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Der Teufel ist ein Optimist, wenn er glaubt, daR er
die Menschen schlechter machen kann.
(Kraus 1912, 131)

1 Eznik’s Views on the Origin of Evil and Free Will

Written around 441-448 by Eznik of Kolb, the text commonly known
under the title of Refutation of the Sects is one of the earliest origi-
nal Armenian works. It has been preserved in one manuscript only,
and was first published in Smyrna in 1763, possibly from another now
lost manuscript.* After the editio princeps, other editions followed,
the most important of them being the two critical editions published
in the 20th century by Mariés and Mercier (1959a, together with a
French translation: 1959b), and by Minasean (1992) respectively. The
text, being anepigraphic in the manuscript tradition, has since 1763
been given a number of titles: Book of Refutations, Refutation of the
Sects, Speeches of Refutation, Speeches against the Sects, and On
God (De Deo). The latter, suggested by Maries, emphasises its char-
acter of theological treatise on the nature and oneness of God, where
positive theses are followed by arguments against the chosen oppo-
nents - the Zurvanites, the Greek philosophers, and Marcion -, who,
conversely, all maintain the dualistic principle of evil (the OAn for the
Greek philosophers and Marcion, Ahriman for the Zurvanites) and
good (God or Ohrmazd).?

Eznik addresses the question of the nature and origin of evil and
its relation to human freedom of the will in §§ 33-62. In this sec-
tion, relying mostly on Methodius of Olympus’ De Autexusio,* he dis-
cards the idea that evil is uncreated or created by God: evil entered
the world through the devil’s jealousy/envy and disobedience,” and
through man’s ensuing disobedience and sin:

1 Girk‘enddimut‘eanc‘ arareal i srboy Eznakay Kotbacwoy 1762 [but 1763]; on the man-
uscript and printed tradition of Eznik’s work, see Minassian 1984 and 1987; Minasean
1992, 1: 50-76; Orengo 1996, 24-6.

2 Maries, Mercier 1959b, 543-4; see also Mariés 1924, 30-1; for a brief presentation
of the context, content, and character of Eznik’s work, see Bruns 2007; Orengo 2014,
804-8.

3 Paragraphs 4-56 and 353-4 of Eznik’s text are essentially an occasionally reworked
translation of Methodius’ De Autexusio, as first noted by Galemk‘earean at the end of
the 19th century (Galémk‘earean 1919). On Eznik’s dependence on Methodius and his
translating choices and style, see Orengo 2016; on the question of free will in Eznik
and his dependence on the thought and text of Methodius, see also Zeilfelder 2017.

4 Zeilfelder rightly notes that Eznik does not deal with the existence of an ‘evil’ emotion
(jealousy/envy) before evil came into existence, commenting that “man kann nicht be-
haupten, dass Eznik das Problem sonderlich elegant gelost hétte” (Zeilfelder 2017, 277).
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Wutidp, tipt Uwwnwiw(j]” sup quuniiquit) dwpnm Wuniwon
hdtwgwi, Juud npnfj]l qiwpnd juy@ juidwpbgnyg. [..] GL
wnpn, uyhlglpl swpbwg qhwhwbal wubdp, b ghwhowba
junwilh] quunnl wwwnnibn G qeuphu®t juihtwquinniphbiks,
gh Wunniwéd wybwlku wnwit) quunnd ywuwnlitwg, G Gnpu
wluwunmtwy qpilyltg quuumnlthpuab : Niunh quudtiugbh hiy,
nn 1hlth swp, ny phniptudp qun ghwnbidp, w gh wnwag judwugh
Wumnniwon) gnpoh@ hpp hiy, 1hthb swap : (Eznik, 1, 12 [§§ 47.48]; Mi-
nasean 1992, 1: 162.163, 1. 503-4.547-51; cf. Meth., Aut., XVIII; Vail-
lant 1930, 809, 11. 9-13)

We say that Satan realized it was evil for man to disobey God, and
for that reason he made the man want to do it. [...] Thus we say
that that jealousy is the beginning of evils, and that jealousy comes
from the superabundance of honor given to man, and those evils
come from his disobedience. Because God has so honored man the
more, and he disobeyed and rejected His command. From this we
know that everything that becomes evil is not naturally evil, but it
becomes evil because it is accomplished outside the will of God.
(Blanchard, Young 1998, 58.60)°

Following Methodius’ argument, Eznik is adamant in supporting the
existence of free will: Satan and man knew the difference between
good and evil, and the rightness or wrongness of an action depend
on how that action is willed.®

Tw’, b pn 1hith huy Swnwbw(jlh jUunniwodn; ghnwg, bph
wluwumt) nidlp Wumniwény gwip E &L ng pwph [...] : 61 Juub
wjlnnhy jhpwirh mwiek qiw Wumniwo, gh ghnt gpuphtd Go
ng wnbk GL hiniwn E guph@ G ng funpph : [..] Lw' b quiwpnnfj]
jhpwirh wubtidp Yptip wwwmnihwu pbn npng, gnpohgk, pwbqh
Juidwr tppwy] jniunid wywhuh hpwg, jnpng, jnpdwud o
Qwudhgh, b d&ybk yupnn b pwigh &1 judbnb, &1 qudtingh
n1ih hpluwbiniphil, gnpnf)] ghtw Gppw()], BT Yuptil, gnp hig
Qwuhgh wnbk) : (Eznik, I, 12 [§ 48.49]; Minasean 1992, 1: 163, 1L
552-3.555-7.564-7; cf. Meth., Aut., XVIII; Vaillant 1930, 811, 11. 6-7.9-
11.14-15; 813, 11. 1-3)

So too, when Satan came into being from God, he knew that is evil
and not good for someone to disobey God. [...] And for this reason
God rightly makes him suffer: for he knows the good and does not

5 Here and hereafter, my changes to Blanchard and Young’s translation are in italics.
Unless otherwise noted, all other translations are mine.

6 Eznik, I, 10 (8§ 35-41); Minasean 1992, 1: 160-1, 11. 375-423.
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doit, and he is well-versed in evil, yet does not avoid it. [...] And con-
cerning man also, we say that he rightly endures punishment for
the things that he does. Because willingly he undertakes the study
of such things, which he could avoid if he so willed. Because he has
the sovereignty over willing and not willing, after which comes
the ability to do whatever he wills. (Blanchard, Young 1998, 60-1)

Free will is not the power to choose a pre-existent evil (which would
leave the way open to cosmological dualism), but it makes man the
one and only cause of his own obedience or disobedience to God:

GL wpn, juw b, ph whabhpuwb tnbr dupn wndb gpunh G
dwbi h pwn. hpp ng Gk swp hty woweh Yuyp, jup dwhgh, wi wb
tiLtip wnweh Juyn Juw'd whuw) Wunniwon), ju'd smbuwy, G qingl
Litp wuwmbwn sunphl hdwbwy. (Eznik, I, 11 (§ 45); Minasean 1992,
1: 161, 11. 471-4; cf. Meth., Aut., XVII; Vaillant 1930, 801, 11. 3-5)

And so it is clear that man was free to do good and to dare evil. It is
not as if some evil thing existed first, which he might dare; but only
this existed first - either to obey God or not to obey, and only this
can be considered the cause of evil. (Blanchard, Young 1998, 56)

As a consequence, evil is the result of a free and deliberate intellec-
tual choice. Nevertheless, both in Methodius and Eznik, this stance
is tempered by the topos of Satan’s deception:

Oputu jnpdwd hgk np nipnip pRhwdh G pwpnighug
griwdniphidll’ qunu Juwdhgh Jawulg [...] GL Gnpw nibwy
Junyunwyh h Ytndhu pwptjuiniptwb Ytndwinptwyg [...]
qurgnulunud ddw Jhwuwunpu phjunnptw) junpdtignigudhgt.
(Eznik, I, 12 [§ 47]); Minasean 1992, 1: 162, 1. 504-5.509-11; cf.
Meth., Aut., XVIII; Vaillant 1930, 805, 11. 1-2.7-10)

Because when someone is an enemy to others, he conceals the en-
mity and wishes to injure stealthily. [...] And when he [i.e. Satan]
heard, dissembling at once in counterfeit friendship [...], giving him
[i.e. the man] advice, caused him to consider harmful the things
useful to him. (Blanchard, Young 1998, 58)

That Adam sinned out of ignorance and because of Satan’s decep-
tion is a view shared also by other Church fathers, such as Origen
and Gregory of Nyssa: evil was not originally chosen qua evil, but
because it was mistaken for good (see Ramelli 2013, 178). Indeed,
Methodius seems here to embrace ethical intellectualism: the Ser-
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pent “instigated” (mapwpunoe)” and “persuaded” (neicag; £meioe)®
man to disobey God’s order, leading him astray® and talking him in-
to doing something that he subsequently did thinking it was good.
The topos of Satan’s plot to harm man and of his jealousy and envy
towards him is well attested in 5th-century Armenian literature, too
(Stone 2013, 26-7). Yet, in this respect, Eznik’s translation of Metho-
dius appears occasionally to emphasise man’s disobedience as an act
of free will over the devil’s instigation: Satan “made (the man) want
(or ‘choose’)” (yjwrdwntgnjg)*® to transgress God’s commandment,
“gave (him) advice” (phjunptuy),** and “emboldened” him (or “gave
[him] the arrogance”) (dwntgnjg) to do so.*?

2 “If Man Had Received Such a Nature...”: Eznik I, 11 (§ 45)
and the History of Its Textual-critical Interpretation

Eznik stresses man’s freedom of the will over Satan’s instigation al-
so in § 45, where he argues that man learned evil and disobedience
through the teaching of someone else (i.e. the devil), yet he was not
forced to do it. Accordingly, when Methodius speaks of Satan as “the
one who teaches evil [...] to man”, Eznik reworks his Vorlage, calling
the devil “an instigator but not a constrainer”, and replacing Methodi-
us’ original quotation of Jer 13:3 with another scriptural allusion to Gen
8:21, which he glosses “whoever is inclined (towards evil), is inclined
willingly and not under someone else’s constraint”. If these amplifica-
tions are justified by the above-said attitude, the textual form of this
passage in the Armenian version shows some peculiar readings com-

7 '00gv kad £ig TobTO MApwppnoe OV Gbpwiov (reconstructed Greek text from the Slav-
ic version; Aut., XVIII; Vaillant 1930, 803, 1. 17).

8 Kai obtw netoag PAGBNY mowjoeTan ¢ dvBpwiy (reconstructed Greek text from the
Slavic version; Aut., XVIIL; Vaillant 1930, 805, 1. 9); £newoe tov GrOpwmov LiepOHivat TN
£vTodnp Tob Oe0D (reconstructed Greek text from the Slavic version, Vaillant 1930, 807, 1. 2).

9 Methodius speaks of the man as téyvaig 6 movyidaig SparovToCg EKIETWD, “[the one]
who has fallen because of the variform trickeries of the Serpent”, also in the final hymn
in Symp., XI (see Ramelli 2013, 272 [italics added]); see also Meth. Res. II, 1, where the
devil is said to have “deceived [man] into disobeying”. However, one should not forget
that a common view was that God does not allow man to be tempted beyond his strength;
as a consequence, the responsibility for sin lays with the individual, not with Satan, and
definitely not with God (see, for example, Origen, Princ., III, 5-7).

10 Jwul npnj] qiwpnbjuyh jurdwnptgn)g (Eznik, I, 12 [§47]; Minasean 1992, 1: 162, 1.
504). Significantly, the only Greek equivalent given in the NHBL for jurdwuptigniguitid
is mpoatpéopat, which is connected with the idea of ‘free choice’ (mpoaipeoig) (Awe-
tikean et al. 1836, 2: 380).

11 Luw Jhwuwlwupub phunptw) Jupdtignigubhgt (Eznik, I, 12 [§ 47]; Minasean
1992, 1: 162, 11. 510-1).

12 Jdubgnig pptwdh quunn whgwit] ghpwdwiwid Gunniwon) (Eznik, I, 12 [§47];
Minasean 1992, 1: 162, 1. 523).
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pared to its supposed Greek original. The text has a long history of at-
tempted emendations and interpretations, the problem being particu-
larly the meaning of the unreal conditional clause that (for the moment)
could be translated “if man had received such a nature, then a teach-
ing would not have been given to him by the nature of (a) creature and
by the divine books [i.e. Scripture]”. Some scholars postulate an omis-
sion in the transmitted text and argue for emending it,** while others,
notwithstanding some apparent lack of perspicuity, leave it as it is.*
The whole passage reads as follows:

008& < yap> AayévnTov TALTNV TIG €imelv £xel, To0
moijoavtog adTnV 6vTog yevntol. Maviwg §& mobev
ToUTO TO Mapakoloal {NTHOELG. ANAG KETTaAl oadR§ EV
TwiBeiaypadfi, 66ev oude Tololitov oV AvBpwrov podg
100 B0l yeyovévat dnui, katd 8& trv Tivog SiSaokaAiav
TolTo memovBéval Aéyw' o08E yap Tolaltnv < Av>
dVoY eiAndmg 6 dvBpwTiog: € yap olTwG €ixev, obk
av adTt® kata Sidackaliav ToliTo TPOCEYEVETO, TiG
dUoEWS alTRg 0UTWG Exoliong. Aéyel 8¢ Tig Bela pwvn
pepadnkéval Tov avlpwrov ta ovnpd: Si8dokecat §’
a0TOV PNULTO TTapakoLELY B0l TolTo yap Kal MovVov 0Tl
TO Kakov, 6 tapd TNV tod Beod mpoaipeoty yivetal. O
yap obvkad’ £autovTod TovneoV dvepwTiog SISAoKETAL.
‘0 81840KwV TOlVUV [TO KAKOV] E0TIV O S§pAKwY, [[MPdC
avTo0 B0 yeyovwig: 616ATKeL 6€ TOV AvBpwov EMLoXElV
BovAduevog ano tod vyiotov (kpeittovog). (Meth., Aut.,
XVII; Vaillant 1930, 801, Il. 8-16; 803, ll. 1-4; reconstructed
Greek text from the Slavic version in italics)

For no one can say that it [i.e. man’s disobedience]
is without an origin, when its author had an origin.
However, you will certainly ask whence this disobedience
did arise; but this is clearly stated in the divine
scripture, which is why | say that man has not been
made by God as such, but | say that he has known it [i.e.
disobedience] through the teaching of someone. Indeed,
man had not received such a nature; for if this were the
case, itwould not have befallen him by teaching, because
that very nature would have had control. A divine word
says that man “has learned evil” [Jer 13:23]; I say that he
has been taught to disobey God. For this alone is evil:
what occurs in opposition to the wish of God. For man
would not learn evil by itself. Therefore, he who teaches
[evil] is the Serpent, created by that same God; it is he
who teaches (evil) to man because he wants to prevent
him from attaining the higher good.

Niuwh ng np Jupk whwpwp h[@ly Gr whabwinp
qgund gnigwlity by, nupatwy, ny jupupgtl, wyy
jubuwuwmniphil nhwtw] umnibqubinnht b
jnipnip yupnuwbwniptdl npntwy, gh ny Gph
wjliwhuh hity hwunmwntw] phniptudp qiunnd
gnigwiit] : Gt whwhuh hiy ptniphid dwpnnyt
wntwy kp, www ng h plniptit wpwpwon(j] ko
juumniwdkntd Apng Gdw Jupnuwbwnniphil
paswfjJwbwyn, nputu wuk niptp wunniwdwyw
punpwng, tpb «b twb[yniphit dwpnhy h ubwdu
swph Uhwbw) &b», qh gniggh, pt np dhwhb,
Judwip dhnh b1 ny nipnip pniniptudp : Wpn,
wluwunniphidl irtkp, np wpnwpn[j] Tunniwon)
Juiwgl gnpdhgh, wuwéwn guptwg hdwbwh
E, b @dhl' quy) np Jupnuuytin dwoénil hw)[n]
L), npphy G ny ppbwnwuwhy np quupn@ b
winiptwdgh dbpjubw) judkgwe : (Eznik, 1, 11 (§
45); Minasean 1992, 1: 162, Il. 477-88)

From this no one can show that evil is an uncreated and
self-existent being, nor that (it came) from its author [i.e.
man], but it befell the transgressor out of disobedience,
and it was instigated by the teaching of someone, for
(it cannot be) shown that man has been established
as such by nature. If man had received such a nature,
then a teaching would not have been given to him by
the nature of (a) creature and by the divine books, as
the divine word says somewhere: “Mankind is inclined
from childhood towards the solicitude of evil” [see Gen
8:21], which shows that whoever is inclined, is inclined
willingly and not under someone else’s constraint. Now,
only disobedience done outside the will of God should
be taken as the cause of evils. And for this some other
hidden teacher has been reckoned to be an instigator
butnota constrainer, who willed to strip man of the good
things.

13 Galemk‘earean 1919, 63-5; Maries 1924, 104-12; Maries, Mercier 1959a, 432-3;
Maries, Mercier 1959b, 708, endnotes 154-63; Abrahamyan 1970.

14 Adonc 1926, 111-2; Minasean 1971, 175-9; Minasean 1992, 2: 69-71, endnotes on

11. 480-3.
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A quick remark on my translation of the passage, before reviewing
the history of its interpretation in modern scholarship. According to
both Minasean’s and Mariés’ punctuation of the Armenian text,** one
should consider jupwpgtl and jmliuwumnniptdl as two members of
an adversative coordination: “From this no one can show that evil is
an uncreated and self-existent being; moreover, it befell the trans-
gressor not from the Creator but out of disobedience”. In that case,
junpungtl would be certainly referring to God, and this is how the
clause is understood by Weber (1927) and Maries (Maries, Merci-
er 1959b). However, one could change the punctuation and consid-
er jwipwngtd as governed by ng np Junk [...] qsup@ gnigwbby], which
is what I do in my translation above.*® In this case, too, jupwnstl
could be evidently understood as referring to God.*” Obviously, such a
translation would fit perfectly both Eznik’s views on the origin of evil
(which does not originate from God) and his regular use of the term
(as one might expect, there are several occurrences of wpwnh; as
referring to God in his work). However, 100 motoavtog adtny 6vtog
yevntod is unmistakably referring to man, as the whole point of this
passage is to present disobedience/evil as something not innate in
man but learned. It is therefore more practical to suppose that Eznik
understood Methodius’ text correctly. And, since Eznik has present-
ed the disobedience of man as the cause of evil just few lines above,
it makes better sense to assume that he is saying that evil and diso-
bedience did not exist ab origine in their ‘doer’ or ‘author’ (i.e. man).
For that matter, Eznik employs wpwphy as referring to man as ‘au-
thor’ of evil deeds elsewhere in his work.*® If, as I think, this is the
case also in this passage, punctuation should be changed as follows:

Niumh ng np Junk wbwnpwnp hily G whabwinp geuph gniguily b,
nupdatiwy, ng jupupgtd. wypywiuwumn ik nhwtiwg unniiqutnn ht
b jnipnip Jupnuwbmniphhk npntwy.

15 Maries and Mercier’s critical text reads as follows: Niuwh ny np Jupk whwpwp
hby Gr whabwinp qeupd gnigwbly. G nwpdatw) ny jupupgkd, wy) jwbuwumniptik
nhwtw] unniiquinnhf, L jnipnip Jupnuutwnniptit npntw) (Maries, Mercier
1959a, 432 [§ 45]).

16 See also Schmid 1900; C‘aloyan 1968; Abrahamyan 1994; Orengo 1996; Zeilfelder
2004 (Blanchard and Young’s translation of this clause is rather idiosyncratic, but it
seems to me that they also understand it in this way).

17 Which is what all other translations do; see Schmid 1900 and Zeilfelder 2004
[“Schopfer”]; C'aloyan 1968 [“6ora”]; Abrahamyan 1994 [“wuwnnig”]; Orengo 1996
[“Creatore”]; Blanchard, Young 1998 (“creator”; with a small “c”, but clearly referred
to God in the translation); Arevsatjan 2008 [“Co3naTens”].

18  UWww niptdf jhpwih wuhd dwpnhly wpwunphsp swptwg (Eznik, I, 7 [§ 17]; Minase-
an 1992, 1: 158, 1. 292; cf. Meth., Aut., VIII); pwlqh dwuwlg sjuptiwg gunwdh dwpnh
wnwnhg (Eznik, I, 9 [§ 34]; Minasean 1992, 1: 160, 11. 369-70; cf. Meth., Aut., XIII).
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Galémk‘earean was the first to conjecture an omission in the trans-
mitted text, which he restored “according to the original” (i.e. the
Greek text) as follows:

9h ng tpet wbwhuh hty hwunwwbw) pniptudp qiupnd
gnigwlt) Jupl np : Gpt wbwhuh hby phniphil dwpnnih
wnbwy kp, wyw ng jnipip yupnuwbwnniphil Gdw nhwkp
wiiuwuwmniphiif, wy h panipbit wpwpwon) : G1 juumniwstnkh
gpng dw Jupnuwbtwniphid phdwywbwn. npwku wuk niptp
wunniwdwlwd puppwnt, tpt «b dwlyniptit dwnpnhy h nbwdu
suinh Uhnbw) Gb». (Galémk'earean 1919, 64 [Galemk‘earean’s
emendations in italics])

For no one can show that man has been established as such by na-
ture. If man had received such a nature, then disobedience would
have befallen him not because of the teaching of someone, but be-
cause of (his) nature of creature. And a teaching was given to him
by the divine books, as the divine word says somewhere that “man-
kind is inclined from childhood towards the solicitude of evil”.

The addition of Jwpk np seems necessary, as it supplies gnigwutb
with a governing clause.*® Galémk‘earean’s emendation has the
virtue of smoothing out some logical difficulties by considering h
plniptiE wpwpwony as a complement governed by (ng) nhwkn and
not by plibwywliwyn; yet it creates an odd discontinuity with the sen-
tence about the teaching given by the Bible, by interpreting it as a
main independent clause and not as coordinated to the preceding un-
real conditional clause.?

For this reason, Abrahamyan, while accepting Galéemk‘earean’s
integration, disregards the changes he introduces as regards the
punctuation, and suggests adding the negative ng; before the verb
padwywbuyp:

19 Inmy translation above I read gnigwftiih I, which Minasean lists among the pos-
sible emendations to the text (Minasean 1992, 2: 69-70, endnote on 1. 580).

20 The emendation is accepted both by Schmid and Weber in their German transla-
tions, though the latter significantly changes the punctuation given by Galemk‘earean
and interprets both h pini1phdl wpwpwony and juumnjwotinth gpng as complements
governed by nhduwywhwyn: “Wenn der Mensch eine solche Natur empfangen hétte, (so
wiirde er nicht durch die Belehrung eines andern dem Ungehorsam verfallen sein),
dann wiirde ihm auch nicht aus der Natur des Geschopfes und aus der Heiligen Schrift
die Belehrung zukommen. So sagt die Heilige Schrift an einem Orte, daf$ die Menschen
von Jugend auf zu den Gedanken des Bosen geneigt sind” (Weber 1927, 46). Schmid fol-
lows Galémk‘earean’s text more closely: “Wenn der Mensch eine solche Natur erhal-
ten hétte, dann wiirde ihm nicht durch Jemandes Lehre der Ungehorsam zugestossen
sein, sondern von der Natur des Geschopfes, und es wiirde aus dem goéttlichen Schrif-
ten die Lehre einfallen, wie an einer Stelle das gottliche Wort sagt: ,Die Menschen sind
von Kindheit an zur Ausitbung des Bosen geneigt”” (Schmid 1900, 46).
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Grt wybwyhuh hiy phniphil dwpnn@ wnbw] EBp, wyguw ng
jnipip Jupnuwbwnnnipkil tdw nhwyktp wiuwunniphidb,
wj] h phnipkil wpwpwén;, bL juunmnjuwotntt gnng tdw
Jupnuwwtinniphid ng pboéwywbwgp. (Abrahamyan 1970, 95 [Abra-
hamyan’s emendation in italics])**

If man had received such a nature, then disobedience would have
befallen him not because of the teaching of someone, but because
of (his own) nature of creature, and a teaching would not have
been given to him by the divine books.

However, in both cases the emendation lacks its raison d’étre, as the
Armenian emended text does not really follow the original Greek: it
does not translate what is supposedly missing in Armenian (which, as
I will show below, is 60sv 006& TorodTOY TOV GVOpPWIIOY IPOC ToD B0
yeyovévau gnui; the rest of the Greek text is wholly represented - al-
beit sometimes idiosyncratically reworked - in the Armenian),?* and
basically rephrases the previous clause (Julivwuwmniptit nhybuy
unniliquiinnhl 1 jnipnip Jupnuwbwnipkit npntwg), even-
tually creating a doublet: o0k Gv adT® Katd Sibaokadioav ToDTO
npooeyéveto already has its Armenian correspondence in ny [...] idw
Jupnuwtnniphil phouwywbwgp.

In his remarks on the passage, noting that Eznik gives a differ-
ent biblical quotation from Methodius, Galéemk‘earean assumes that
the Armenian author did not recognize the scriptural verse quot-
ed in his Vorlage (Jer 13:23); therefore, he chose another one that
he deemed fit for his argument (Gen 8:21), quoting it by heart ac-
cording both to the Greek and the Syriac versions of the Bible, as h
hubwdu gwinph is found in the Greek (and Armenian) text, while the
idea of ‘inclining towards evil’ ({hwmbtiw) ) is found in the Hebrew
and Syriac versions (Galemk‘earean 1919, 64 fn. 2). Galemk‘earean
probably thinks at () 6tdvoua [...]) Empeddg ni Ta movnpd as the
Greek referent for h juiwdu suiph, and at yss [...] <ies (“the ‘incli-
nation’ [of man’s heart is] evil”) of the Peshitta as the Syriac source
of Uhmbwy) tli. Whereas it is possible that Eznik knew this passage

21 In his Eastern Armenian translation, Abrahamyan paraphrases as follows: Gpht
dwnnd winwhuh (pwp) Enipinih unmwgwd thitp, www dpw by wihiiwquinnipnid
tptirwd® Yqup ny ph dEh hpwhpnidhg, wyy (hp hul) wpwpwowghl Enipynithg, G
Wumywodwpnidy gppnid b npw yipwptipyw; wybwhuh atiwltpwnid skp wpgh (Abra-
hamyan 1994, 37; see also 295-6).

22 ABGokecBot 8’ abTéL enut O mapakodew Beod and od ydp oby k&b’ EauTov TO
movnpov &vBpwiog ibdokeTat are also missing in Armenian, but they come after the
biblical quotation. For a criticism of Galemk‘earean’s and Abrahamyan’s emendations as
inconsistent with the views and language of Eznik (particularly as to the use of nhutid
and the insertion of the negative ng), cf. Minasean 1971, 177-8.
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both in Greek and in Syriac (and, obviously, in Armenian, while it
seems unlikely that he knew it in Hebrew), it should be noted that
hubwd(p) swph could be regarded as a legitimate translation also
of yas [...] =<3s.?® I think that the textual form of Eznik’s quotation
might depend more on some exegetical source than on a supposed
mixed influence of the Greek Bible and the Peshitta. As a matter
of fact, we find the same verse quoted as follows in the Armenian
Commentary on Genesis attributed to Ephrem:

YhGhnt wditbw® dwupnyubd h pbwdu suph hwunmwwmbw k h
dwlyniphil hipdt. (Mathews 1998a, 66)

The knot of every man is fixed from his youth for the solicitude of
evil. (Mathews 1998b, 62)

As noted by Mathews, the ‘knot’ in the Armenian text finds its ex-
planation in a misreading of the original <31 (‘inclination’) as ~i.,
a participial form coming from i, ‘to tie, to bind’ (Mathews 1998b,
XXVI-XXVII). Therefore, there is actual evidence of the existence of
a Syriac exegetical tradition known in Armenian that combined the
ideas of ‘inclining towards evil’ and the ‘solicitude of evil’. However,
the Ps.-Ephremean Armenian Commentary on Genesis does not pre-
date the year 861 (Mathews 1998b, XLVI). Thus, if Eznik was famil-
iar with this tradition, he must have known it from a different source.
As it happens, a similar formulation - where a verb meaning ‘to be
inclined towards’ is associated with the phrase ‘evil inclination’ (or
simply ‘inclination’) - is found in Theodore of Mopsuestia’s second
catechetical homily on Eucharist:**

It is common to (human) nature that it is [...] inclined (netstle) to-
wards evil, as God said: “For the yatsra of the human being is bus-
ily set upon evil from his youth”. (Becker 2016, 198)

Significantly, such a disposition is said to have come about after the
transgression of Adam (therefore, not from mankind’s birth) in an-
other homily on Baptism by Theodore:**

And from the above sin death entered, and this death weak-
ened [human] nature and generated in it a great inclination

23 See Ciakciak 1837, 1: 677, where julimd is explained also as jurdwpniphi,
ptpnidfl, vhwnidf, and translated as “inclinazione, propensione”.

24 HC, XVI, 8; Syriac text in Mingana 1933, 241.
25 HC,XII, 8; Syriac text in Mingana 1933, 149.
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(metstalyanutha) toward sin. (Becker 2016, 198)*°

Moreover, Theodore links the inclination towards sin with man’s
“changeable nature” (McLeod 2005, 63),?” an argument that Eznik us-
es to prove that Satan (and therefore evil) is not uncreated (Eznik, I,
13 [§ 51]). Some interesting considerations on the ‘(evil) inclination’ as
not being innate in man’s nature are also found in Narsai’s homilies
for Lent, where parallels can be found also with the idea expressed
by Eznik of man controlling such a disposition by means of his will:

Your yatsra is not bound in nature, like silent [entities] (i.e. beings
without meltha, “word,” “reason”). (Becker 2016, 190; Syriac text
in Mingana 1905, 205)

My mind caused me to repent when I remembered | that your evil
is not in [your] nature [...]

Nor also does our yatsra exist | substantially (gnoma’it) apart
from the soul.

It is the discernment in the soul | that takes effect in its vari-
ous forms.

The soul is the mistress of the human being, | which rules over
the faculties and the senses,

And it guides nature | according to how its own will wants.
(Becker 2016, 193; Syriac text in Mingana 1905, 236)

These similarities should not come as a surprise, since, as Gignoux
has shown, Narsai and Eznik share some common views and exeget-
ical traditions (1968, 502-9). In this case, too, as Narsai’s depend-
ence upon Theodore’s ideas could be assumed also for his use of ~<i.s
(Becker 2016, 193), these parallels could offer further evidence of
the presence of the Antiochene exegetical tradition in Eznik’s work,
while at the same time shedding some light on the textual form of
the scriptural quotation in the passage in question.

Commenting upon Galémk‘earean’s conjecture, Maries argues
that the difficulty of the Armenian text originates from Eznik mis-
reading Todto nemovBévat Aéyw as an objection risen by the Heter-
odox in Methodius’ dialogue, and not as the words of the Orthodox:
“I say that he [i.e. the man] took it [i.e. evil/disobedience] passive-
ly”, meaning that man was somewhat forced to do evil and disobey.

26 Mortality is said to have made mankind inclined to sin also in Theodore’s Commen-
tary to Romans, where he argues that lust and greed would not have place in an immor-
tal nature (Theod. Mops., in Rom., V, 18-9.21).

27 HC, 1, 6; English translation in Mingana 1932, 21; Syriac text, 121.
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Ce contresens et cette méprise une fois faits, il [Eznik] n’a plus sai-
si le sens exact des lignes suivantes, jusqu’a ... TV GrOpwIOY TA
movnpd, qu'il attribuait aussi a I'adversaire, ni la portée du texte
de Jérémie allégué la. Il s’est alors cru obligé de réfuter pour son
compte cette objection et il a forgé une réponse en recourant a un
autre texte de 'Ecriture : Genese, VIII, 21. (Maries 1924, 111-2)

In his tentative solution, Maries emends the text to read pntiniptiwdp
(‘by constraint’) and pnlniphil (‘constraint’) instead of pliniptwdp
(‘by nature’) and pliniphil (‘nature’), giving the following translation:

Car personne ne peut montrer que '’homme ait été constitué chose
telle [i.e. : mauvais] ‘par violence’. Sil’homme avait subi quelque ‘vio-
lence’ de cette sorte [qui I'elit rendu mauvais] ce ne serait donc pas
en vertu de (sa) nature créée [qu'il serait devenu mauvais], et un en-
seignement lui aurait été fourni (a ce sujet) par les divines Ecritures,
comme (de fait) la Parole divine dit quelque part [mais en donnant
la un enseignement tout différent] que : « les hommes sont inclinés
a faire le mal dés leur enfance ». (Mariés 1924, 109)

This emendation, though it is palaeographically tenable, has two fun-
damental shortcomings in terms of textual criticism and logic respec-
tively: 1) it disregards the Greek text, which reads @bo1g, to which
plniphil corresponds, and not pniiniphil; 2) Mariés correctly con-
structs the sentence as an unreal conditional clause (“if man had
been forced”, meaning that he actually had not been forced, following
Eznik’s argument), but this does not explain why, in the case man had
actually been forced by some external ‘violence’, he would have need-
ed a teaching from the Bible.?*

I think that the mention of the “teaching from the divine books” as
useless or unnecessary if man had innately known evil and disobedi-
ence must be understood here as a theological use of the Carneadean
moral argument against astrological fatalism. According to this argu-
ment, “astrology denies freedom of the will, overthrows all systems
of morality and justice, nullifies religious worship and renders prayer
useless” (Hegedus 2007, 113).%° As one would expect, Eznik resorts to
the ‘classic’ Carneadean argument in his refutation of Chaldean as-
trology (Eznik, II, 15 [§ 229]); but it is significant that he employs it
for the first time in his work precisely when he argues that evils de-
pend on man’s will, a few paragraphs below the passage under scru-
tiny, when he ceases to follow the text of Methodius’ De Autexusio as
his source (Eznik, I, 15 [§§ 58-9]). Replacing the original Carneadean

28 For a criticism of Maries’ conjecture, see also Adonc* 1926, 111-2.
29 Oftherather vast literature on the subject, still fundamental is Amand [1945] 1973.
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‘fate’ with ‘natural evil’, Eznik uses the aforementioned argument both
in its traditional formulation and in a reverse one, first maintaining
the uselessness of laws and judgments if evil was innate in man’s na-
ture, then concluding that, since kings and judges do command the
punishment of those who break the law, all evils are intentional and
result from a free choice:

If they [i.e. evils] are such by nature, why were laws laid down by
kings, and commandments by princes, and punishments by judg-
es? Is it not for cutting short evils? If evils are such by nature, it
would not be necessary for the lawgiver to give laws, nor for the
prince to impose punishments upon the evildoer. [...] Indeed, if we
see that the king exacts vengeance for his laws, and deters inju-
ries by requirement for vengeance, and the judge binds and tor-
tures the thief and the highwayman [...] then it is clear that evils
which are committed are spontaneous and not innate. ([Eznik, I,
15 [88 58-59]; Blanchard, Young 1998, 66-7)

The same argument is already made in nuce right before the pas-
sage analysed here:

Because if he had come into existence among the other beings
who serve God by necessity, then he would have been unworthy
to receive any reward for freedom; but if like an instrument of the
Creator [...], then neither blame nor praise would be due him. [...]
Because this is fair, when the worthy man receives in accordance
with the deedshe has done. (Eznik, I, 11 [§ 44]; Blanchard, Young
1998, 55-6; cf. Meth., Aut., XVI; Vaillant 1930, 797.799.801)

Therefore, by saying that man would not have needed the teaching
of the Bible if evil and disobedience had been innate in him, Eznik
joins in a long tradition of Christian writers that engage in the anti-
fatalistic polemic, drawing the theological conclusions of the philo-
sophical Carneadean argument.*°

Eventually, Mariés partially rejected his own conjecture, leav-
ing pniptudp and plniphil unemended, and surmising an omis-

30 See, for example, Phil. XXIII, 1, where Origen argues that astrological fatalism
entails “la suppression radicale de notre liberté, donc également de la louange et du
blame, ainsi que des activités louables ou répréhensibles. S’il en est ainsi, ¢’en est fait
du jugement divin qui a été annoncé, des menaces adressées aux pécheurs pour leur
apprendre leur chatiment [...]. Rien de tout cela n’aura encore raison d’étre. [...] La foi
deviendra vaine [...] comme toute I’économie de la loi et des prophetes” (Junod 1976,
133-5). On the major role played by Origen in giving a theological meaning to the tra-
ditional Carneadean moral argument, see Amand [1945] 1973, 318-25 (but cf. Hegedus
2007, 116, for a brief reassessment of Amand’s view).
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sion resulting from a saut de méme a méme (gnigwlit] N gnigwily),
which he reintegrated in the text a few words before the insertion
of Galemk‘earean:**

9h ng Gpt wlwhuh hiy hwunwnbw) phniptudp qlupnd
gnigwlt] < wy] gh dwpn® pun nipnip yupnuwbinniptwi, G
ny pniniphwdp, unniliquinn tntr Jupk np gnigwbt) >: Gph
wjliwhuh hby phniphid dupnny@ wntw) Ep, www ng h phiniphkak
wnpwpwon b juumniwdtnkd gpng Gdw Jupnuwwbnniphil
nbdwywluyp. npwku wuk nipkp wumniwowywh pwppwni, tet
h dwdyniptit dwpnhly h pbwdu swph dhntwg Bb. (Maries, Mer-
cier 1959a, 432 [§ 45])

Car, point ne peut-on montrer que tel en quelque sorte I'homme
ait été créé par nature; < mais, que c’est en suivant, de quelqu’un,
endoctrinement, et point par contrainte, qu'indocile est devenu
I’homme, on peut le montrer >. Si, quelque nature de cette sorte,
I’homme avait regue, conséquemment, point ne lui et été, de par
nature de créature et de par divines écritures, doctrine offerte ;
comme dit quelque part la divine parole : « Dés l'enfance les
hommes a s’occuper du mal sont enclins ». (Mariés, Mercier 1959,
566-7 [§ 45])

However, again, the Greek text does not support the emendation,
which, like Galemk‘earean’s integration, creates a doublet in the Ar-
menian version compared to its supposed Greek Vorlage. Further-
more, the addition of i ny pnliniptwup is totally uncalled for. The fact
that few lines below Eznik describes man’s inclination towards evil as
‘willing’ (ywJwip) and unforced (stressing twice that man is not con-
strained to do evil - ngy nipnip pnnipbwdp; ny pnbwnwwmhy - where-
as this specification is lacking in Methodius), does not legitimate spec-
ulating that “dans la partie omise, on aurait eu une premiere fois
mention de cette contrainte” (Mariés, Mercier 1959b, 708, endnote
160). Moreover, the unreal conditional clause does not gain in perspi-
cuity as far as h plinipkblE wpwpwon) is concerned.

In his edition, Minasean does not accept Mariés’ conjecture, yet
he suggests in a note two possible emendations to the unreal condi-
tional clause, both more economical in terms of textual criticism than
those proposed by Galemk‘earean and Maries. The first one assumes
an omission in the transmitted text after wpwpwon;:

Grt wlhwhuh hy piniphid dupnnl wntw) kp, wmyw ng h
plniptdt wpwpwoén) [thnhukpl, L juumniwdtinktd gpng adw

31 Maries, Mercier 1959b, 708, endnotes 154-63.
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Jupnuwbwnniphil (ng) nbowywbwyp. (Minasean 1992, 2: 70, end-
note on 11. 481-2)

If man had received such a nature of creature, then [he would not
have changed] (his own) nature of creature, and a teaching would
(not) have been given to him by the divine books.

In proposing this emendation, Minasean might have in mind anoth-
er passage in Eznik’s work where the same argument is employed
(though he does not quote it). In arguing that Satan is not uncreat-
ed, Eznik maintains that, since he is called a ‘rebel’ in the Bible, this
means that he changed his own nature; this would show that he is a
created being, for

bt whwpwn bp, www ng jhipdt pliniptbkt thnhukp. (Eznik, I, 13
[§ 51]; Minasean 1992, 1: 164, 11. 593-4; cf. Meth., Aut., XIX; Vail-
lant 1930, 815, 11. 15-6)

if he were uncreated, then he would not change his own nature.
(Blanchard, Young 1998, 63)3?

So, man too would not have changed his own nature, if God had made
him prone to evil. But since the Bible does include a ‘teaching’ which
says that “mankind is inclined from childhood [not from birth!] to-
wards the solicitude of evil”, it would follow that man was not creat-
ed as such and can change (or ‘rebel against’) his own nature (Mina-
sean 1992, 2: 70, endnote on 11. 481-2).

It is tempting here to quote a passage from Methodius’ Symposi-
um, where a similar argument is made on the impossibility of chang-
ing one’s nature: while arguing against astrological fatalism, Metho-
dius says that if wicked persons were wicked by fate, they were not
to be held responsible of their actions before the law,

OV TeC KaTa TNV olkelow @Oow, Emel pr 6eddvnuvtan petafAndivat.
(Meth., Symp., VIII, 16; Musurillo, Debidour 1963, 256 [§ 228])

since they live according to their own nature, for they could not
be changed.

However, there is no evidence that Eznik knew Methodius’ Sympo-
sium, even if they both resort to the moral argument in refuting as-

32 Note that here thnjutd translates d@iotnut, which, in this case, means ‘to rebel
(against)’.
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trological fatalism.** Moreover, even though Minasean’s emendation
gives a sense to the passage that fits Eznik’s reasoning, it too disre-
gards the Greek text of the De Autexusio, where no mention is made
of a ‘change’ in man'’s nature.

In his second conjecture, Minasean surmises a transposition of
some words in the text, and emends the passage as follows:

Gret wbwhuh hby phniphid dwpnnl wntwy Ep [1 h
plnipkit wpupwon), [www L ny] juumniwdkntd gpng tiw
Jupnuwwbtwniphid phdwywbwn. (Minasean 1992, 2: 70, end-
note on 11. 481-2)

If man had received such a nature by (his own) nature of crea-
ture, [then] a teaching would [not] have been given to him by the
divine books.

Moving the conclusive conjunction www and the negative ng further
in the text before the second agent complement juunniwodtnth gpng,
helps clarifying the sense of the passage: if man had known evil and
disobedience by nature because he had been created as such, then
no teaching would have been given to him by the Bible about him
being prone to evil from his childhood (and therefore not from his
birth). Moreover, this is the only conjecture among those reviewed up
to this point that does not require assuming a radical reworking of
the original Greek: h pliniphilt wnwpwon; could well be an idiosyn-
cratic translation of the genitive absolute Tfi¢ @doewg TG 0bTWG
&yobvong, which Eznik does not translate verbatim either because he
does not understand correctly the Greek clause or because the under-
lying text is corrupted (note that no mention of any ‘creature’ is made
in the Greek text).

However, in my opinion, the supposed transposition has no easy
mechanical explanation, and I find it difficult to posit that such a
change - which actually made the transmitted text more difficult to
understand rather than facilitating its comprehension - could have
been intentional. Therefore, I think that www ng should be left where
itis and that wwyw ng h plinipkal is the original reading. If something
has dropped from the text, it has to be reintegrated elsewhere.

33 The moral argument was a traditional one in Christian anti-astrological polemic
and can be found in many other authors such as Origen, Eusebius of Caesarea, Gregory
of Nyssa, Basil of Caesarea, Didymus the Blind, Diodore of Tarsus, Nemesius of Emesa,
all of whom could have been used as sources by Eznik; on this and, more in general, on
Eznik’s refutation of astrological fatalism, see Lucca (forthcoming).
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3  Two Hypothetical Readings

We all are nani gigantum humeris insidentes. As Maries first sur-
mised, my hypothesis - provided that the Armenian text has not been
permanently corrupted - is that Eznik could indeed have misread
part of the Greek text not as the words of the Orthodox but rather
as an objection of the Heterodox. However, whereas Maries conjec-
tures that this happens from kata 6& v Twog SibaokaAiav To0TO
nenovBévar Aéyw to pepadnkévat tov GrOpwmov ta movnpd, I think
that the misread passage is shorter, and is found previously in the
text. As I have said above, the only part of the Greek text that is
completely missing from the Armenian is 60gv 006¢ Tol0bTOV TOV
GvBpwmov mpog Tod Beod yeyovéval enui. In adapting the dialog-
ic form of his Greek Vorlage, Eznik reworks the rhetorical line ad-
dressed to the Heterodox by the Orthodox (mdvtwg 6¢ m6Bev TodTO
10 mapakoboal {ntnoetg), answering to it by concocting the follow-
ing clause: wy] jwluwumniptit nhytw) unnidquinnhl. Note that,
where in the beginning of the given passage Methodius speaks of
noapexon, ‘disobedience’, Eznik has gwin, ‘evil’. Which is why, in re-
working the rhetorical comment of the Orthodox, he can say that
“it [i.e. evil] befell the transgressor out of disobedience (todto 10
napakoboal)”, thus linking the earlier remark to the previous asser-
tion that evil is not an uncreated, self-existent being. Eznik might
have regarded the words that in the Greek text follow the comment
of the Orthodox (dAAX KeiTol ca@®Og Ev Twt Ogia ypaeh, 60sv 006
o100 TOD TOV ArOpwmov mPO¢ Tod Beod yeyovévar enui) as the reply
of the Heterodox, perhaps misreading o06¢ in the second clause as
ovv 6¢ (or, he could have been working on a manuscript that already
carried that reading), thus interpreting it as an affirmative instead
of a negative clause. The Heterodox would have replied: “But this is
clearly stated in the divine scripture, which, therefore (01’31) 6¢), is
why I say that man had been made by God as such!”. Significantly,
Eznik does not translate the clause governed by 66&v.3* At that point,

34 Orisitthis clause that Eznik reworks and translates with nupatwyj, ng jupupgE
a few lines before in the text? If this would be the case, then T0d motjoavTog adTHV
6vtog yevntod would be missing in the Armenian text (and jupwnstl would be obvi-
ously referring to God and not to man, contrary to what I have previously said). How-
ever, I found this unlikely, and less economical: it implies that Eznik omitted to trans-
late Tod mowjoavTog ab TV GV TOC YEVNTOD, Went on translating mavtwg 6& mdOev ToHTO
0 mopakodoatl {nthoelg (Wl Jjwhuwumniphit nhwybw] unniiquinnhb), and then
reworked GAAG Keital oa@®dC £v Twt Osiq ypagi), 66gv 006e TorobToV TOV GVOpPWIOV
mpog tod Beod yeyovévar gnui by transposing the first clause further on in the text
(Juumniwodtnth gpng), and the second clause further back (nwnpatwy), ny jupwpgta).
My hypothesis would spare this double (reverse) transposition in comparison with the
Greek text: it surmises an omission (66gv 006& TolodTOV TOV GEVOpWIOY TPOG TOD BE0D
yeyovévat nui) and one transposition further on in the text (AAAx keltat ca@®g £v Tt
Belq ypaef) / juumniwdtnkd gpng).
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the Orthodox would have answered: “But (6¢) I say that he knew it
[i.e. disobedience] through the teaching of someone”,** which Eznik
translates as ng [...] jnipnip yupnuwbnniphik npntwy, relating it
directly to what he may have read as the last words of the Orthodox
before the assumed reply of the Heterodox: mavtwg 6¢ m66ev TodTO
TO mapakoboat {ntnoelg, so that in Armenian we have:

U jwbuwumnipbil nhybhw) unniiquinnh@ &L nipnip
Jupnuwbwnipkit npnbwy.

But it [i.e. evil] befell the transgressor out of disobedience, and it
was instigated by the teaching of someone.

Then, after translating - albeit not verbatim - tNhe two clauses that
follow in the Greek text (0062 yap ToradTnY N @bow eidngwg 6
GvBpwmog and &l yap odTwg eiyev) with qh ng tph whwhuh hiy
hwunmwwmbwy phniptwdp qiunnd gniguwbk] and tet wybwhuh hiy
plniphid dfwpnn@ wnkwy kp, Eznik formulates a counter-objection
to the untranslated objection of the Heterodox, conflating the men-
tion of the “divine scripture” that he attributed to him (dAAd KelTon
oae®g €v Twt Osla ypaef) with the apodosis governed by &l yap
obtwe elyev, and changing the genitive absolute of the Greek (per-
haps because he misunderstood it or could not grasp its meaning) in-
to an agent complement:

Uww ng h plnipbil wpwpwony b jwumniwodtnkd gpng tiw
Jupnuwbwniphid phdwjymbwp

Then a teaching would not have been given to him by the nature
of (a) creature and by the divine books.

As for the mention of the divine books, what has been said above
holds here too: had man known evil and disobedience by nature, then
the Bible would have been useless (the theological consequence of
the Carneadean moral argument); in particular, the biblical quota-
tion that follows in the text would have been false (which, in Eznik’s
line of reasoning, is obviously impossible). This brings us to ny h
plniphit wpupwony [...] idw Jupnuwtnniphid pddwywiuyp (“a
teaching would not have been given to him by the nature of [a] crea-
ture”), and to what it could mean here, considering that its protasis

35 The misunderstanding could have been facilitated by the fact that in the Greek
text both clauses contain a verbum dicendi - gnui and Aéyw respectively -, which Eznik
could have read as coordinated in an adversative fashion by the particle 6¢, thus inter-
preting the sentence as an exchange between the Orthodox and the Heterodox: “I [i.e.
the Heterodox] say that...”, “But I [i.e. the Orthodox] say that...”.
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reads tpt wyluhuh h@y pniphil dwpnnyt wntwy Ep (“if man had
received such a nature”).

I think that two solutions can be proposed: one that reads
wpwpwony (in the genitive singular form, as all the editions of
Eznik’s text have), and one that reads wpwpwéng (in the plural gen-
itive form). The reading carried by the one extant manuscript is
wpwpwon, which finds its explanation in the fact that final -j is usu-
ally silent in both (post-)classical and modern Armenian (Godel 1975,
24; Vaux 1998, 20). Since j and g are often confounded in uncial Ar-
menian script (erkat‘agir), and mechanical corruptions of g toj are al-
so commonly found in Armenian manuscripts, the reading wpupwén
can result from an original wpwpwodn) (wpwpwodny > wpwpuwon) or
wnpwpwong read as wpwpwon), without necessarily being first cop-
ied as such (wpwpwong [> wpwpwodn)] > wpwupwon). Therefore, both
conjectures are equally palaeographically tenable, and both readings
can be explained as mechanical errors. Moreover, as here Eznik ex-
pands and reworks his Vorlage, where no mention of any ‘creature’
is made, the interpretation of the Armenian text (whether one choos-
es to read wpwnpwon) or wpwpwodng) can also rest on internal, con-
textual analysis: provided that Eznik added the mention of the ‘crea-
ture/creatures’, what did he mean to say by that, and how does what
he is saying relate to his Greek original?

I start by expounding the hypothesis that assumes wpwpwoéng as
the original reading, which I deem less probable (but still tenable).
In this case, the Armenian text would read:

Grt wbwhuh hty phniphid dwpnn wnbw) p, wwyw
ny h plnipkdt wpwpwéng tr juumniwodtntt qgpng odw
Jupnuwbtwnniphid phowwbwn.

Such a reading has been already conjectured - yet not (as far as I
know) argued for - by Norayr Biwzandac'i in his notes on the text of
Eznik (non vidi, but see Minasean 1992, 2: 70, endnote on 11. 481-2).3¢

Moreover, Eznik connects the nature of ‘creatures’ (wpwpwéng,
in the plural genitive form) with the ‘divine books’ in two other pas-
sages of his work, where he says that both the Bible and the nature of
creatures witness to the resurrection of the dead and to the existence
of only three kinds of rational creatures - angels, demons, and man:

GLugunt juym wndkd, pt qqupniphidd hud dwpdanfj] puthwbbg
Juuih{, nip wumniwdwwd Shpp G wpupwong phniphiip

36 A reading wpupuong is supposed also by C’aloyan in his Russian translation: Ho
eciu GH 4eJI0BEK BO3EIMEJT TaKYI0 IPUPOLY, TO 3TO OBLIO GBI HE OT NPUPOOLl COMBOPEHHbIX
<cyuwecms> (1968, 53 [italics added]).
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whnwunwn Yyuljleh qqupniptit dtnbng: (Eznik, I, 18 [§ 79];
(Minasean 1992, 1: 168, 11. 828-30)

And they show by this that they want to obstruct the resurrection
of the body, whereas the divine books and the nature of creatures
bear unceasing witness to the resurrection of the dead. (Blan-
chard, Young 1998, 75)

92h shp hiy wpwpwd puwbwinp wpnwpu pwb quju tiphu enju’
ghptywnwlug, gnhiwg b glupnul, judkbuwb wunniwdwmnip
Qnng b1 h phniptdl wpupwong juynmbh E: (Eznik, I, 24 [§ 122];
(Minasean 1992, 1: 174, 11. 1129-31)

That no rational creature exists outside of these three, distinct ones:
angels, demons, and man, is evident from all of the divine books and
from the nature of creatures. (Blanchard, Young 1998, 91)

Therefore, one could understand in the same way also the passage
analysed here: both the whole Creation and the Bible witness that
man was not created innately evil and disobedient. And, turning
this argument in an unreal conditional clause that rests on the op-
posite condition:

If man had received such a nature, a teaching would not have been
given to him by the nature of creatures and by the divine books.

But, following Eznik’s reasoning, the Scripture does say the opposite
(“mankind is inclined from childhood [not from birth] towards the so-
licitude of evil”), and the same does the nature of creatures, for no an-
imal or vegetable or atmospheric condition is innately evil or harm-
ful to man, as Eznik himself argues further on in his text (Eznik, I,
15-16 [§§ 63-71]). True is that, if this is the case, Eznik would be an-
ticipating here an argument that he would illustrate only later; nev-
ertheless, the fact that twice elsewhere in his work he calls upon
Scripture and Creation as witnesses against his adversaries, could
be a point in favour of this reading.

If such an emendation is consistent with Eznik’s reasoning, the
second hypothesis (wpupwédn < wpwnpwony), which I regard as more
likely, has the benefit of being more faithful to the general sense of
the Greek. But first, supposing that wpwpwénj is the original read-
ing, one should ask whose nature Eznik had in mind, and which crea-
ture he was thinking of. Consistently with his emendation, Abra-
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hamyan assumes that h piniptit wpwpwony is referring to man.*”
Although he does not accept Galemk‘earean’s (and, consequently,
Abrahamyan’s) emendation, Minasean thinks the same, even if he
acknowledges the inherent imperspicuity of the text.*® Mariés too
shares this view, at least in his article of 1924,3*° whereas his French
translation of 1959 is too literal to draw such a conclusion, and he
does not comment upon the possible referent of the word in the end-
notes.*® Still, I think that Eznik is speaking here of someone else’s na-
ture. As one of the arguments found in the passage is that man has
come to know evil and disobedience through the teaching of someone
else (kata 6e THY Twog Sibaokadiov / jnipnip Jupnuwbnniphik),
the creature whose nature actually gave a ‘teaching’ to man could be
the one who, both in Methodius and Eznik, is referred to as ‘the teach-
er of evil’, i.e Satan. Therefore, the meaning of the unreal condition-
al clause would be: had man known evil and disobedience by nature
(i.e. in an innate way), he would not have needed to learn them from
Satan, and the teaching of the Bible would have been useless/unnec-
essary. However, for the conditional clause to have such a meaning,

37 Abrahamyan gives a translation of the passage in question where it is clear that
he considers h piniphil wpwpwon) as referring to man’s own nature: Gph dwpn
wjnwhuh pwp Enipinil vnwgwo 1hitn [..], wyw wihtwquinnipniap dpu dke
tptiiwb Yqup ng ph dkhh hpwhpnidhg, wyy (hp hul) wpupwédwghl knipiniihg (Abra-
hamyan 1970, 96 [italics added]; see also Abrahamyan 1994, 37); the same translation
(ot ero mpupogHo# cymuocTH) is found in ArevSatjan 2008.

38 Gpl dupnd uvnwgws 1hakp wybwhuh [...] phniphil, wyw dpu wpupwodwh
plniphrihg tr wunniwdwyhtt Anphg phunn Jupnuwbwniphid jud niunignid
¢tn nhdwynih Jwd wpnih Gpwb (Minasean 1971, 177 [italics added]); nevertheless,
in his edition of the text, Minasean admits: “Ulhwuljwlwh k, pt htiywtu dwpnnid
Jupnuwutwniphil b pdwyninid hp wpwpwédwyhl plniphriihg” (Minasean 1992, 2:
70, endnote on 11. 481-2 [italics added]). Orengo, who follows Minasean'’s critical edi-
tion, translates wpwnwodn) by preceding it with the indefinite article: “Se I'uomo avesse
avuto una tal natura, non gli sarebbe stato offerto alcun insegnamento dalla natura di
una creatura o dai libri divini” (Orengo 1996, 47 [italics added]); whereas he does not
comment upon his translation choice, I would say that he does not regard h pliniphat
wpwpwon) as referring to man’s own nature.

39 “Ce ne serait donc pas en vertu de (sa) nature créé [qu'il serait gievenu mauvais],
et un enseignement lui aurait été fourni (a ce sujet) par les divines Ecriture” (Maries
1924, 109 [italics added]).

40 “Si, quelque nature de cette sorte, 'homme avait recue, conséquemment, point
ne lui et été, de par nature de créature et de par divines écritures, doctrine offerte”
(Maries, Mercier 1959b, 566-7 [§ 45] [italics added]). Zeilfelder, who translates Eznik
in German according to Mariés’ edition, precedes her translation of wpwpwény with
the definite article: “Wenn der Mensch eine solche Natur erhalten hatte, dann ware
ihm nicht durch die Natur der Kreatur und aus den gottlichen Schriften die Unterwei-
sung gegeben” (Zeilfelder 2004, 61 [italics added]); she too does not comment upon her
translation choice, and it is unclear whether she understands “die Natur der Kreatur”
as referring to man. Blanchard and Young, though they too follow Maries’ critical text,
elude the difficulty by not translating h piniptit wpwpwén): “If man had received such
a nature, then that teaching of the divine Scripture would not have been given to him”
(Blanchard, Young 1998, 57); significantly, they do not signal the omission.
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an omission should be conjectured. As already noted, the ‘teacher’ in
question has already been referred to as ‘someone (else)’ in both the
Greek and the Armenian text. Now, the genitive form of the Armeni-
an indefinite pronoun/adjective for ‘someone, some other’ is nipnip,
which, in the sequence nipnip wpwpwonj, could have been uninten-
tionally omitted by haplography due to homoeogrammaton, as n1. and
w can be very similar in minuscule Armenian script (bolorgir).** A
scribe would have skipped from ninnip (visually perceived as wpwp,
or maybe wpwp) directly to wpwpwén). Therefore, one can conjec-
ture an original text that read as follows:

Grt wlwhuh hby phniphid dupnnl wntw) kp, wmyw ng h
plniptdt nipnip wpwpwony tr juumniwodtntl gpng odw
Jupnuwtimniphid phowwbhwyn.*?

If man had received such a nature, a teaching would not have been
given to him by the nature of some other creature [i.e. the devil]
and by the divine books.*?

This second hypothesis has the strong advantage of being mechan-
ically explainable in terms of textual criticism as well as convey-
ing the same (general) meaning of its Greek original, which is why
I consider it as the most likely of the two. Even if Eznik did not un-
derstand the genitive absolute clause of his Vorlage, he nevertheless
made sense of it by fashioning a clause that fitted the subject matter
of the whole passage: evil and disobedience are not innate in man
but (willingly) learned through the teaching of ‘someone else’ - a cun-
ning yupnwuytim dwoénly, as Eznik would put it, who, ironically, if

41 When used as an adjective, np is usually postponed to the noun, yet sometimes it
can be found placed before its referent (Minassian 1996, 370-1), as it would be the case
here if my emendation is correct. As it happens, Eznik uses np precisely in this way in
another passage of his work: tiL ipt ququip yuul Jhwuwlupniptwb h pupt nidbtpk
wpuipgt Jupodhght (Eznik, 11, 11 [§ 201]; (Minasean 1992, 1: 183, 1702-3 [italics added]).

42 Alternatively, an omission of wjinj (instead of nipnip) or wyny nipnip could be
surmised. But, while the meaning of the clause would remain roughly the same, I think
that both cases are less palaeographically tenable.

43 According to Adonc’, though this is the meaning to be given to the Greek origi-
nal (wylt dwdwlwy vwwwtugh Jupnuwbwniptwd wkwp gkn 1hth, pulh np dwpnne
plniphip swp b jud swp Eunbtindniwd), Eznik has h pliniptbl wpwpwon) because
he fails to understand the genitive absolute clause (tfig pHoewg adTHG 0D TWG £Y0dONC),
as he cannot make sense of 6i6aokadio / Jupnwutnniphih as referring both to the
devil and the Bible (Adonc® 1926, 111). Abrahamyan argues that yupnuuwtimniphil as
referring to the devil should be given the meaning of ‘incitation, instigation’ (Abraha-
myan 1970, 95). Accordingly, he translates it as hnwhpnid (see also Abrahamyan 1994,
37); however, even if yupnwwtimniphil had been ‘polysemic’ in classical Armenian,
as Abrahamyan claims (but cf. Minasean 1971, 177, for criticism), here it simply trans-
lates 6i16aokakia of the Greek.
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my conjecture is true, would have found a shrewd way to make him-
self ‘hidden’ also in the transmitted text.
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