oMo =] HhavH : LAP ¢ add. E* HhavH 40P ¢ AlMY ¢ add. C.

2.3.2.2. The position of ms. M inside sub-group CE*M.

But problems arise when we see that M continues to have traits in common
with B! also in the miracles after number I, 1. e. when it is clearly tied with CE*.
The material, generally speaking, is rather scanty, but nevertheless significant.

Miracle 1T
No element.

Miracle III

There is a minor characteristic reading: (07147 ) AOA £ UIC 2] ANA :
B'M, and one error, due to a very widespread grammatical phenomenon
(the lack of the accusative), and so not very significant: ®&A-T ¢ LH ]
®LxL LI £ B'M.

But what is very important in this miracle is the passage where a lion as-
sails a brigand and seizes his head. The text has @A"IH ¢ CAN 1, whereas
B'M add 187 ¢ as the subject. As there is nowhere mention of a 187 ¢ in
the text and the subject is clearly the lion, the addition of this word in B'M
is all the more astonishing.

Miracle IV

The material is fairly poor. In fact, only a minor characteristic reading:
(BOAD £) AT10~1 = hCVt :] AT10~T « o-0t = he?t « B'M A™0~1Y «
CE* (with A?).

Miracle V

There is one error (or at least one characteristic reading): (DAY° L 14N ¢
A4 1 71« Bl ¢ NANA ¢ @71C- 1) Hhav : 71e- 1 (AavNAT : @O0 ¢
Lart: ¢ NAN : OhAT ) om. B'M (text incomprehensible in the general
economy of the novel, because the subject of the verb had already spoken to
the nun, but it is a homoeoteleuton);

with two minor characteristic readings:

1. (P& A : @-Ak: : aoQ19° 1) av9°Y( 1] av9°Y¢- 1 B'M;
2. @4 < I = ATPA < oF 2 NCOEST ] om. AT7PA < B'M.
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Miracle VI

There are two remarkable errors, but the first is shared also by mss.
A'W: (@170 = T1010 2 £G :) @avAde = 20 2] HI°OA @ 290 : B'M
(HI°0A : “IAN = /200 : OROTH ¢ A" HI°QA = 2290~ ¢ R7H @ Bavfe :
.2 ¢ W), whereas the second, shared also by CE*, could confirm a com-
mon origin of B'M with CE* (see below): (&L= ¢ ... DA~k : AANY :
M 2 av 7 i P50 1) AN (TI0TNP 1)) hav ¢ AF@-NL : B!
hov : htoNLY, : M hov : A oNg : E*hov : h £0L 1 C.

Miracle VII

No conjunctive error. The only major characteristic reading ties B'M with
CE* (but also with A% for the relationship of CE* with A? see below):
(MNL £ avFia @ P50 1) HEhavTh 9 1] HThov7h, : NAdek ¢ CE'M A2
Hthavrh, : NAd=-1¢ : B'.

There are also two minor characteristic readings, of no great significance:

1. @2 : Aw-0%, 1] OA@-0%, : £l : B! CE! 0A@-01, £ /// M;

2.(Mé ) Aré: RWIH: LhP18: ofAmd:  IPNATOv- 1]
AP a- i UML: RATH: LT PIe: 0LOhdk: B! AUF:
N0 Ta- ¢ RTH 2 SPIR ¢ @BNhE ¢ M (cp. PPNAPaD- 1 RT7H ¢
LP1% : LNt : CEY.

Miracle VIII
No data. As has been said, this miracle is very short.

2.3.3. General conclusions on group B'B*CE*LM.

The solution proposed here is that, for the miracles IT to VII (nothing can
be said for miracle VIII), a sub-archetype B'CE*M existed. The existence of
this sub-archetype is demonstrated by the reading 187 ¢ in miracle IV. This
reading is so strange that it has been obvious, for the other mss. of the fami-
ly, to eliminate it; only B' and M remained faithful to the original. Notice
that this means that they do not constitute a family of their own, because
this is only a conservation of an old reading once common to the entire
group and not an innovation particular to these two mss. only.

The original unity of the group B'CE*M is also demonstrated by the
reading A HNE /0P 1 A AONL @ (with variants), where the haP : is
totally unexplained (and where C has rightly saved the situation by putting
the entire sentence in indirect speech: NP : A LAL 1).
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Possibly also the minimal reading @&1é. : A®-0%, ] OA®-0, : LV +
of B'CE*, and perhaps M, confirms this.

The other variants must be explained accordingly.

In part they are innovations of CE*, which, as we have seen, form a well
identified sub- group; the readmg in B! M represents, accordingly, the original
one of the group, in turn an innovation as compared with the orlgmal text,
and superseded by the subsequent innovation by CE*. Of course, in these
cases the reading of CE* must be different from that of all the other mss., un-
less the possibility of polygenesis is very high. This latter is the case with the
error (not very important to be sure) of @&A-L ¢ "Ll ¢ for the correct
@O LA/ ¢ LI £, which can be interpreted as belonging to the (sub-)archetype,
with an obvious correction from the part of CE* (and of the rest of the mss.,
independently). The first case, instead, is that of A”70~1 : N@-0t = hC¥1 ¢
(reading of B'M and original of the group)/A®?0~LY ¢ (reading of CE*; for
the coincidence of CE* with A? see below), as against the reading 4770~ :
0C¥1 ¢ of all the other mss.: B'CE*M innovated, and afterwards CE* changed
again, in both cases differently from the generally accepted text. The same can
be said of @&k ¢ @Ak ¢ GOOFI® 1 avP°Y¢- : of B'M (slightly different
from the text, which has @P9°VUC ¢ as the only difference), as against P& A ¢
avgy¢é- : o007t : of CE*. This is all the more true for the case of @< ¢
710 2 A7PA 2 T 2 NCOELT ¢, where B'M omit A74A ¢ but CE* omit an
entire passage (from e ¢ to @hvt 1, some words after).

More or less the same holds true with the reading & ¢ “M¢& + A7H :
LTP1e : @BNIP : I°NAPaP- 1, Since B' has M ¢ I°NAPav- & (L. ¢
AT : L FPi%: 0LNAhE:, M M PNAPav- 1 RTH: LHPie :
®LNhE 1 and CE* M4 ¢ 9°NAP a0~ : RTH « TP : ®BNhek ¢, it is clear
that the original reading of B'CE*M was the reading preserved in M (1 ¢
UL 2 I av- 1) and that CE* eliminated “U& £ because of haplography.

More or less the same holds true also with the case of (@72A ¢ 760 :
P62 1) Wav(A : ) & Here the (sub-)archetype of B'CE*M must have started
with a mistake like HZ°QA ¢ #2290~ £. Note that the (sub-)archetype of the group
A'V'W also must have had the same initial mistake, but this does not affect
very seriously our reconstruction; as there are no other examples, here or in
other miracles, of a union of these two groups, we are compelled to admit that
this mistake orlgmated independently in both of them by polygenesis. From
this starting point, B' and M have preserved the original, meaningless reading
(H9°NA : 2.0 £); the ancestor of CE* was in great difficulty (as presumably
B' and M, but without having the courage to change), and changed by uniting
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the corrupt passage to the following sentence (&A= @&t : NAN, ?):
ORI hire ¢ (ORGP = D ¢ E* further mistake) @Ak ¢ NAN, ¢ AD-Ak: ¢
P62 : A7 ¢ BOA <. By the way, A' also corrected the sentence very profound-
ly (@170 : T9010 £ 262 : HI°DA = “IAN : 290~ ¢ OAD-TH ¢ A'), whereas
W accepted the faulty sentence, but by adding afterwards the correct one, surely
by way of contamination (... H9°0A ¢ 2220~ t K7H : Lav(i= 1 ) 1)
Finally, the case of (Y241 #) A0lA £ V1. £, which has AQlA ¢ in B'M, is
of so little significance that it cannot constitute any serious problem; E* omits
this expression, and the AMMlA 2 UIC ¢ of the only remaining ms. of this
group, C, could be the same as the general reading merely because of the nat-
ural tendency towards a more complete (and extremely frequent) expression.
In another case, the mistake does not represent a common patrimony of the
group B'CE'M, but only a casual coincidence. This is the elimination of
Hhav : 71¢- :, which must have happened independently in B' and in M, be-
cause it is scarcely probable that, if it was wanting in the (sub-)archetype, CE*
could have restituted it, unless they were contaminated. As it is an homoeote-
leuton, the hypothesis of a polygenetic error in B! and M is highly plausible.

2.4. The group A’E’.

That another group A* plus E’ exists seems also fairly probable from the
following data.

Miracle I

No conjunctive error, but at least 7 characteristic readings (4 major and 3
minor), e. g. ®LMNC = N1 2601 ¢ @NPI1 ] Aol : LC :
AT 2 2601 e PavhN 2 POIF : APE.

Miracle 1T

No conjunctive error or major characteristic reading, but at least 8 minor
characteristic readings, e. g. 09°%  10&-£ : AL F : OATNC : HNHICE <]
09°L. : NOL-L : WIL G : ATNL : AHE : AR : A°F.

Miracle III
One conjunctive error: 7144 ¢ AOlA : VIC ¢ Hhav : ML ¢ FHICE «]
TVt £ AONA 2 VG 2 HDov 1 (hav : A?) 8904« THICE : A’E;

plus 4 characteristic readings (1 major and 3 minor).
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Miracle IV
One conjunctive error

ORFavt : A ¢ (OirAeav-: (NA: (LT BAI°0- :)] 1P«
OK7TH £ TO9°0 : A’F>;

plus 7 characteristic readings (4 major and 3 minor).

Miracle V
One conjunctive error: @AAN ¢ “IL¢ = A7H : -H0A : 070T 1] ©@90ChH :
0P £ etc. AE;

plus 14 characteristic readings (2 major and 12 minor).

Miracle VI (very short)

No conjunctive error, but at least 9 characteristic readings (3 major and 6
minor), e. g. P& ¢ Ak 1] P& 1 MDAt : A’ P& meAht : E° (cp.
another passage in the same miracle: M-Adv7t ¢ A> m-A-F : E°).

Miracle VII
No conjunctive error, but at least 5 characteristic readings (2 major and 3
minor). The major readings are the following:

1.0A%7: ... Ah: LaodA-: hao : JANA ¢ AN 1 avARTT 1]
Aav-"pl: ¢ add. A’E° (almost an error);

2. OO0 = CA1 = AAMOY- : ®LPT: Ay : 95T« WTH : Lavpd «
hav : av 4P ] OON : CA'1 2 ROV : @27 1 AT« WITT ¢
oL 1 RO : Baodp- : A’E’.

2.5. The relationship between A* and CE*.

But now problems begin, because it is precisely in miracle VII that there are
readings in common between A” (not E°) on the one hand, and CE* on the
other. These readings are very strong - in fact, much stronger than those
uniting A” with E*. The data are the following:

two conjunctive errors (in fact, lacunae not due to homoeoteleuton):

L (A" ¢ A9RONA.: AN : M7 : OAS: AN ANICE #)
ORTL : AONA = LA : 7il : hov- 1 (LA : LH = ANR Y -
I 2 4T AL )] om. CE* + A%

2. (MA-: 71 : 0ot 2 COLELT . oA 1 A4 : UIC 2) H9°NA :
ARrkfrar- 1 oitdear- @ Wt 09.8B5F ¢ (OANCY- ¢
Tpffav- 1)] om. CE* A’

plus 5 or 6 major characteristic readings:
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1. (... D0 £ 978 =) ORI -deav- « 95T 1 A-iHY, 1] ORI, : CE?
+ A%+ 1

2. ®LAAY, : hC f 1A ] om. ch-C 2 CE' + A%

3.(ML : avi e P50 ) WThae g ] HThaeih, ¢ A0t
CE*M + A% Hthav7h, : 0AAT? : BY);

4. NAOT : "¢N7 ¢ @ D% 1 oo : NG ¢ FHIE ¢ LG 1 DA
7P 7:] 7h: (also E°) NAdY ¢ hav : 7°NC ¢ TN 1 01LFT «
1907 : @0 : @FPLY O : CE + A%

5. Ll ) O0PE : Lae : CM A’ 0L00 N0 : EY

6. @Mk ¢ @0l 2 (Lo~ 1] O ¢ 4.L°4L 1 ORTHS : M ¢
a7l 1 P50 2 [rubr.] N ¢ [sic] P740 1 P50 ¢ E* @14 ch-
LLGL 1 ORTNG 1 “MNC ¢ AR : ML avdn: P50: C
OTérch- i LLGL: ORTNG : TARI°GU-: AAlNT : 1ML -
avpdN 1 P50 A%

and at least one minor characteristic reading:

oot : A7H : B&NA- 1] OH7F : A7H : S0A- : CE* + A%

Even more delicate is the situation in miracle VIIL, too short to provide a
full documentation. Here, there is no trace of a connection A? - E°, but
there are indications of a connection A - CE*, based on the following data:

two possible conjunctive errors:

1710 = BATR 2) Ok 7704 ¢ (AAFT 9)] b 2 “10Eav- : EY + A?
(A £ “10C = C). The plural is perhaps attracted by the verb; the er-
ror is possibly polygenetic;

2. OA@D-L LA : ORINLA: o0l : 9°L2°C:] ORINEA: om.C
OATNEA 2 @0 2 9°LC 2 om. E* A? (but also with E'V?);

one major characteristic reading: (last word of the miracle in the other
mss.) @MA® :] HNavH 1 AP : add. E* Hhool : LAPP ¢ AlMT 2 add. C
@Ak ¢ m97  Hhovl : AP < add. A%

and one minor characteristic reading: (O@®LYF ) @0t : D7 ¢
No-a-k : 27 : CE* + A%

2.6. The relationship between A’CE* and B'CE*M.

To conciliate the kinship between CE* and A? and that between B'CE*M would
be very difficult, if all these mss. are put on the same level. But one fact is evi-
dent, namely, that the coincidence between CE* and A does not superpose itself
on those of CE* with B'M and of A? with E’; on the contrary, it begins where
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the second stops, 1. e. in the first half of miracle VIL; here, the last two significant
readings linking A? with E° (cp. above ®@0%7: ... AA : BavOA- : hav :
MANA = AdT 1 aPARNT 1] AavF: 1 A’E’) and @00 1 CAY ¢ AANOY- ¢
OLPT: AT : hI5T « A7« Lavhd\ : hav : av (1P 1] OO0 : CAY +
ANNAY- ¢ @8 « AT : T ¢ @av Nl : AdTF ¢ LavO- 1 A’FP) are
followed, some lines after in the text, by the first significant reading linking CE*
with A? (see above @A"Y, ¢ for ORI A~av- : MG ¢ A7 IHY, £, which is
also common to L, or otherwise the omission of MAYY, : AN : L°MA : 1 :
Aav- 1 some words after). There is only one exception to this non-overlapping,
that is the minor variant A“70~F ¢ Q-0 = hC2t = (B'M)/A“10~11 : CE' +
A?, seen above, in miracle IV, which is geographically isolated and intrinsically of
no great weight. So, instead of elaboratmg complex genealogical structures, all
this only means that the scribe of A’, or of a lost ancestor of this codex, has
changed, for some unknown reason, the model from which he was copying,
moving from a “E*” model to a “CE* model; and he did so exactly at some
point during the passage beween the two different families of variants.

2.7. The group E'VZ,

The position of E'V? is clear only in some miracles. In fact, we do have clear
evidence for their connection only for miracles I (which, as we have already
seen, has a position on its own also with regard to other groups of mss.), V,
VII and VIII; nothing for miracles II, ITI, IV, and VL. It could be that the lack
of evidence for these miracles is due to chance, and that E'V? are connected
even in them; but this is not very probable, given the abundance of evidence
for their connection in miracles I, V (much less for VII), and even in the very
short miracle VIII, and given also the rather complex situation of the miracles
of Gabra Manfas Qeddus and the variations already seen above for other mss.;
s0, it is better not to pronounce about the kinship of E'V? in miracles II-IV
and VI. Another problem, for the moment insoluble, is the abundance of the

evidence in miracles I, V, and VIIL, and its comparative scarcity in miracle VI.
For miracles I, V, VII and VIII, the data are as follows.

Miracle I

Two conjunctive errors or additions or omissions:

1. Ah s ONA : Otk : REONA : AA = ANANIT : @ARO : A LhN
ANAN(E : fon £ 9224 2 9.4 1] om. E'V? (this omission is not justi-
fied by a homoeoteleuton; the entire passage is @1 # a0y 1 D Ph :
0L MG : M1 2601 @MNPIF: ORTIANTT : ON0H-Y -
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Hov-g~t = hh: A : Oavick: HEONN: AA: ANANT:
OARY 1 WD 2 ANAHE 2 fotl @ 9°L 4 1.d = Ohdvl :
oAl : AL : DN VA 2 aPR ché. : 1A= 2 AR £ ... Here the text
must have been censored by the scribe).

2. AAGY 1 QAP LN (P h CF 2 A0-&E AN, ¢ LI°40 ¢ PPNAU- 1))
Ahav : P : E'V? (GMQ is asking God to be merciful with the
sinner he is protecting; if not, he wants to be united with him in the

same destiny);
and at least one major characteristic reading: @LM.A ¢ (A°MH.ANhC :

ALK L 160 )] @8N, : E'V2,

Miracle V
Not less than 11 conjunctive errors:

1.

2.

3.

10.

OAAD £ AP AN@- : A@-A-F: : aoYF 2 7] £ aP9°UC 1] OAKD AP ¢
AN@- ¢ 7N : @Ak : ooy : @710  aP9°YC 2 E'V

OOU0F : Ao-Ak: : PAN : 0T i ] @O0 ¢ AD-A-E ¢ PAN : O
V2 A@-A-k ¢ PAN £ 077 ¢ (without verb) E';

OH7 T« TV 2 6hT®h = Al 2 ANETWPT ] O : TV i b.chP :
Al 1 etc. E'V;

LoNALF s 9RPT 2 DAAYT ¢ T4 ] o0 1By s R4 s

NAAU7 ¢ E'VZ

. ORNEV : A@-Al: 1 X WG 1] ORINETT @ AO-Ak: @ aOF WG

Ele;

. OOMAT : NAAWPT : Aé- 1] OOLA : NARYT : Ré-: BV
.O@F KT ANA: AGCPT i) @avRh: tdéd s hvielh: E!

OF R 1 B4 1 O VIR,

L C:E IO 2 wLav i FRtl ] NCTe i TIm0T ¢ AL+

A73Y : E' 061 : “1n07 : (164 : @ASPH : A7 : VP

[(@&NLA= : AI°ASL : Ll : HF T 2 T 2) ORI hS-L : RI°RRD :
AN : ORI°KRL : aOF ks Wrk: : LI° 1 avARD : WP : A77H : TNA :
070 :] om. E'V? but this could be polygenetic because of the many
NA Lt /AT hE L :/h9°h L ¢« which precede)];

.0y 1 AP AN@- 1 144 ] OO0 1 AP : AN~ £ THH : E'V;

[(@HOM : @-AF: = avP°YC : OOV : 70 1] @aPI°YC = OV = 70h :
/Q70h 2 here E'V? is surely not a mistake, but a voluntary correction)];
ORI LN : bt i AP : MLt : AHNE ] ORICLILN
M0t « M 2 BTV
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11. ®ALA : OAL : 1001 1] ®ALT ¢ &1061 : E'V

with at least 21 characteristic readings (8 major and 13 minor).

Miracle VII
One conjunctive error: HOL P = AdA o~ : ONL : AL G ] om. 0N ¢
ALG : E'V? (no equivalent nor understood subject),

and one minor characteristic reading.

Miracle VIII
At least three conjunctive errors or additions or omissions (very many for
such a short miracle):

1.

N9°0-: Moot ThL : WML : ARdvl i NAONAT: Al e
T'av"d" : AH”I°l i ORIL M. : Pl : ONS: W7 : ORI°L . +
O KT : OONLA: i LATR: (2 “104- ¢ AR = 1"av" P
N9°0- : KL = (U7 : K04 2 EY) @0A@-F  Advl: : NANT : A9 ¢
ANy 2 1"av"d" 1 NaPPOA = av 71k 1 ATHL 1 cha? : OAS : ACHL: ¢
NALT ¢ @1 : VLY : OONCT ¢ 4.L74-L : @18 : A : hav : RO
OONLA ¢ (OAI°H ¢ VAT ¢ E' ut vid) @lhf: ARy« 1"av"P" :
NP : M7« (@P9°VA7 : E') AHTAAPT : @ONLA- ¢ etc. E'V

. ONAAh : MO0l 1 27 1] 00N« AF°0-F 1 ATH @ LA ¢ N@-Am- ¢

Atdvtt : KO8T : OCKET : W7H : h PO : @kt £ add. EIVE

. oMo :] O”ALTF: ARMANNC ¢ BP0 2 AL 2 B7E 2 QAd-E: ¢

AA(FT £ 1"a0"P" M57IP : OATNS- £ AA : A9°0~ : H7T ¢ add. E'VE

and at least 3 characteristic readings (2 major and 1 minor).

2.8. A possible E*W-group?

Nothing certain can be said on the relationship of the mss. E* and W for the
first seven miracles. As W is already united with A'V' (see above), it would
be very difficult to insert E* also in this group. So, the correspondences
E? - W which are found in some of these miracles, i. e.

miracle II: perhaps @WACAY? ¢ “MNE ¢ text, add. @ 1LA=: E°W, and
above all @&LTIP: ATH: L4 : text, OLTIP :
ORTNC? : E> o1TAD-P : W,

miracle III: AR¢- £ ANA 1 &AA £ text, ARE- £ ANA 1 &AN £ E2W;

miracle IV: A7H ¢ VA®@-F ¢ P0¢-¢ -1 ¢ 071 ¢ text, A7H ¢ VA@-T =
T01¢- ¢ 70 = av-hH : 07 2 EPW;

miracle VI: A7H ¢ -0 1 0701 ¢ text, A7H ¢ -1~ 1 ¢9° ¢ 070 ¢
E*W;
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miracle VI ARE ¢ b0 “10M0 ) ... @12k e 71010 = P& = text,
@17kt OOV : 7100 2 PG« W, 77011 : @A : P& 1 F2

are to be considered as mere coincidences and/or polygenetic errors.

Only in miracle VIII do we have good documentation of a unity E*~W,

with a conjunctive error

(R7H 0N ) R727R 1 AONE Y 1] £1/7h 1 ADAL P : E*W,

two major characteristic readings

. (OOALA 1) @Ol 2 27 1 A@D-AE : 1T 2 OAY 1] AOAG : O-OrBE: -

E*W

U7 2 HBwe-b : T1NCH i) N7 ¢ HESARS @ “1i0dh : W N7 ¢

HEL4-¢- ¢ (sic) "11UN0cN « B2

and three minor characteristic readings

(OGP0 1 ) HMNC ¢ .. TRIC O £ 00 2 avFnd £ EXW

2. OOLA 1] A@AY £ add. E*W

N 7 N o G R L RN o V) (I R UV

Given the special situation of miracle VIII (see above), it is difficult to

say if the different stemma codicum that we find in miracles IX to XIII, and
which just allows for E* and W going together, already begins in miracle
VIII, at least for these two mss., but of course it is probably so.

3. Grouping of the mss. in miracle IX.

The situation of miracles IX-XIII is perhaps less complex, but nevertheless
not at all simple. The stemma is different in miracle IX as compared with
that of miracles X-XIII, and even these show some minor differences.

3.1. The group CE*.

In miracle IX there is a group CE?, indicated by the following body of evidence.

1.

At least four conjunctive errors:

(a man is telling another the advantages of celebrating the commemora-
tion of some saints) (A9°7 :A9° : OAAT :) @-Afav-: L LL@-N :
oO7IC : NGh~av- : ML ¢ FHOCo- 1] O7IC ¢ (1G0~a- 1 04 ¢
+heor- : & Lao-h : CEY

. 0900 ¢ NANE 1] o0 ¢ itd-: NANE: EY o0 :

ONF°0-+ : 71 ¢ +9°0F : QA : (mistake corrected by C);
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. OTNA®- 1 avART ¢ K AGvT 1 @avARNT ¢ NCYT ] O TNho- :

I°NA : AR ¢ etc. CEY;

. A7 1 £9°h f Hao(lb 1 AOT 1 ODLL 1 “Thlea- ] OOCL 1 om.

CE*;

and at least 6 characteristic readings (2 major and 4 minor).

3.2. The group E*W.

In this miracle also a group E*W can be identified.
Six conjunctive errors:

1.

O7IC 1 N%0eav- ] ®@NC : N%A~av- : B2V,

2. 0L8aeav-: . Rho-7 : AOMnhtnov- 1] oL0A-av-: . (oo :

Aho-7nov- : W,

LOLNA . ARov : D7 AOWEY 2 PR e L W7 O <]

Axav : om. E>W;

. (ORI°LLTL ) VA < HPO : A9°NL.07 ... (0-A-k : &Pah) 1] om.

E’W (without VA= ¢ HPON : A9°N.L7 2, 1. e. GMQ, where it is not clear
who is the killer);

. (two mistakes) @avhaA : ... hav : Bh7 ¢ AhlFov- 1] OVAD : ...

Nov : En7 « Ahtot: « E2W;

. aoAR W 1 RAavt . wavARWt i ANCTT i) avARR . NCYT

@avAR T < NCYT 1 E2W;

and 11 characteristic readings (7 major and 4 minor).

3.3. The group LM.

Also a group LM exists. The evidence is the following.

Two conjunctive errors:

L (@BMAe: AP 4LV i) mavpe: Dov i HBALE :] Aho-7 :

Al Th : LM

L @S0 2 (17771 1] @Bhy: lhae : H(, ¢ (GMQ, to whom God is

speaking, had said before: ACMLAPL ¢ AN ¢ T ¢ ATLm@- : 16 :
THICY 2);

and 4 characteristic readings (3 major and 1 minor).

3.4. The group EWV2.

Aethiopica 3 (2000) 70



Some philological problems in the “Miracles” of Gabra Manfas Qeddus

Also a group E'V? exists, with no conjunctive error but with some major
characteristic readings.
Six major characteristic readings (no minor characteristic reading):

1. havndy, 1] 9°0Néh. « BV

2. 09°%F : PNC : AAL P ] “MNC ¢ om. E'V;

3. @71 : 190~av- ] OYICav- : (19000~ : E' (07N ¢ E'[11])V? (error,
but possibly polygenetic);

4, OAN®-, : NCAD- : ®LT0LH £ hav : 0hS ] ONNO-YL, : L1000 ¢
v : 0h : E' oA+, : hav : Och S : V7

5. 0&MLA° : A@-Ak: : NAN, (] 0LSMLA° : ANAA, £ V 0LS0LA- : E

6. LMLA> : A@-AE: 1 NAN, ] NAA, £ om. E'V2

4. Grouping of the mss. in miracles X-XIII.

Beginning with miracle X things change abruptly. The couple CE* disap-
pears, in favor of a group CE?*W; the group E'V? also disappears, and a new
group E*V? appears in miracles XII and XIII. The group LM seems to be
maintained. Inside the group CE*W, there seems to be a sub-group E*W,
although the existence of a sub-group CW in miracles XI and XII, con-
trasting with E*W, cannot be excluded categorically (but not in the opinion
of the present writer).

4.1. The group CE*W.
Miracle X

4 conjunctive errors:

1. @oh(C : AT < hae : 0,570 :] om. CE*W (no homoeoteleuton);

2. 0hC: At Ao-Ak: AN 2 AN P00 : 05T : PAD ]
ahC i AT AO-RE  AIPO-AE AN £ P00 2 D570 2 C oo s
At s AD-AE : NAN, @ A ¢ AN, ¢ HPO : ©51h @ B v :
At A9°@-At: : NAA, 1 000 : W57« W,

3. @LMNA ¢ AMLAY ¢ ALY 2 1"00" P 2 90T 1 FAPL  RONC £ Ah ¢
DL ¢ AlFT ¢ ARMA- : ARG 1 4P LNt T9NA ¢ 150~ : @0l :
20 1] 97 1 — AR“MLA- £ om. CE*W;

4. See below, Group CW;

plus 16 characteristic readings.

Miracle XI

2 conjunctive errors:
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1. ®mPP : ARav : 0y < U0 : (A9 ] OMPP : ool @ FHNS- 2 1290 =
CE*W;;

2. (0N = CAR: 0704 : @19°C ¢ ... OOLL-: hRL 2 O : NCOEST <)
ONAAGD- : Ph- ¢ @0 1 (L 2 avP LA 1] om. CEZW,

plus 7 characteristic readings (3 major and 4 minor).

Miracle XTI
No conjunctive error, and only one major characteristic reading (this mira-
cle is fairly short):

OCAHS: : av P4V : CI0 ] ONCY- : 22am-m ¢ add. CE*W;

plus two other minor characteristic readings.

Miracle XIII

4 conjunctive errors:

1. A THLh £ 719 OANASD- : 100 2] 100 £ om. CE*W;

2. (MAAAN, : AAM.ANNC = R7H 2 S0A- ) 7°1C : ARaD : 0y 2 Rav-y :
a1 A0 : TACT- 1 £794- 1] hav : L7714 1 Ahav 1 hYy 1 hav-y s
HA-: 7°1C = ORACT: C hov: L7594 : ARov : DYy : hovy:
0 A- 1 TAC"k : E? B7°14- £ AAaD : 'y : hao-y 1 ao-FRCTE 1 Q- 1 W

L OLRT L BA) £ ACMHAYT £] B0 ¢ om. CE*W;

4. AHAR ché. : Bt TAI°L ) W't : ARG OT° ¢ OO 1 PR hé. :
Mo 1 LN TINLL . (a7t 1 AT10T 1)) ALLR 6
AN7E: PR G hLot: RN : @0 184 EX HERME :
AWk 1 PR MG 1 mSob 1 BN 1 @71IRL ¢ W OAHAR hE: :
AN7 L 2 R WG 2 BN BT : @711LL : C;
plus 16 characteristic readings (8 major, among which one with very

strong conjunctive value, and 7 minor).

To these readings the following must also be added. They unite only CW,
but as E* is wanting for about one third of this miracle, and these readings cov-
er precisely this space, one must admit that they were common also to E?, if
this long passage existed also in this manuscript. There are 2 conjunctive errors:

1. @aoF k- 2 T8PNET : IOEQPCET ¢ (WAPF A= 1 (1Aeav- : A0 1))
@R k- : ITOEaARDT : NCYTT 1 CW;

2. RI°PEY, 1 A" : AOM4-GN0 ¢ (AN 1 ZPEN )] P57, : AOM.450 =
CW;

(58]

and 5 characteristic readings (3 major and 2 minor).

4.2. The sub-group E*W.
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As has been said, a sub-group E*W seems to appear very clearly only in
miracles X and XIII.

Miracle X:
one conjunctive error: Mch& ¢ AP : aINEC : OFLL 2 aPPL :
ROV 1] 710 : @9°LL 2 Wt £ Neh& 1 E2W,

with 7 characteristic readings (6 major and 1 minor).

Miracle XTII
2 conjunctive errors:

1. A70  NCch- : ZEE@89av-t 1 (WI°hav : @RAKN- : A9°hCw : h9°P :
)] Che  om. E*W

2. (AHAR hé.: Wrh: TAI°L:) Ri: RA&a&: N9 : o0t :
aF hé. : BT i BN T1ULL : (N1t 2 A710F 1))
AHLA MG : ANTE 2 X hG @ hGO1 : BN : 071184 : B
HER M6 : ANTE: X WG : ot : BN : 0711840 : W
(DAHAR hE- : ARTE : PR hG ¢ L4 2 MGt : 071184 ¢ C,

cp. above CE*W, conjunctive errors);

plus one minor characteristic reading.

Miracle XI
no material at all for a classification of a group E*W.

Miracle X1II
one conjunctive error: (ML : AD-At: ACP: AGh: OPC )
OCAY : O-Ak: PAN: A0-Ak: ACU-: (ONLL: AdA: Ok
NCO-EP7 1)) om. E*W. (It is true that this passage is also very confused in
other mss., in which also parts of this sentence are wanting).

There is also one minor characteristic reading: @AAL : (LI : BAGTF ]
OOA? : LN, = BAYTF : E°W.

4.3. The sub-group CW.

The existence of a sub-group CW, contrasting with E*W because of the fact of
having ms. W in common, could be suspected in miracles X, XI and XII. This
suspision could be encouraged by the fact that, as we have seen, evidence for a
sub-group E*W is not so clear in miracles XI and XII. But it is probably not so.
Apart from the fact that no conjunctive error uniting C and W is present in mira-
cles XTI and XITI, in each case of concordance between C and W, a presence of E*
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can also be admitted, with a subsequent change peculiar only to this manuscript;
the same can be said for the other mss. also.

Miracle X

Here the existence of a sub-group CW is difficult to admit because of the
assured existence of E*W. It would be characterized by the following con-
junctive error: @B(LA= : AM.AY: ... 9% ¢ T4 PL : A9NC : Ah:
OLNA= : AMT: ARMA- 2 ARo? : &P MR : 190 1 @0t
I 1] OLLA- AT 2 AD  AMLAY ¢ post @I ¢ add. CW, but it
can be admitted that it is common to CE*W, and that E* has corrected it
subsequently. The other error by CW is an homoeoteleuton, and as such
polygenetic: @AM : (1 ¢ AON ¢ AGAT° = @IPAANF : HAAND, :
Pt ] 16 : — A%A9° : om. CW (homoeoteleuton).

There is also a major characteristic reading: @HOAM : N@-At: : A7 :
GAY- 1] OHOM : (@At 2 A N7 2 @L.PP : TAU- : CW, which can be inter-
preted also as a common reading CE*W with @4.9¢ ¢ eliminated subsequent-
ly by E? by mere error on its part inside the group. There is also a minor char-
acteristic reading: @SLA= ¢ ... 59107 : ML M- 2] om. 570a? : CW, but this
is too scarce an evidence on which to build a branch, and besides the passage

is full of other cases of Ich& /A& - ¢, and another 4919° .

Miracle XI
As has been said, all the major characteristic readings are doubtful, as all of
them are explicable by an original reading common also to E*:

1. oML s Al : 0T @ ALk : ORI°R A : AVav ¢ ON1°10 :] OH7 T :
NA=: Al : @0t : Lk : OAPRA: (OAT : HHhg : Avor :
@010 : W OHFt : N0= : Rl 2 &HH 2 L&7ch 2 Anh = 00T : 194 ¢
OAPR A ¢ 10T : FHY : AYow : @010 : C. In E? oW : —
AMh4- ¢ is wanting, but it is an homoeoteleuton because of another
AYav : @110 ¢ which precedes ®H7 T £;

2.7 ¢ TRICHC : @8 o 2 RIPANY ¢ AT i) ORI ¢ AL ¢
AP Pav- ¢ add. CW (the saint is speaking to a lion and a leopard); a
very common sentence, which can explain the reading by polygenesis;

3. @BNLA~ar- 1 . ARA 1 VAAL : @0V (L 2 a0PRA: Tk 1 AVOD
o0 :)] ®SMLAav- : . ALHAN ¢ AWTTF : OAL PG T : A7 Hav- :
Ah: (A — C) 0t : NCN LT : CW 0LMA=av-: . AA: (LT ¢
NCALL7 : E* The elimination of AdhH : — A771aP- : could be an in-
itiative of E* that all three mss. go together is demonstrated by the irreg-
ular A = (bt £ NCALET 2, which is almost incomprehensible;
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4. havH G4 hao : ANA ] AdeT7k : A7040 @ @99°C : add. C Al ¢
KA = @79°C = add. C. The elimination of this addition could be an ini-
tiative of E? only;

5.0 : ... OR7PA : (F 2 NCOEST = AYav @ @010 ] @14 ¢ etc.
CW. It is almost an error, but E* omits the passage @&h(: 2/@9M4- ¢ —
0t : NCOLET7 ¢, most probably by way of homoeoteleuton, because
CW, and presumably E? have (b1 : @®P£0 ¢ instead of (T : NCA-LL7 ¢
,and (b1 £ PPN ¢ is also present immediately before @&l =/@14- 2;

6. MAAD~ : ANh = BOGP-7 1] post MNAD* : add. ché&av- : CW. The elim-
ination of ché&aP- 1 could be an initiative of E?, because of a linguistic
taboo (“and having butchered [them]”).

The same holds true for the minor characteristic readings:

1. ®OA9°0 : avF hé. 1] ®N9°0 : A7H : L4901 1 avF hé. : CW. E? can-
not insert A7H ¢ &40 : because instead of @AY®0 ¢ “he heard” it has
@A0av = “he kissed”;

2. @05 ¢ (object: a sheep and a cow, already mentioned) @0l ¢ (L1 ¢
NnCote7 1] Avor : 0910 : add. W. 77k ¢ AYar : 0(°10 ¢ add. C.
Two hypotheses are possible: either E* has simply eliminated a redun-
dant indication, or the sub-archetype had a reading like that of C, a real
mistake, improved by W, and eliminated altogether by E?;

3. Aok OA ¢ VG 2] A= ONA : C Itaeov- 1 ANA ¢ W, Only
O0A ¢ in E?, which could have omitted f*A= ¢/l A»a@®- ¢ because of an
individual initiative.

Miracle XII

For a possible sub-group CW, more or less the same can be said as in miracle

XI. There is no conjunctive error, and all the characteristic readings can be in-

terpreted as an original reading of CE*W/, with E? innovating inside its group.
Major characteristic readings:

1. AP : (LK = BOAYT 2] Ohlé& @ ONAP : (L, : BA%T ¢ @ 1PAN, :
CW. E? eliminates ®@chédi ¢ and @ 1PAN, ¢ on its own initiative (the
first [“he butchered it”] maybe for reasons of taboos as above, XI:6);

2. @hH? ] @ONE : add. CW. Idem;

3. @ARAYL : Hho 2 AP :] A : @Fav : add. CW (the text speaks of a
thief who has stolen and eaten a chicken; during the night, the owner of
the chicken hears its cry). Idem;

4. (MCAHY : av P(LV- : CIO 1) @lhN : gt ] ohCr-: CIow 1 CW.
Here E? is illegible.
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Minor characteristic readings

1. (OCAKY &) av PGV~ ¢ (CIO )] av PGV : AONS-E : CW. Here again
E? is illegible.

4.4. The group LM.
The existence of a group LM is based on the following evidence.

Miracle X

No conjunctive error. Two major characteristic readings:

10N : DA 1 OFEL: Hah ) AGECP 1] FRCP: AT : LM
(almost an error);

2. (@BNA° £ Al : PLav( : MCH- 1) I°Ravth 1] F°Ravy : LM
and 4 minor characteristic readings.

Miracle XI
Two conjunctive errors:

1. (@& : Adh: 0At : AL-E:) OAIRh: AYav : ©0°10 : A7H :
Lo : N: O+ LT : olh: NES T BRINA 1]
ORI R h ¢ — NFTF : om. LM;

2. (00°10%, ¢ Favae : Nav : A7 AL ) RIPONT 2 THEA 2] ONE- ¢
oM ov- : 1 AONE £ “PH6. = M;

plus 5 characteristic readings (3 major and 2 minor).

Miracle XII
The existence of this group relies on very scanty evidence: no conjunctive error
and no major characteristic reading. Only two minor characteristic readings:

1. ®OF A~ : A=av- ] A NA 2 VIC ¢ add. LM
2. OCALN, : AD-At: : ACVP ) OCALA, : &ACP : LM.

Miracle XIII

Two conjunctive errors:

1. (0AF ¢ ™k : HIE =) N0 ¢ BATNOTF ... oNhe : AL 0C ] Nhe ¢
om. LM
2. @ARN- : A°NCY : AI°P : (OAANLY,  Al--h :)] ORADN- : LM;

plus 7 characteristic readings (3 major and 4 minor).
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4.5. The group E*VZ%
The group E*V? seems to exist only in miracles XII-XIII.

Miracle XTI
One conjunctive error: ®NLH ¢ @074 : OO : 190 : @Kk : ACP ¢
.. OO0 : N9A ¢ ACWP : OARAPL : Hav : (AP : (Al : SAh ¢
AAT 2 O 2 @Ak ACd 2)] @R 2 add. B @ PhA ¢ add. V (it
is clear that there is no space for verbs like “to knock” or “to hurry™);

plus two major characteristic readings.

Miracle XTII
Two conjunctive errors:

1. OAPT t A4 ¢ HFAICC ¢ ... 791C 1] ORT T 2 RMA « BTRI°4 ¢ ...
7°1e- = EYV?
2. A7H £ &0A- 1] om. &NA- £ E*V?

plus two characteristic readings (one major and one minor).

The results of this second part are very clear, although, to my mind, fairly com-
plex. If we take into account (as was stressed at the beginning of this paper) the
principle of conjunctive errors, as is done in every sound “neo-Lachmannian”
method (instead of that of marginal similarities, which is still so widespread in
Ethiopian studies), we realize that the manuscript tradition of the Miracles is pre-
cisely the opposite of that of the Life: whereas the latter was stable and univocal,
the former is extremely composite and diversified, not only with different groups
from one miracle to another (miracles I, II-VII, VIIIL, IX, X-XIII; see above and
the conclusions, below), but also inside the same miracle (miracle VII; see above).
What this can mean from the cultural point of view is difficult to tell at present, as
was said at the beginning of this paper, but it is clear that we can draw at this point
two important conclusions. The first is that we are confronted here with a well-
known phenomenon, the difference between the redaction of the “Life” and that of
the “Miracles” in a gadl, which in the present case, far from being a working hy-
pothesis, has been philologically demonstrated in the most evident way. The sec-
ond is that the cultural interlacement, or even the interplay, of the different scribal
and monastic traditions is even more complex than could have been imagined
before. This is also demonstrated, in our case, by clear philological data, instead of
being supposed on the basis of mere historical considerations, which in many in-
stances are rather generic and uncertain in character. Our general conclusion can-
not be different from the statement that philology has given us a clear and, so to
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speak, aseptic indication, fully in keeping with its true nature, towards the inter-
pretation of historical and cultural phenomena of paramount importance.

I1I Conclusions

In short, the genealogical tree of the manuscripts in the “Miracles” of Gabra
Manfas Qeddus can be summarized as follows.

a. According to the Miracles:
1. Miracle I: A'V'W (VW) A’E° B’CE'L E'V?
2. Miracles I to VII:  A'V'W(V'W) B!CE*M(CEY) AZE°E'V? (docu-
mented only in miracles V and VII)
3. In the miracle VII, towards the end of the first half, the groups

B!'CE*M and A’E’ disappear, and a group A’CE* appears instead.
4. Miracle VIII (Na°od):  E*W E'V?

5. Miracle IX: E*'W CE* LM E'V?

6. Miracles X to XIII: CE*W(E*W) LM E*V? (attested only in miracles
XI-XII)

b. According to the manuscripts:

1. A'V'W(V'W) Miracles I-VII
2. B°’CE*L Miracle I
3. B'CE*M(CE") Miracles II to VII (A*CE* in part of VII)
4. A’F° Miracles I to VII (A*CE* in part of VII)
5.E'V? Miracles I, V, VII, VIII
6. E>W Miracles VIII, IX
7. CE’W(E’W)  Miracles X to XIII
8. CE* Miracle IX
9. LM Miracles IX to XIII
10. E'V? Miracles IX, XII, XIII

Summary

The philological examination of the genealogical tree of the “Miracles” of Gabra Manfas
Qeddus, based of course on the principle of conjunctive errors and not on that of mar-
ginal similarities, has shown two important phenomena: 1. that not just one, but at least
six different stemmas (for miracles I, II-VII, VIII, IX, X-XIII) can be identified; and 2.
that none of these stemmas has the slightest relationship with those already identified for
the “Life”. This involves an important historical consequence, because it demonstrates
the profound difference, which has always been supposed in hagiography, between the
redaction of the “Life” and that of the “Miracles” of the same saint.
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