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HIS book is an endeavour to supply a want which
has been felt by many readers of the Greek Old
Testament. The literature of the subject is enormous,
and its chief points have been compendiously treated
in Biblical Dictionaries and similar publications. But
hitherto no manual has placed within the student’s
reach all the information which he requires in the way
of general introduction to the Greek versions.

A first attempt is necessarily beset with uncertain-
ties. Experience only can shew whether the help here
provided is precisely such as the student needs, and
whether the right proportion has been preserved in
dealing with the successive divisions of the subject.
But it is hoped that the present work may at least meet
the immediate wants of those who use 74¢ Old Testa-
ment in Greek, and serve as a forerunner to larger and
more adequate treatises upon the same subject.

Such as it is, this volume owes more than I can say
to the kindness of friends, among whom may especially
be mentioned Principal Bebb, of St David’s College,
Lampeter, and Grinfield Lecturer at Oxford; Mr Brooke
and Mr McLean, editors of the Larger Cambridge
Septuagint; Mr Forbes Robinson, and Dr W. E. Barnes.
But my acknowledgements are principally due to Pro-
fessor Eberhard Nestle, of Maulbronn, who has added
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to the obligations under which he had previously laid
me by reading the whole of this Introduction in proof,
and suggesting many corrections and additions. While
Dr Nestle is not to be held responsible for the final
form in which the book appears, the reader will owe
to him in great measure such freedom from error
or fulness in the minuter details as it may possess.
Mr Thackeray’s work in the Appendix speaks for itself.
Both the prolegomena to Aristeas and the text of the
letter are wholly due to his generous labours, and they
will form a welcome gift to students of the Septuagint
and of Hellenistic Greek.

Free use has been made of all published works
dealing with the various branches of learning which fall
within the range of the subject. While direct quotations
have been acknowledged where they occur, it has not
been thought desirable to load the margin with refer-
ences to all the sources from which information has
been obtained. But the student will generally be able
to discover these for himself from the bibliography which
is appended to almost every chapter.

In dismissing my work I desire to tender my sincere
thanks to the readers and workmen of the Cambridge
University Press, whose unremitting attention has
brought the production of the book to a successful
end.

H. B. S.

CAMBRIDGE,
September 1, 1900.
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PART 1.

THE HISTORY OF THE GREEK OLD TESTAMENT
AND OF ITS TRANSMISSION.



PART L

CHAPTER L

THE ALEXANDRIAN GREEK VERSION.

1. A Greek version of any portion of the Old Testament
presupposes intercourse between Israel and a Greek-speaking
people. So long as the Hebrew race maintained its isolation,
no occasion arose for the translation of the Hebrew Scriptures
into a foreign tongue. As far as regards the countries west of
Palestine, this isolation continued until the age of Alexander’;
it is therefore improbable that any Greek version of the Scrip-
tures existed there before that era. Among the Alexandrian
Jews of the second century before Christ there was a vague
belief that Plato and other Greek philosophical writers were
indebted for some of their teaching to a source of this kind®
Thus Aristobulus (gp. Clem. Al strom. 1. 22 ; cf. Eus. praep.
ev. xiii. 12) writes: xarncolovfnxe 8¢ xai 6 MAdrev f xaf’

! Individual cases, such as that of the Jew mentioned by Clearchus
(ap. Jos. ¢. Ap. 1, 22), who was ‘EX\nuikds o0 77 SiaNéxry udvor dAX& kal 19
Yuxy, are exceptions to a general rule. How numerous and prosperous
were the Jewish colonies in Asia Minor at a later period appears from the
Acts of the Apostles; see also Ramsay, Phrygia 1. ii. p. 667 ff.

2 This belief was inherited by the Christian school of Alexandria; see
Clem. strom. v. 29, Orig. ¢. Cels. iv. 39, vi. 19; and cf. Lact. inst. 1v. 2.

5.8 Ny I



2 The Alexandrian Greek Version.

nuds vopobeaia, xai avepos éoTL Teplepyacduevos ¢kagTa TGV
év avrfj heyopévor. Smppivevrar 8¢ mpd Anunrplov v érépov’,
wpo s "Alefdvpov kai Mepodv émwpatijoews, Td Te xaTd TV
& Alyvmrov élaywyijv tov 'Efpalwv 7dv fperépwv moltdy Kai
7 Tdv yeyovoTwy dmdvtwy abrols émipdveia xai kpdTyots ThS
xawpas kai s oAns vopofeaias émelrynois—words which seem
to imply the existence before B.C. 400 of a translation which
included at least the Books of Exodus, Deuteronomy, and
Joshua. A similar claim has been found in the statement attri-
buted by Pseudo-Aristeas to Demetrius of Phalerum : tob véuou
7év Tovdalwy Bifia...oly os Imdpyer Teonjpavrar, xkabos Tms TGV
€iddrwv mpooavadéperar®. But no fragments of these early
translations have been produced, and it is more than probable
that the story arose out of a desire on the part of the
Hellenistic Jews to find a Hebrew origin for the best products
of Greek thought?®

2. The earliest and most important of the extant Greek
versions of the Old Testament was an offspring of the ‘ Greek
Dispersion’ (7 Suromopa 7év “EXMjvey, Jo. vii. 35), which began
with the conquests of Alexander the Great.

The Hebrew Prophets foresaw that it was the destiny
of their race to be scattered over the face of the world
(Deut xxviil. 25, xxx. 4, Jer. xv. 4, xxxiv. 17). The word
Swomopd (O.L. dispersio) employed by the Greek translators in
these and similar passages (cf. z Esdr. xi. 9, Ps. cxxxviii.
(cxxxix.) tit. (codd. A®* T), cxlvi. (cxlvii) 2, Judith v. 19, Isa.
xlix. 6, Jer. xiil. 14 (cod. 8*), Dan, xii. z (LxX.), 2 Macc. 1. 27)
became the technical Greek term for Jewish communities in
foreign lands, whether planted there by forcible deportation, or

1 8 érépwv, Eus.

2 See Tischendorf, V. T. Gr. (1879) prolegg. p. xiii. n.

3 Cf. Walton (ed. Wrangham), p. 18; Frankel, Vorstudien, p. 14f. ;
Buhl, Kanon u. Text, p. 1081,
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by their own free agency (Jo. vii. 35, Jas. i. 1, 1 Pet. i. 1)". Such
settlements were at first compulsory, and limited to countries
east of Palestine. Between the eighth and sixth centuries
B.C. the bulk of the population of both the Northern and
Southern Kingdoms was swept away by Assyrian and Baby-
lonian conquerors (2 Kings xvii. 6, xxiv. 14 ff,, xxv. 11f,
21f). A part of the Babylonian captivity returned (Ezra i. ii.),
but Babylonia and Mesopotamia continued to be the home of
a large body of Jewish settlers (Tob. i. 14 ff.; 4 Esdr. xiii. 39ff,
Philo ad Cai. 36, Acts ii. g, Joseph. Azt xi. 5. 2, xv. 3. 1, xviil.
g. 1ff.). This ‘Eastern’ Dispersion need not detain us here.
No Biblical version in the stricter sense® had its origin in
Babylonia; there, as in Palestine, the services of the synagogue
interpreter (193MNN) sufficed for the rendering of the lections
into Aramaic, and no desire was manifested on the part of the
Gentile population to make themselves acquainted with the
Hebrew scriptures. It was among the Jews who were brought
into relation with Hellenic culture that the necessity arose for
a written translation of the books of the canon. Egypt was
the earliest home of the Hellenistic Jew, and it was on
Egyptian soil that the earliest Greek version of the Old Testa-
ment was begun.

3. Long before the time of Alexander Egypt possessed the
nucleus of a Jewish colony. Shashanq, the Shishak of 1 K. xiv.
25 f., 2 Chr. xii. 2f, who invaded Palestine® in the tenth
century B.C., may have carried into Egypt captives or hostages
from the conquered cities whose names still appear upon the

1 The later Hebrew term was n5u ‘exile’; see Dr Hort on 1 Pet. /. .

* The ‘Babylonian’ Targum is of Palestinian origin (Buhl, p. 173).
On early Aramaic translations arising out of the synagogue interpretations,
see 6., p. 168, ; and for the traditional account of the origin of the Syriac
O. T. see Nestle, Urtext u. Ubersetzungen der Bibe! (Leipzig, 1897),
p. 229.

8 Authority and Archaeology, p. 87 f.
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walls of the temple at Karnak. Isaiah (xix. 1g f.) foresaw' that
a time must come when the religious influence of Israel would
make itself felt on the banks of the Nile, while he endeavoured
to check the policy which led Judah to seek refuge from
Assyrian aggression in an Egyptian alliance (xxx. 1 ff.). Jewish
mercenaries are said to have fought in the expedition of
Psammetichus I. against Ethiopia ¢ B.C. 650 (cf. Ps.-Arist.:
érépov Luppaxiov damerTalpévov mpos Tov rov Alfidmwv Badiiéa
paxeofar ovv Wapurixs). The panic which followed the
murder of Gedaliah drove a host of Jewish fugitives to Egypt,
where they settled at Migdol (MdydwMos), Tahpanhes (Ta¢vds
= Ad¢ry)®, Noph (Memphis), and Pathros (Ilafodpn)®, ie.
throughout the Delta, and even in Upper Egypt; and the
descendants of those who survived were replenished, if we may
believe Pseudo-Aristeas, by others who entered Egypt during
the Persian period (78n p&v xal wpérepov ixavdv elcednivforoy
avv 16 Ilépay). These earlier settlers were probably among
the first to benefit by Alexander’s policy, and may have been
partly hellenised before his birth.

4. Alexander’s victory at Issos in B.c. 333 opened the
gate of Syria to the conqueror. In the next year he received
the submission of Tyre and Gaza and, according to Josephus,
was on the point of marching upon Jerusalem when the
statesmanship of the High Priest turned him from his purpose*.
Whether the main features of this story be accepted or not,
it is certain that the subsequent policy of Alexander was
favourable to the Jews. His genius discovered in the Jewish

1 The passage is thought by some scholars to belong to the Ptolemaean
age; see Cheyne, /ntr. to Isaiak, p. 105.

2 Cf. Authority and Archacology, p. 107.

3 Jer. li.=xliv. 1 fl. dmaow Tois "Tovdalois Tols xarowolow év v Alydmrrov
#7A. Many of these refugees, however, were afterwards taken prisoners by
Nebuchadnezzar and transported to Babylon (Joseph. aznt. x. 8 7).

3 4nt. xi. 8. 4f. The story is rejected by Ewald and Gritz, and the
details are doubtless unhistorical : cf. Droysen, lkistoire de I' Hellenisme,
i. p. 300.
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people an instrument well fitted to assist him in carrying out
his purpose of drawing East and West together. Jews served
in his army (Hecataeus ag. Joseph. ¢. Ap. i. 22 & ye pay om
xal 'Alefdvipw 7§ Bacilel cvvesTpareloavto kai perd TadTa Tols
8iaddyots avrod pepapripnuev); and such was his sense of their
loyalty and courage that when Alexandria was founded
(8.c. 332), although the design of the conqueror was to erect
a monument to himself which should be essentially Greek’,
he not only assigned a place in his new city to Jewish colonists,
but admitted them to full citizenship.

Joseph. ﬂnl. xix. 5. 2 s"trt'yvm‘ls‘ dvéxabev Tovs €v ’A)\e‘favapelq
IouSaLous‘ w’r;s‘ woliTelas 1rapa TOY Bacrl.)\scov -rs'rcuxo‘ras‘ (2 Aﬁ
il. 4 o0 yap dmopia ye Tov oucr]crov‘rcov 'rr]V ,u,e'ra amovdis Im’ alrob
xﬂ(’o,u,sw]u ANé€avdpos TGV ruu"rcpa)v ﬂvar éxel cruuqepow'ﬂ/, d\\a
mwdvras doxepalwr e'trtpe')\cos dpetijs Kal 1rw"rea)s‘ TOUTO ToiS qperepotr
T yepar éwxev. B. J. ii. 18. 7 qucray.evos 1rpo€up.o‘ra‘ror.s kara
TOVY AL'yu‘n"rLcov IouSaLcur A)\efavapor 'ycpas s a'up.p.axmr édwkey 70
perowkely kara Ty wok €€ loov poipas wpos Tovs "EXAnvas.

Mommsen indeed (Provinces, E. T., p. 162 n.) expresses a
doubt whether the grant of citizenship® was made before the
time of Ptolemy I., but in the absence of any direct evidence to
the contrary the repeated statement of Josephus justifies the
belief that it originated with Alexander?.

5. The premature death of Alexander (B.c. 323) wrecked
his larger scheme, but the Jewish colony at Alexandria con-
tinued to flourish under the Ptolemies, who succeeded to the
government of Egypt.

It may be convenient to place here for reference the names
and dates of the earlier Ptolemies. I. Lagi, or Soter (B.C. 322
—285). II. Philadelphus (B.c. 285—=247). IIl. Euergetes I.
(B.C. 247—222). IV. Philopator I. (B.C. 222—205). V. Epiphanes

! Plutarch Alex. 26 éBovAeTo wéhw peydAqy kal modvdvBpwmrov ‘EX\yvida
owoikloas éruvuuor avrol xkaTalmely.

% See Mahaffy, Zmpire of the Plolemies, p. 86.

3 On the relations in which the Jews stood to Alexander and his succes-
sors see Wellhausen, Zs7. u. jiid. Geschichte, c. xvi.
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(B.C. 205—182). VI. Eupator (B.C. 182). VII. Philometor
(B.C. 182—-146). VIIIL. Philopator II. (B.c. 146). IX. Euer-
getes 11, also known as Physkon (B.C. 146—117). Of the brief
reigns of Eupator and the younger Philopator nothing is known.

The first Ptolemy added considerably to the Jewish
population of Alexandria. His expeditions to Palestine and
capture of Jerusalem placed in his hands a large number of
Jewish and Samaritan captives, and these were conveyed to
Alexandria, where many of them acquired civic rights. The
report of the King’s liberality towards his captives, and of their
prosperity in Egypt, attracted other Palestinians to Alexandria,
and many came thither as voluntary settlers.

Joseph. ant. xii. 1. 1 6 8¢ Ilrohepdios moAhovs alypakdTovs
AaBov dmé Te Tis Spewns ‘lovdalas kai Tév mept ‘lepogihupa Témwy
kai s Zapapeitidos kai Tév év Tapleiv, xargkigey dmavras els
Alyvrrov dyaydv: émeyvwkds 8¢ Tods dmd Tdv 'lepogolipwy mepl
v TéV Sprwv Puhakny kai Tas miores PBeBaiordrovs Ywdpyovras . .
moMhovs adrdv Tois Maxeddaw év *Alefavdpeia moujoas loomoliras
obk ONiyor 8¢ ovdé TdY ENNwv ’lovdaiwv eis Ty AlyvmrTov mape-
yiyvovro, Tis Te dperfs TdV Témwy alrovs kai Ts Tov IlTolepaiov
pihoTipias wpoxalovuévys.

A separate quarter of the city was assigned to the colony
(Strabo a@p. Joseph. ant. xiv. 7. 2z mijs ‘Ahefavpelas molews
doupioTar péya pépos 1@ éver Tovre'); it lay in the north-east
of Alexandria, along the shore, near the royal palace®’. Here
the Jews lived under their own ethnarch?® who exercised judi-
cial authority in all cases between Jew and Jew. They were
permitted to follow their own religion and observe their national
customs without molestation. Synagogues sprang up not only in
the Jewish quarter, but at a later time in every part of the city

1 In Philo’s time the Jews occupied two districts out of five (in
Flace. 8).

3 Droysen, iii. p. 59.

3 Strabo, ap. Jos. ant. xiv. 7. 2; cf. Schiirer Gesch. d. jiid. Volkes3, iil. 40;
Lumbroso, Recherches, p. 218; Droysen, iii. p. 40 n. On the d)\a@épx‘nr
dpaBdpxns) who is sometimes identified with the ethnarch see Schiirer iii. 88.
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(Philo ad Cai. zo, in Flacc. 6). In the time of Philometor the
Jews stood so high in the royal favour that they were suffered
to convert a disused Egyptian temple at Leontopolis into
a replica of the Temple at Jerusalem, and the Jewish rite was
celebrated there until after the fall of the Holy City, when the
Romans put a stop to it (Joseph. a»# xii. 9. 7, xiil. 3. 1, B. /.
vil. 10. 4)°. Under these circumstances it is not surprising
that shortly after the Christian era the Jewish colony in Egypt
exceeded a million, constituting an eighth part of the popu-
lation (Philo iz Flacc. 6, Joseph. ¢. Ap. 1i. 4). In the Fayim
villages were founded by Jews, and they lived on equal terms
with the Greeks®. Nor were the Jewish settlers on the African
coast limited to the Delta or to Egypt. A daughter colony
was planted in Cyrenaica by the first Ptolemy, and at Cyrene
as at Alexandria the Jews formed an important section of the
community. The Jew of Cyrene meets us already in the days
of the Maccabees (1 Macc. xv. 23, 2 Macc. ii. 23), and he was
a familiar figure at Jerusalem in the Apostolic age (Mt. xxvil.
32, Acts il. 10, vi. 9%, xi. 20, xlil. 1; cf. Strabo ap. Joseph. ant.
xiv. 7. 2).

6. The Jews of the Dispersion everywhere retained their
religion and their loyalty to national institutions. In each of
these settlements among Gentile peoples the Holy City
possessed a daughter, whose attachment to her was not less
strong than that of her children at home. ‘Jerusalem,” in
the words of Agrippa® “was the mother city, not of a single
country, but of most of the countries of the world, through the

1 On the magnificence of the- principal synagogue see Edersheim,
History of the Jewish Nation (ed. White), p. 67.

2 A temporary check seems to have been sustained by the Alexandrian
Jews under Philopator ; see 3 Macc. ii. 31, and cf. Mahaffy, p. 270.

3 See Mahafly, Empire, &c., p. 86n. ; cf. Philo de sept. 6.

4 Where Blass (Philology of the Gospels, p. 69 f.) proposes to read
ABuorlvwy for ABeprivow.

8 Philo ad Cai. 36.
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colonies which she sent forth at various times.” No colony
was more dutiful than the Alexandrian. The possession of a
local sanctuary at Leontopolis did not weaken its devotion to
the temple at Jerusalem'; pilgrimages were still made to
Jerusalem at the great festivals (Philo @p. Eus. praep. ev. viil.
14. 64 ; cf. Acts ii. 10); the Temple tribute was collected in
Egypt with no less punctuality than in Palestine (Philo e
monarch. ii. 3). But it was impossible for Jews who for
generations spent their lives and carried on their business in
Greek towns to retain their Semitic speech. In Palestine
after the Return, Aramaic gradually took the place of Hebrew
in ordinary intercourse, and after the time of Alexander Greek
became to some extent a rival of Aramaic. In Alexandria a
knowledge of Greek was not a mere luxury but a necesssity
of common life% If it was not required by the State as a
condition of citizenship? yet selfinterest compelled the in-
habitants of a Greek capital to acquire the language of the
markets and the Court. A generation or two may have
sufficed to accustom the Alexandrian Jews to the use of the
Greek tongue. The Jewish settlers in Lower Egypt who were
there at the coming of Alexander had probably gained some
knowledge of Greek before the founding of his new city?;
and the children of Alexander’s mercenaries, as well as many
of the immigrants from Palestine in the days of Soter, may
well have been practically bilingual. Every year of residence
in Alexandria would increase their familiarity with Greek and
weaken their hold upon the sacred tongue®. Any prejudice

1 See Schiirer?, iii. g7 ff.

2 Droysen, iii. p. 35. )

3 Mommsen, Provinces, il. p. 163f. On the whole question see Hody,
de Bibl. textibus, p. 224 f.; Caspari, Quellen zur Gesch. d. Taufsymbols,
ili. p. 268 ff.; Deissmann, Bibe/studien, p. 61 ff.; Kennedy, Sowurces of
N. 7. Gk., p- 211l . )

4 There was a large Greek settlement on the Pelusiac arm of the Nile
at an early period ; see Herod. ii. 163.

5 Cf. Streane, Dowble Text of Feremiak, p. 11 1.
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which might have existed against the use of a foreign language
would speedily disappear under a rule which secured full
liberty in worship and faith. The adoption of the Greek
tongue was a tribute gladly paid by the Alexandrian Jews to
the great Gentile community which sheltered and cherished
them.

But the Greek which the Jews of Alexandria learnt to
speak was neither the literary language employed by the
scholars of the Museum, nor the artificial imitation of it
affected by Hellenistic writers of the second and first centuries
B.c." It was based on the pafois of the Alexandrian streets
and markets—a mixture, as we may suppose, of the ancient
spoken tongue of Hellas with elements gathered from Mace-
donia, Asia Minor, Egypt, and Libya. Into this hybrid speech
the Jewish colony would infuse, when it became their usual
organ of communication, a strong colouring of Semitic thought,
and not a few reminiscences of Hebrew or Aramaic lexico-
graphy and grammar. Such at any rate is the monument of
Jewish-Egyptian Greek which survives in the earlier books of
the so-called Septuagint.

7. The ‘Septuagint®’ or the Greek version of the Old
Testament which was on the whole the work of Alexandrian
Jews, is, written in full, the Interpretatio septuaginta virorum or
sentorum, 1.e. the translation of which the first instalment was
attributed by Alexandrian tradition to seventy or seventy-two
Jewish elders. In the most ancient Greek MSS. of the Old

1 Cf. Thiersch de Pent. vers. Alex., p. 65 fl.; Mahafly, Greck life and
thought?, p. 196 f.; Kennedy, Sources of N. T. Greek, p. 18ff. The
remarks of Hatch (Essays, p. 10ff.) are less satisfactory.

2 Irenaeus (iii. 21. 3) speaks of the seniorum interpretatio; Tertullian
(Apol. 18) of the septuaginta et duo interpretes ; Jerome, of the LXX.
interpretes, or translatores (praeff. in Esdr., [sai.), LXX. editio (praef. in
Job, ¢p. ad Pammack.), editioc LXX. (praef. in Paralipp.). Augustine
(cited by Nestle, Urtext, p. 62) remarks: ‘‘interpretatio ista wt Septuaginta
vocetur iam obtinuit consuetudo.”
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Testament it is described as the version ‘according to the
LXX." (xata Tovs éBSounxovra, wapa éB8oujrovre, O. T in Greek,
i. p. 103, iii. p. 479), and quoted by the formula oi o’ or oi 08"
All forms of the name point back to a common source, the
story of the origin of the version which is told in the
pseudonymous letter entitled 'Apwrréas Phokpdree.

LITERATURE. The text of the letter of Aristeas is printed
in the Appendix to this volume. It will be found also in Hody
de Bibl. teat. ovig. (Oxon. 1705), and in Constantinus Oeconomus
mepl Tov o épunvevrdv BiBAia & (Athens, 1849); the best edition
hitherto available is that of M. Schmidt in Merx, Archiv f.
wissensch. Erforschung d. A. T.i. p. 241 ff.; a new edition is
promised under the title: Aristeae ad Philocratem epistula cum
ceteris de ovigine versionis LXX. interpretum testimoniis. Ex
Ludovici Mendelssohnii schedis ed. Pawlus Wendland. For the
earlier editions see Fabricius-Harles, iii. 660 ff.; the editio prin-
ceps of the Greek text was published at Basle in 1561.

The controversies raised by the letter may be studied in
Hody or in Fabricius-Harles ; cf. Rosenmiiller, Handbuck f. d.
Literatur d. bibl. Kritik u. Exegese; Dihne, gesch. Darstellung
d. jidisch. Alex. Religions-Philosophie, ii. p. 205 ff.; Papageor-
gius, Uber den Aristeasbrief; Lumbroso, Reckerches sur Péco-

nomie politigue de I Egypte, p. 351 1. and in 4# di R. Accademia
della Scienza di Torino, iv. (1868—¢). Fuller lists will be found
in Schiirers, iii. 472 f. (and in Nestle s.w. Aristeas, in Real-
encyklopidic f p. Th. u. K.3), and Van Ess, Epilegg. p. 291.

8. The writer professes to be a courtier in the service of
Philadelphus, a Greek who is interested in the antiquities
of the Jewish people’. Addressing his brother Philocrates, he
relates the issue of a journey which he had recently made
to Jerusalem. It appears that Demetrius Phalereus?, who is

1 From the mention of Cyprus as *the island’ (§ 3) it has been inferred
that Aristeas was a Cypriot. The name occurs freely in inscriptions from
the islands of the Aegean t;md the coast of Cagla (C8 1.) G. 2;61, ngG, 23?,
2399, 2404, 2653, 2693, 2694, 2723, 2727, 2781, 2892), and was borne by
as(g?'pri:n4scu11§taor (sgeg D. 95. a;zdslf. B.,1. 293). The Aristeas who wrote
repi "Tovdaiwy (Euseb. pracp. ev. ix. 25) was doubtless an Alexandrian Jew
who, as a Hellenist, assumed a Greek name.

2 See QOstermann, dz Demetrii Ph. vita (1857); Susemihl, Gesch. d. gr.
Litt. in d. Alexandrinerzeit, i. p. 135 fl. On the royal library at Alexandria
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described as librarian of the royal library at Alexandria, had in
conversation with the King represented the importance of
procuring for the library a translation of the Jewish laws (ra
16v "Tovdalwy véppa peraypadijs déia xai mijs mapd ool Sifhio-
Grixns elvar). Philadelphus fell in with the suggestion, and
despatched an embassy to Jerusalem with a letter to the
High Priest Eleazar, in which the latter was desired to send to
Alexandria six elders learned in the law from each of the
tribes of Israel to execute the work of translation. In due
course the seventy-two elders, whose names are given, arrived
in Egypt, bringing with them a copy of the Hebrew Law
written in letters of gold on a roll composed of skins (oVv...Tals
Suagpopors Sipbépars & als 7 vopolecia yeypapuévy ypvooypadia
tois ‘Tovdawols ypdupact). A banquet followed, at which the
King tested the attainments of the Jewish elders with hard
questions. Three days afterwards the work of translation
began. The translators were conducted by Demetrius along
the Heptastadion' to the island of Pharos, where a building
conveniently furnished and remote from the distractions of the
city was provided for their use. Here Demetrius, in the words
of Aristeas, ‘exhorted them to accomplish the work of transla-
tion, since they were well supplied with all that they could want.
So they set to work, comparing their several results and making
them agree; and whatever they agreed upon was suitably
copied under the direction of Demetrius....In this way the
transcription was completed in seventy-two days, as if that
period had been pre-arranged.’

The completed work was read by Demetrius to the Jewish
community, who received it with enthusiasm and begged that
a copy might be placed in the hands of their leaders; and

see Susemihl, i. p. 335 ff., and the art. Bibliothekerr in Pauly-Wissowa,
Real-Encyclopidie, v. 409 f.

! The mole which connected the Pharos with the city: see art.
Alexandria in Smith’s Dict. of Gr. and Rom. Geography, pp. 96 f.
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a curse was solemnly pronounced upon any who should
presume to add to the version or to take from it. After this
the Greek Pentateuch was read to the King, who expressed
delight and surprise, greeted the book with a gesture of rever-
ence (mpookvrnpoas), and desired that it should be preserved
with scrupulous care (éxéevoe peydAny émypéheiay moreichar Tév
BiBAlwv kal cvrmpeiv dyvds).

9. The story of Aristeas is repeated more or less fully
by the Alexandrian writers Aristobulus and Philo, and by
Josephus.

Aristobulus ap. Eus. pragp. ev. xiil. 12. 2: 1 8¢ é\yp éppnveia
Ty 8id Tov vopov wdvTev émi Tol mpooayopevdévros Pihadéipov
BagiNéws oob B¢ mpoydvou [he is addressing Philometor] mpooevey-
kapévov peilova Phoripiav, Anunrpiov Tov Palnpéws mpayparev-
capévov Ta mepi Tovrevl., Philo, vit. Moys. ii. 5 ff.: HOrokepatos 6
PhdSehpos émikAneis...{hov kal wédov NaBow Tijs vopodeoias nudv
els ‘EX\dda yhorrav thv Xa\dawny pebapudleabdar dievoeiro, xal
mpéaBets e0B0s éfémepme mwpos Tov Tis lovdaias dpytepéa.. 6 8¢, ws
eixds, nabeis xai vouigas odk dvev elas émippoaivns mepi T6 TowovToY
épyov éomovdaxévar Tov PBaciNéa...dopévas dmoaTéNhe.,.kabigavres
8 év dmoxpie kai undevds mapdvros...kaldmwep évfovoibvres émpo-
¢rirevoy, odx d\Xa dhoi, Ta d¢ adrd wdvres dvdpara xai prpara
bomep vmofoléws éxdaTois dopdrws évnyodvros «xrA. Josephus,
ant. 1. prooem. 3: Irokepalwy pév & Sebrepo® pdlora 8n Bacikevs
wep. madeiav kai BifMwv cuvaywyjy omovddoas éfapéras épuhori-
pnbn Tév quérepov vopov kai Ty kar' abréy Sudrafw Tis molrelas
els Ty ‘EAAdda Qoviy perakaBelv xtA. In ant xil. 2. 1—I§
Josephus gives a full account obviously based on Aristeas (whom
he calls *Aptoraios), and to a great extent verbally identical with
the letter.

The testimony of Josephus establishes only the fact that
the letter of Aristeas was current in Palestine during the first
century o.p. Philo, on the other hand, represents an Alex-
andrian tradition which was perhaps originally independent of
the letter, and is certainly not entirely consistent with it. He

1 In defence of the genuineness of this testimony see Schiirer, G. /. V.3
iii. 384—392. On the other hand cf. L. Cohn in Neue Jahrbiicher f. d.

Klass. Allerthum i. 8 (189s), and Wendland in Byzantinische Zeitschrift
vii. (1898), 447-——449. For Aristobulus see Susemihl, p. 630f.
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states (/. ¢.) that the completion of the work of the Lxx. was
celebrated at Alexandria down to his own time by a yearly
festival at the Pharos (uéxpt viv dva wiv éros éopry) kai wamjyvpts
dyerar kata v Pdpov vroov, eis Hv ol Lovdalol uovor dAAd xai
rapmAnbeis érepol Saméova, T6 T€ xwplov TepvivorTes év & TpGTOY
70 s éppnveias éféhampe kTA.). A popular anniversary of this
kind can scarcely have grown out of a literary work so artificial
and so wanting in the elements which ensure popularity as the
letter of Aristeas, The fragment of Aristobulus carries us
much further back than the witness of Philo and Josephus.
It was addressed to a Ptolemy who was a descendant of Phila-
delphus, and who is identified both by Eusebius (Z¢) and by
Clement' (strom. 1. 22) with Philometor. Whether Aristobulus
derived his information from Aristeas is uncertain, but his
words, if we admit their genuineness, establish the fact that the
main features of the story were believed by the literary Jews of
Alexandria, and even at the Court, more than a century and a
half before the Christian era and within a century of the date
assigned by Aristeas to the translation of the Law.

10. From the second century A.D. the letter of Aristeas is
quoted or its contents are summarised by the fathers of the
Church, who in general receive the story without suspicion, and
add certain fresh particulars.

Cf. Justin, apol. i. 31, dial. 68, 71, ‘cokort. ad Graecos’ 13 ff. ;
Iren. ii.. 21. 2 f.; Clem. Alex. strom. i. 22, 148 f.; Tertullian,
apol. 18 ; Anatolius ap. Eus. H. E. vii. 32 ; Eusebius, praep. ¢v.
viil. 1—9, ix. 38 ; Cyril of Jerusalem, cateck. iv. 34 ; Hilary, prol.
ad Psalmos, tract. in Pss. i, cxviii. ; Epiphanius, de mens. et pond.
§§ 3, 6; Philastrius de Aaer. 138 ; Jerome, praef. in Gen., praef.
in libr. quaest. Hebr.,; Augustine, de civ. Dei xvii. 42 f., de doctr.
Chr. ii. 22 ; Theodore of Mopsuestia iz Habakk. ii., in Zeph. i.;
Chrysostom, or. i. adv. Fud., c. 6, kom. iv. in Gen., c. 4; Theo-

! Clement of Alexandria identifies this Aristobulus with the person
named in 2 Macc. i. 10 'AptoToBovhy Sidackdrg IlTolemalov Tob Basiiéws.
See Valckenaer d7atribe de Aristobulo (printed at the end of Gaisford’s
cdition of Eus. praep. ev. iv.).
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dovet, pracf. in Psalmos ; Cyril of Alexandria, adv. Fulian. or.
1; Pseudo-Athanasius, syzeps. scr. sacr. § 77 ; the anonymous
dialogue of Timotky and Aguila (ed, Conybeare, Oxford, 1898,
p-oof)

Most of these Christian writers, in distinct contradiction
to the statement of Aristeas, represent the Seventy as having
worked separately, adding that when the results were com-
pared at the end of the task they were found to be identical
(so Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Cyril of Jerusalem,
Augustine, &c.). The author of the Colortatio ad Graecos!
declares that at Alexandria he had been shewn the vestiges of
the cells in which the translators had worked (abdrol év 75 "Aleé-

3 ’ NN ¥ - s 7 3 ~ ’ 3 7
avSpELq. )’CVO‘LLCVOL Kai T4 LYV TWY OLKILTKWV €V ™ (Papty €EWPA.KOTES

ér cwldpeva, kal wapd ToV ékel Ws Td TdTpLa Tapenddrov dinko-
otes Tavra dwayyéMhopev). This story of the cells therefore
was probably of Alexandrian origin, and had grown out of
the local belief in the inspiration of the Seventy which appears
already in the words of Philo quoted above®. The Fathers
generally accept both the belief and the legend which it
generated, though the latter sometimes undergoes slight modi-
fication, as when Epiphanius groups the LxXIL in pairs ({oyy
Liyn kar’ aixiokov). Jerome is an honourable exception; he
realises that the tale of the cells is inconsistent with the earlier
tradition (prol. in Gen. “nescio quis primus auctor LxX cel-
lulas Alexandriae mendacio suo exstruxerit, quibus divisi eadem
scriptitarint, quum Aristeas...et Josephus nihil tale retulerint”),
and rightly protests against the doctrine which was at the root of
the absurdity (‘““aliud est enim vatem, aliud est esse inter-
pretem ™),

1 On the date of this treatise, which is commonly ascribed to Justin,

see Kriiger, Aist. of Chr. Literature (E. T.), p. 112f., and cf. Harnack-
Preuschen, p. 107.

2 Cf. ib. ovx épumvels éxeivous &N iepogpdvras kal mpogpnras mposaryo-
pevovTes.

3 The story of the cells is not peculiar to Christian writers; it is
echoed by the Talmud (Bab. Talm. Megillak 92, Jerus. Talm. Meg. c. i.;
cf. Sopherim, c. i.).
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11. Doubts as to the genuineness of the Aristeas-letter
were first expressed by Ludovicus de Vives in his commentary
on Aug. de civ. Dei, xviii. 4 (published in 1522), and after him
by Joseph Scaliger. Ussher and Voss defended the letter, but
its claim to be the work of a contemporary of Philadelphus
was finally demolished by Humphry Hody, Regius Professor of
Greek at Oxford (1698—1706)". A few later writers have
pleaded in its favour (e.g. Grinfield Apology for the LXX., and
Constantinus Oeconomus, gp. ¢#2.); but the great majority of
modern scholars, and perhaps all living experts, recognise the
unhistorical character of much of the story of Aristeas.

Indeed it scarcely needed the massive learning of Hody to
convict the letter of Aristeas of being pseudonymous, and to a
large extent legendary. The selection of the elders from all
the tribes of Israel awakens suspicions; their names are clearly
imaginary; the recurrence of the number seventy-two seems
to have struck even the writer as open to remark®; the letters
of Philadelphus and Eleazar are of the same stamp as the con-
fessedly fictitious correspondence between Philadelphus and
the Palestinian Jews in 2 and 3 Maccabees. Above all,
whereas the letter professes to have been written by a Greek
and a pagan, its purpose proclaims it to be the work of a Jew;
while it addresses itself to Gentile readers, its obvious aim is
to glorify the Jewish race, and to diffuse information about
their sacred books. On the other hand, though the story as
‘Aristeas’ tells it is doubtless a romance, it must not be hastily
inferred that it has no historical basis. That the writer was
a Jew who lived in Egypt under the Ptolemies seems to be

Y In his Contra historiam LXX. interpretum Aristeae nomine inscrip-
tam dissertatio, originally published in 1684, and afterwards included in
De Bibliorum textibus originalibus, versionibus Graecis, et Latina vulgata
libri 7v. (Oxon. 1705). For other wrilers on both sides cf. Buhl, p. 117
(E. T. p. 115).

2 On the Rabbinical partiality for this number, ¢f. Ewald, Hise. of fsrael,
v. 252 0. (E. T.); Schiirer 11. i. p. 174; Buhl, p. 117 (=116, E. T).
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demonstrated by the knowledge which he displays of life
at the Alexandrian Court’. There is also reason to suppose
that he wrote within fifty years of the death of Philadelphus,
and his principal facts are endorsed, as we have seen, by a
writer of the next generation® It is difficult to believe that
a document, which within a century of the events relates
the history of a literary undertaking in" which the Court and
the scholars of Alexandria were concerned, can be altogether
destitute of truth. Detailed criticism is impossible in this
place, but it is necessary to examine the credibility of the
chief features of the romance so far as they affect questions
relating to the date and origin of the LxX. There are certain
points in the letter of Aristeas which demand investigation,
especially the statements (1) that the translation of the Law
was made in the time of Philadelphus; (2) that it was under-
taken at the desire of the King, and for the royal library;
(3) that the translators and the Hebrew rolls which they used
were brought from Jerusalem; and (4) that their translation
when completed was welcomed both by Jews and Greeks.

12. There is no improbability in the first of these state-
ments. The personal tastes of Philadelphus, if by no means
purely literary, included a fancy for the society of scholars and
the accumulation of books®. He founded a second library at
the Serapeion to receive the overflow of that which Soter had
established near the Museum and the Palace®. His syncre-
tistic temperament disposed him to listen to the representatives
of various creeds. A Buddhist mission from the Ganges found
a welcome at his court®; and the reign which produced

1 See the remarks of Wilcken in Philologus liii. (1894), p. 111f., and cf.

Lumbroso, p. xiii.

2 See Schiirer?, iii. p. 468 f. .

3 Tertullian exaggerates his literary merits (apo/. 18 Ptolemaeorum eru-
ditissimus...et omnis litteraturae sagacissimus).

¢ Cf. Mahafly, Empire of the Plolemies, p. 164 . On the character of
Philadelphus see also Droysen, iii., p. 254 f.

5 Mahafly, pp. 163f., 170.
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Manetho's Greek history of Egyptian institutions may well
have yielded also a translation into Greek of the Hebrew
sacred books. The presence of a large Jewish colony at
Alexandria could hardly have failed to awaken in the King
and his scholars of the Museum an interest in the ancient laws
and literature of the Jewish race. For these reasons modern
scholars have for the most part shewn no desire to disturb the
tradition which assigns the Alexandrian version of the Law to
the days of Philadelphus.

One exception must be noted. The late Professor Gritz
maintained with much ingenuity that the Greek Pentateuch was
a work of the reign of Philometor, thus transferring the inception
of the LXX. from the middle of the third century to the middle
of the second™.

His opinion was based partly on the fact that the Jewish
colony at Alexandria touched the zenith of its influence under
Philometor, partly on internal grounds. Under the latter head
he insisted on the translation in Lev. xxiii. 11 of the phrase NN
N3YD by 75 émaidpov Tis wpodrys. The Pharisees understood the
word N3¥ in that context to refer to the day after the Paschal
Sabbath i.e. Nisan 15, while the Sadducees adhered to the usual
meaning. Gratz argued with much force that, since the rendering
of the LXX. shews evident signs of Pharisaic influence, the
version itself must have been later than the rise of the Pharisees.
But 2. 15 renders the same words by dmdé mis émaipov Toi
gaffBdrov, and as it is not likely that a translator who had of set
purpose written Tqs wpdTys in v. 11 would have let Tot gaBBdrov
escape him a little further down, we must suppose that 7ot o.
stood originally in both verses and that rjs mp. is due to a
Pharisaic corrector who left his work incomplete. But a partial
correction of the passage in the interests of Pharisaism points to
the version being pre-Maccabean, a conclusion quite opposite
to that which Dr Gritz desired to draw?

There is, moreover, positive evidence that the Alexandrian
version of Genesis at least was in existence considerably before
the beginning of Philometor’s reign. It was used by the
Hellenist Demetrius, fragments of whose treatise Mepi tav év

1 Gesch. Judend, iii. p. 615 ff.
2 See Expository Times, ii. pp. 209, 277 [
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"Tovdaia Bam)\cm are preserved Ly Clement (strom. 1. 21)
and Eusebius ( praep. ev. ix. 21, 29). The following specimens
may suffice to prove this assertion.

Demetrius. Genesis (LXX.).

dvTl TV pmAwv Tob pavdpa- ebpev piHia pavdpaydpov...

yopov. dvri  Tdv  pavdpayopdv (XXX
14f.).

dyyelov 700 feov walaioar émdlaiev...kal fparo Tob
kal dyacbar 7ob mwAdrovs 700 mAdrovs Tob umpot laxdf
unpod Tov laxe. (xxxii. 25).

Aéyew krvotpédovs adrovs épeite "Avdpes wrpvorpddor
elvas éopév (xIvi. 34).

As Demetrius carries his chronology no further than the
reign of Philopator, it may be assumed that he lived under the
fourth Ptolemy'. He is thus the earliest of the Alexandrian
Hellenistic_writers; yet equally with the latest he draws his
quotations of the Book of Genesis from the Lxx. It may
fairly be argued that a version, which at the beginning of the
third century had won its way to acceptance among the literary
Jews of Alexandria, probably saw the light not later than the
reign of Philadelphus.

13. Both ‘Aristeas’ and Aristobulus associate with the
inception of the LxX. the name of Demetrius Phalereus?
Aristobulus merely represents Demetrius as having ‘negociated
the matter’ (mpayparevoapévov Ta wepi Tovrwy), but Aristeas
states that he did so (1) in the capacity of head of the royal
library (xaracrafleis éxi s Tov Bacihéws BiBAiobrixys), and (2)
in the days of Philadelphus, with whom he appears to be on
intimate terms. Both these particulars are certainly unhis-
torical. Busch® has shewn that the office of librarian was

1 Cf. Freudenthal, kellen. Studien, p. 41.
® The Dialogue of Timothy and Aguila strangely says: v 8¢ olros 6

A‘r],u.rrrpl.os' T¢ yévei "Efpaios.
3 De bibliothecariis Alexandrinis (1884), p. 1ff.; cf. Droysen, iii.

p- 256 ; Mahaffy, p. 115.
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filled under Philadelphus by Zenodotus of Ephesus, and on the
decease of Zenodotus by Eratosthenes. Moreover Demetrius,
so far from being intimate with Philadelphus, was sent into
exile soon after the accession of that monarch, and died a
little later on from the bite of an asp, probably administered
at the King's instigation (c. B.C. 283)'. Thus, if Demetrius took
part in the inception of the Lxx., he must have done so during
the reign of Soter. This is not in itself improbable. He
had taken refuge in Egypt as early as B.c. 307, and for many
years had been a trusted adviser of the first Ptolemy; and
it is not unlikely that the project of translating the Jewish
Law was discussed between him and the royal founder of the
Alexandrian library, and that the work was really due to his
suggestion?, though his words did not bear fruit until after his
death. The point is of importance to the student of the Lxx.
only in so far as it has to do with the question whether the
version was made under official guidance. The breakdown of
the chronology of this part of the story of Aristeas leaves us
free to abandon the hypothesis of direct intervention on the
part of the King, and internal evidence certainly justifies us
in doing so. An official version would assuredly have avoided
such barbarisms as yewpas, v, gdBBara®, when such Greek
equivalents as wpognAvros, 8ixovr, dvdmavois, were available.
The whole style of the version is alien from the purpose of a
book intended for literary use, nor is it conceivable that under
such circumstances Jewish translators, Palestinian or Alex-
andrian, would have been left without the advice and help of
experts in the Greek tongue.

Thus everything points to the conclusion that the version

! Diog. Laert. v. 78. The statement rests on the authority of Hermippus
Callimachus (temp. Ptolemy III.).

¥ Cf. Plutarch, Apophthegm. viii. Anquirpios o Saknpeds Irokepaly ¢
Bao\el wapver Td wepl Bacihelas xal fyepovias BifNla xrdcfar xai dva-
YW Kew.

3 Frankel, Vorstudien, p. 81.
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arose out of the needs of the Alexandrlan ]ews Wlnlst in
Palestine the Aramaic-speaking Jews were content with the
interpretation of the Methurgeman, at Alexandria the Hebrew
lesson was gladly exchanged for a lesson read from a Greek
translation, and the work of the interpreter was limited to
exegesis’. In the closing paragraphs of the letter of Aristeas
which describe the joy with which the work of the LxxII
was welcomed by the Greek-speaking Jews of Alexandria,
the writer unconsciously reveals the true history of the ver-
sion, when he represents the Jews as having heard and
welcomed the Greek Pentateuch before it was presented to
the King? But it is not improbable that the King encouraged
the work of translation with the view of promoting the use
of the Greek language by the settlers® as well as for the purpose
of gratifying his own curiosity.

14. The Greek of the Alexandrian Pentateuch is Egyptian,
and, as far as we can judge, not such as Palestinian translators.
would have written. Instances are not indeed wanting of
translations executed in Egypt by Palestinians ; the most note-
worthy* is the Wisdom of the Son of Sirach, which, as the
prologue tells us, was turned into Greek by the grandson of
the writer after a prolonged visit to the banks of the Nile (wrapa-

yamfes eis Alyvmrov kai gvyxpovicas); but the clumsy Greek
of the prologue, and the stiff artificiality of the book, offer a

1 Cf. Philo ap. Eus. praep. ev. viii. 7 tdv lepéwy 8¢ 1is wapdw, 7 Tow
yepbvrwy €ls, dvaywdoxe: Tobs lepods vopovs alTols kal kab' éxacrov éknyeirar.
But éfqyerrac is ambiguous.

2 The hope of winning converts may have been among the motives
which inspired the translators and gained a ready welcome for their work ;
cf. the prol. to Sirach: oY ubévor abrols Tods dvaywdokovras déov éorly
e'mo'r'r’]/.r.ovas yivesfar, dA\Aa kal Toils éxTds dUvacbar Tols ¢Phouabobvras
xpnotuovs elvar kal Néyovras xal ypdgorras—where however the influence of
the Jew1sh Scriptures on pagans is regarded as indirect, and not immediate.

4 Cf. Mommsen, Pro-ymm-, ii. p. 164.

i Anpother example is offered by the Greek Esther, if the note at the
end of the book is to be trusted (épacar...épumpevkévar Avolpayor
IIroheuaiov Tov év lepovoainu).
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marked contrast to the simple style of the Pentateuch. That
the latter is mainly the work of Alexandrian Jews appears from
more than one consideration. An older generation of Biblical
scholars pointed to the occurrence in the Lxx., and especially in
the Pentateuch, of such words of Egyptian origin as dxe: (Gen.
xli. 2 ff.), xév8v (Gen. xliv. 2 ff.), iB:s (Lev. xi. 17 ; Deut. xiv. 16),
Bioaos (Exod. xxv.—xxxix. passim) and such characteristically
Egyptian terms as 83payuov, dAjfeia (=B"N), dpyiudyerpos,
dpxtowoxdos and the like. The argument is not conclusive,
since after the time of Alexander the xouwnj contained elements
drawn from various localities’. But recent discoveries in Egypt
have yielded a criterion of Egyptian Greek which has been
applied to the Lxx. with definite results. In 1892 Prof. Mahaffy
was able to write: “in the vocabulary of the papyr we find a
closer likeness to the Greek of the LxX. than to any other book
I could name®.” This statement has been abundantly justified
by the publication of Deissmann’s Bibelstudien (Marburg, 1895),
and Newe Bibelstudien (1897), where a number of the peculiar
or characteristic words and forms of the LxX. are shewn to
have been in common use among Egyptian Greeks of the third
and second centuries B.c.* The vocabulary and style of the Lxx.
will be treated in a later chapter; for the present it is enough
to say that they are such as to discredit the attribution of the
Greek Pentateuch to a company consisting exclusively or chiefly
of Palestinian Jews. The LxX. as a whole, or at any rate
the earlier part of the collection, is a monument of Alexandrian
Greek as it was spoken by the Jewish colony in the Delta
under the rule of the Ptolemies*

! See Hody, ii. 4; Eichhorn, p. 472; H. H. A. Kennedy, Sources of
N. T. Greek, p. 24f. ; on the other hand, cf. Frankel, Vorstudien, p. 4o fi.

2 Exp. Times, iii. p. 291 ; cf. Mahaffy, Greek life, p. 198 f.

3 Evidence of this kind will doubtless accumulate as new volumes of
papyri are issued. The verbal indices which usually accompany such
collections offer a rich field for the Biblical student who will be at the

pains to explore them.
4 See however Buhl, p. 124.
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The story of the rolls being written in letters of gold and
sent to the King by the High Priest may be dismissed at once;
it belongs to the picturesque setting of the romance. But
there is nothing improbable in the statement that the Hebrew
rolls were freshly brought from Jerusalem’, for communication
between Jerusalem and Alexandria was frequent during the
reigns of the earlier Ptolemies. Yet the legend may be intended
to represent the loyalty of the colony towards the uwrpdmols,
and the conviction of the Alexandrian Jews that in their Greek
version they possessed the same sacred texts which their
brethren in Judaea read in Hebrew. Nothing was further
from their intention than to create an Alexandrian canon,
or an Alexandrian type of text. The point is one which it
is important to remember.

The welcome accorded to the Greek version by the Jews of
Alexandria- was doubtless, as Aristeas represents, both cordial
and permanent; nor need we doubt that Philadelphus and his
scholars approved what had been done. Insignificant and even
intolerable as a literary work, the version promised to supply
the Greek scholars of Alexandria with a trustworthy account of
Hebrew origins. There is however little or no trace of the use
of the Lxx. by pagan writers®; the style was probably enough
to deter them from studying it, and the Hellenistic Jews of a
somewhat later date rendered the task unnecessary by present-
ing the history of their country in more attractive forms. As
to the preservation of the original in the Alexandrian libraries,
we have no evidence beyond Tertullian’s scarcely trustworthy
statement, “ Hodie usque Serapeum Ptolemaei bibliothecae cum
ipsis Hebraicis litteris exhibentur®.”

1 According to Epiphanius (de mens. et pond. 101.) the rolls only were
sent in the first instance, and the interpreters followed in consequence of a
second application from Philadelphus. This form of the story suggests
that the desire for a translation may have been stimulated by the arrival of
MSS. from Jerusalem.

2 See, however, Mahaffy, /7ist. of Gk. class. literature, 1. ii. p. 195.

3 Apol. 18; cf. Justin, agol. i. 31, Chrys. o7. 1 adv. Fd., and Epiph.
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15. It has been stated that the letter of Aristeas does not
profess to describe the origin of any part of the Alexandrian
Bible except the Pentateuch. This was evident to Josephus :
ant. i. prooem. 3 ovdeé ydp macav éxetvos (sc. Ilrolepaios o Sevre-
pos) épbn AaBeiv Tijv dvaypadijy, dAha pdva Ta Tov vopov Tapédo-
cav oi wepdpBévres éxi Ty ébjynaw els "Alefdvdpeav.  Christian
writers, however, failed to notice this limitation; the whole
Greek Bible was familiarly known as the version of the rLxx.,
and no misgivings were felt upon the matter except by Jerome,
whose intercourse with the Rabbis had opened his eyes on this
and other matters about which the Jews were better informed :
‘““tota schola Judaeorum (he writes) quinque tantum libros
Moysis a LxX. translatos asserunt'.” Epiphanius goes so
far as to apportion the books of the Hebrew canon among
thirty-six pairs of translators®. Nevertheless the Jews were
unquestionably right; Aristeas has nothing to say about the
translation of any books beyond the first five. His silence as
to the Prophets and the Hagiographa is entirely consistent with
the conditions of the period in which he fixes his story. The
canon of the Prophets seems to have scarcely reached comple-
tion before the High-Priesthood of Simon II. (219—199B.C.)"
If this was so in Palestine; at Alexandria certainly there would
be no recognised body of Prophetic writings in the reign of the
second Ptolemy. The Torah alone was ready for translation,
for it was complete, and its position as a collection of sacred
books was absolutely secure,

16. But when the example had once been set of rendering
sacred books into Greek, it would assuredly be followed as
often as fresh rolls arrived from Jerusalem which bore the stamp

de mens. et pond. § 11. The library in the Brucheion perished in the time
of Julius Caesar; that of the Serapeion is said to have been destroyed by
Omar, A.D. 640. )
v In Ezech. v.; cf. in Gen. xxxi., in Mick. ii. See the Talmudical
passages cited by Hody, p. 269. . 2 de mens et pond. 3 sq.
3 Ryle, Canon of the O. T., p. 113. Cf. Buhl, p. 12.
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of Palestinian recognition, 1f a bllmgual Jew was found ready
to undertake the task. A happy accident enables us to estimate
roughly the extent to which this process had gone by the sixth
or seventh decade of the second century. The writer of the
prologue to Sirach, who arrived in Egypt in the 38th year of
Euergetes—i.e. in the year 132 B.Cc. if, as is probable, the
Euergetes intended was the second of that name—incidentally
uses words which imply that “the Law, the Prophets, and the
rest of the books” were already current in a translation (0%
vap loodvvapel avra év éavrois 'EfBpatori Aeydueva, xai orav
peraxfy els érépav yAdooav' ov pdvov 8¢ radre, dAMa xai avTés
o vouos kal ai mpogyreiar xal 7@ Aoura Tov BifBAiwy ol uikpdv
v Siapopdv Exer év éavrots Aeydpeva). This sentence reveals
the progress which had been made in the work of translation
between the second Ptolemy and the ninth. Under Euergetes I1.
the Alexandrian Jews possessed, in addition to the original
Greek Pentateuch, a collection of prophetic books, and a
number of other writings belonging to their national literature’
which had not as yet formed themselves into a complete
group. The latter are doubtless the books which are known as
D'33N3 or Hagiographa. Since the author of the prologue was
a DPalestinian Jew, we may perhaps assume that under ai
wpogyreiar and 7a Aourd 7év ByBAlwv he includes such books of
both classes as were already in circulation in Palestine. If this
inference is a safe one, it will follow that all the ‘ Prophets’ of
the Hebrew canon, ¢ former’ and ‘latter,” had been translated
before B.C. 132.

With regard to the Hagiographa, in some cases we have
data which lead to a more definite conclusion. Eupolemus,
who, if identical with the person of that name mentioned in
1 Macc. viii. 17, wrote about the middle of the second century,
makes use of the Greek Chronicles, as Freudenthal has

Y Cf. prol. supra: Tob vbuov xal 7@y wpognriv xal Tdv Ay marplwy

BifAlwy.



The Alexandrian Greek Version. 25

clearly shewn'. Ezra-Nehemiah, originally continuous with
Chronicles, was probably translated at the same time as that
book. Aristeas (not the pseudonymous author of the letter, but
the writer of a treatise mepi 'Tovdaiwv) quotes the book of Job
according to the Lxx., and has been suspected® of being the
author of the remarkable codicil attached to it (Job xlii. 17 —e).
The footnote to the Greek Esther, which states that that book
was brought to Egypt in the 4th year of “ Ptolemy and Cleo-
patra” (probably i.e. of Ptolemy Philometor), may have been
written with the purpose of giving Palestinian sanction to the
Greek version of that book ; but it vouches for the fact that
the version was in circulation before the end of the second
century B.c. The Psalter of the L.xx. appears to be quoted in
1 Macc. vil. 17 (Ps. Ixxviil. = Ixxix. 2), and the Greek version of
1 Maccabees probably belongs to the first century B.C. At
what time the Greek Psalter assumed its present form there is
no evidence to shew, but it is reasonable to suppose that the
great Palestinian collections of sacred song did not long remain
unknown to the Alexandrian Jews®; and even on the hypothesis
of certain Psalms being Maccabean, the later books of the
Greek Psalter may be assigned to the second half of the second
century.

17. On the whole, though the direct evidence is frag-
mentary, it is probable that before the Christian era Alexandna
possessed the whole, or nearly the whole, of the Hebrew
Scriptures in a Greek translation. For the first century a.D.
we have the very important evidence of Philo, who uses the
LXX. and quotes largely from many of the books. There are
indeed some books of the Hebrew canon to which he does not
seem to refer, i.e. Ruth, Ecclesiastes, Canticles, Esther, Lamen-
tations, Ezekiel, Daniel®. But, as Professor Ryle points out,

! Pp. 108, 119; cf. p. 185. * I5. p. 1381
3 Cf. Cheyne, Origin of the Psalter, pp. 12, 83.
¢ Ryle, Philo and Holy Scripture, p. xxxi. f,
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‘it may be safely assumed that Ruth and Lamentations were,
in Philo’s time, already united to Judges and Jeremiah in the
Greek Scriptures” ; and Ezekiel, as one of the greater Prophets,
had assuredly found its way to Alexandria before A.D. I.
Ecclesiastes, Canticles, Esther, Daniel, which “seem to have
been among the latest books to be received into the Sacred
Canon',” may have been purposely neglected by Philo, as not
possessing canonical authority. But it would be precarious
to conclude that they had not been as yet translated into
Greek ; the Book of Esther, as we have seen, was probably
current at Alexandria during the second century B.c. Two other
Jewish, but not Alexandrian, authorities assist us to ascertain the
contents of the Greek Bible in the first century A.0. (2) The
New Testament shews a knowledge of the LXX. version in most
of the books which it quotes, and it quotes all the books of the
Old Testament except Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, Ecclesiastes,
the Song of Solomon, and certain of the Minor Prophets®. As
in the case of Philo, it is possible, though scarcely probable,
that Esther, Ecclesiastes and the Song were passed by as
not having received the stamp of canonicity ; but the silence
of the Apostolic writers about them does not in any case prove
that Greek translations of these books were not yet in circula-
tion among Palestinian Jews. (&) Josephus, who knew and used
the Lxx., unfortunately has no explicit statement as to the
extent of the Greek version ; but his list of the Hebrew books
is practically identical with our own, and, as it occurs in a
treatise intended for Gentile readers, it is perhaps safe to
assume that he speaks of books accessible in a translation ;
“in other words, that he writes with the Lxx. version
before him?”

Thus while the testimony of the first century A.D. does not
absolutely require us to believe that all the books of the

1 Ryle, Philo and Holy Scripture, p. xxxiii.
* Ryle, Canon, p. 151. 3 Jb. p. 163.
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Hebrew canon had been translated and were circulated in a
Greek version during the Apostolic age, such a view is not im-
probable ; and it is confirmed by the fact that they are all
contained in the canon of the Greek Bible which the Christian
Church received from its Jewish predecessors. It is another
question whether the versions were all of Alexandrian origin,
or the only Greek translations which claimed to represent
the corresponding Hebrew books. In a few cases there were
certainly rival interpretations or recensions of the same book
(e.g- in Judges, Daniel, Tobit). But as a whole the work of
translation was doubtless carried out at Alexandria, where it
was begun; and the Greek Bible of the Hellenistic Jews and
the Catholic Church may rightly be styled the Alexandrian
Greek version of the Old Testament.

LITERATURE. The following list embraces a mere fraction
of the vast literature of the Alexandrian Version. The selection
has been made with the purpose of representing the progress of
knowledge since the middle of the seventeenth century.

L. Capellus, crética sacra, 1651 ; J. Pearson, praefatio parae-
netica, 1655; Ussher, Syntagma, 1655; Walton, prolegomena,
1657; Hottinger, disertationum fasciculus, 166o; 1. Voss, de
LXX. interpretibus, 1661—1663; J. Morinus, Exercitationes,
1669; R. Simon, Aistoire critigue du Vieux Testament?, 168s;
H. Hody, de Bibl. textibus originalibus, 1705; H. Owen, Enguiry
into the text of the LXX., 1769; Brief account of the LXX.,
1787 ; Stroth, 1n Eichhorn's Repertorium, v. fi., 1779 fl.; White,
Letter to the Bp of London, 1779; Fabricius-Harles, iil. 658 ff,,
1793; R. Holmes, Episcopo Dunclm. epistola, 1795; praefatio
ad Pentateuchum, 1798; Schleusner, opuscrula critica, 1812;
Topler, de Pentateuchs interpretat. Alex. indole, 1830; Dahne,
Jid.-alexandr. Philosophie, 1834 ; Grinfield, Apology for the
LXX., 1841; Frankel, Vorstudien zur d. LXX., 1841; iiber
den Einfluss d. palist. Exegese aunf die alexandr. Hermeneutik,
1851, do., sber paldst. u. alexandr. Schriftforschung, 1854;
Thiersch, de Pentateuchi vers. Alexandr., 1841; Constantinus
Oeconomus, mepi Tdv o éppnvevrav, 1849; Churton, The Influence
of the LXX. upon the progress of Christianity, 1861; Ewald,
Gesch. des Volkes Israel3, 1868 ; E. Nestle, Septuaginia-Studien,
1. 1886, ii. 1896; S. R. Driver, Nofes on Samuel (Introd. § 31.),
1890; P. de Lagarde, Sepfraginta-Studien, i. 1891, ii. 1892;
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Buhl, Kanron n. Text dev A. T.,1891; A. Loisy, Aistoive critigue
du texte ct des versions de la Bible, 18g2; Hatch, Essays on
Biblical Greek, 1892 ; W. Robertson Smith, O. T. in the Jewish
Church? 1892; E. Klostermann, Analecta sur LXX*., 1895 ;

Nestle, Urtext u. Ubersctzungen der Bibel, 1897. Monographs
on special books or particular aspects of the subject will be
enumerated elsewhere.

The student should also consult the best Introductions to the
O. T., especially those of Eichhorn (1777 ff.), De Wette-Schrader
(1869), Bleek-Wellhausen® (1893), Konig (1893); and the Ency-
clopedias and Bible Dictionaries, especially the articles on the
Septuagint in Smith’s D. B. iii. (Selwyn), the Encyclopedia
Britannica® (Wellhausen), and the Real-Encykl. f. prot. Theo-
logie u. Kirche® (Nestle; also published in a separate form,

under the title Urtext u. Ubersetzungen, &c.).



CHAPTER IL

LATER GREEK VERSIONS.,

1. At Alexandria and in Egypt generally the Alexandrian
version was regarded, as Philo plainly says, with a reverence
scarcely less than that which belonged to the original. It was
the Bible of the Egyptian Jews, even of those who belonged to
the educated and literary class. This feeling was shared by
the rest of the Hellenistic world. In Palestine indeed the
version seems to have been received with less enthusiasm, and
whether it was used in the synagogues is still uncertain. But
elsewhere its acceptance by Greek-speaking Jews was universal
during the Apostolic age and in the next generation.

On the question of the use of the LXX. in the synagogues see
Hody iii. 1. 1, Frankel, Vorstudien, p. 56 ff., Konig, Einleitung,
p. 105 ff. ; the negative is stoutly maintained by J. Lightfoot,
hor. Hebr. (add. to 1 Cor. xiv.). If the Ep. to the Hebrews
was addressed to the Church of Jerusalem, the preponderating
use of the LXX. in its quotations from the O.T. is strong
evidence, so far as it goes, for the acceptance of the LXX. by
Palestinian Hellenists. Its use by St Paul vouches for the
practice of the Hellenists of Asia Minor and Europe; no rival
version had gained circulation at Antioch, Ephesus, or Rome.
In the next century we have the evidence of Justin (apo/. i. 31
éuewvay ai BiBNo: [the translated books] xai map” Alyvrrios péxpe
Tob Selpo xai wavrayov mapa maoly elow ‘lovdalos: dial. 72 avry
7 mepikomy) 1) éx Tdv Noywv Tob 'lepepiov €t éoTiv éyyeypappévn
& Twow dvriypddois Té@v év gvvaywyais ‘lovdaiwy), Tertullian
(apol. 18 ¢“Judael palam lectitant”), Pseudo-Justin (cokort. ad
Gr. 13 16 8¢ mwap’ 'lovdaiots € xal viv Tas 1) fuerépa eooeSeia
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dapepoicas codleadar BiNovs, Oelas mwpovoias &yov Umép nuav
yéyovey...dmd tis Tov ‘Tovdaiwv cuvaywyis TaiTas dfwotper mpoxo-
pileafar).

2. When the LxX. passed into the hands of the Church
and was used in controversy with Jewish antagonists, the Jews
not unnaturally began to doubt the accuracy of the Alexandrian
version (Justin, dial. 68 ToApdor Aéyew v é&pymow Hv eényr-
aavto oi éBBopnkovra Yudy mpeaBitepor mapd IlTohepaly TG TV
Alyvrriov Bacihel yevopevor py elvar & Tiow dAnbi). The
crucial instance was the rendering of np}y by mapfévos in Isa.
vil. 14, where vedws, 1t was contended, would have given the
true meaning of the Hebrew word (7. 71, 84 ; Iren. iii. 21. 1).
But the dissatisfaction with which the Lxx. was regarded by
the Jewish leaders of the second century was perhaps not
altogether due to polemical causes. The Lxx. “did not suit
the newer school of [Jewish] interpretation, it did not correspond
with the received text.” An official text differing con-
siderably from the text accepted in earlier times had received
the approval of the Rabbis, and the Alexandrian version,
which represented the older text, began to be suspected
and tq pass into disuse. Attempts were made to provide
something better for Greek-speaking Israelites (Justin, dra/ 71
avrol éfnyeiobar mwepavrar). Of two such fresh translations
Irenaeus speaks in terms of reprehension (Z¢. ovx ws &l pagw
Tév viv pefepunveiar Todpdvrov TV ypadiy...os @codoriw...o
*E¢éoros xai "Axvias o Iovrinds, dugorepot “Tovdaior wpoaiiAvrot).
Origen, who realised the importance of these translations, was
able to add to those of Aquila and Theodotion the version of
Symmachus and three others which were anonymous®. Of the
anonymous versions little remains, but Aquila, Theodotion, and
Symmachus are represented by numerous and in some cases
important fragments.

! Robertson Smith, 7ke O. T. in the F. Ch., p. 64; cf. 7. p. 871, ;
Kirkpatrick. Divine Library, p. 63 ff.; cf. Buhl, p. 118 1.
2 Eus. A. E. vi. 16.
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3. AquiLa, The name had been borne in the Apostolic
age by a native of Pontus who was of Jewish birth (Acts xviii. 2
*Toudaiov ovépari 'Axviav, Ilovrikdy 7@ yéver). Aquila the trans-
lator was also of Pontus, from the famous sea-port' Sinope,
which had been constituted by Julius Caesar a Roman colony ;
but he was of Gentile origin. He lived in the reign of Hadrian
(a.D. 117—138), and.was a connexion of the Emperor (revfepi-
Sys, Epiph., Dial. of Timothy and Aguila,; wevfepds, Ps.-Ath,,
Chron. Pasch.). Hadrian employed his relative to superintend
the building of Aelia Capitolina on the site of Jerusalem, and
while there Aquila was converted to Christianity by Christians
who had returned from Pella. Refusing, however, to abandon
the pagan practice of astrology, he was excommunicated ; upon
which he shewed his resentment by submitting to circumcision
and attaching himself to the teaching of the Jewish Rabbis.
The purpose of his translation was to set aside the interpreta-
tion of the LXX., in so far as it appeared to support the views
of the Christian Church.

This is the story of prphamus (de mens. et ﬁom{ 14 sq.:
AaBov [sc. & ASpLavos] T6v "AkvAav TobTov. E)\)\r]va dvra kar airod
wevOepidny, dmo Zwamns O T ]Iov'rou dppdopevoy, xabiornow
afr'rbv €xeioe émoTarely Tols €pyots kTA.. 1ru(pav9ﬂ$ d¢...mpoamhvu-
TGUGL Kal ﬂfPlT(’LVGTaL Iovaaws‘ Ka.l €1|'l1|'DV(A)f ¢£AOTLF-7,0'G.IJ.€VOS
sfeSmxev sav'rov palew Ty EBpava SudAexTov kal Td avrdy O"rotxem
'rau'rr]v 85 axpo‘ra'ra 1ral.8€v9€u‘ YIPIJJ)VG‘UO'GV OUK op@w AO‘y(O’F(I) XP’,U'G‘
pevos, a)\)\ owwr Stao"rpe\br] 'era TV pnTdY, eva’xr]\lfar 'rq @Yy of
EPFJ]V!LG wa 'ra 1|'€Ply XPLO’TOU EV 'rau‘ ‘ypa¢au‘ FEFGPT‘UP’]’LEVG mﬁ)f
éxdaooer). The same tale is told in substance by the Pseudo-
Athanasian author of Synopsis script. sacr., c. 77, and in the
Dialogue between Timothy and Aguila printed in Anecdota
Ozxon., class. ser. pt viil. According to the writer of the Dialogue
Aqulla learned Hebrew in his 4oth year, and there are other
features peculiar to this form of the story which have led the
editor, Mr F. C. Conybeare, to conjecture ‘that it is independent
of the Eplphaman narrative, though derived from the same source,

! Ramsay, Hist. Geogr. of Asia Minor, p. 27 f. ; cf. Hort, Commentary
on 1 Peter, p. 172 ff
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which he believes to have been ultimately the history of Ariston
of Pella (0p. cit. p. xxvi. f.). An Aquila figures in the Clement-
ine romance (kom. ii. sqq., recogzn. ii. sqq.); the name and
character were perhaps suggested by some floating memories of
the translator. Cf. Lagarde, Clementina, p. 121.

That Aquila was a proselyte to Judaism is attested by the
Jewish tradition (Jer. Talm. Meg. 1. 11, Kiddusk. 1. 1), In
which he appears as M3, 6 mpoojAvros’. > After his conversion
to Judaism, Aquila became a pupil of R. Eliezer and R. Joshua
(Meg. f. 71 ¢) or, according to another authority, of R. Akiba
(Kiddusk. f. 59 a). The latter statement seems to have been
current among the Jews of Palestine in Jerome’s time (Hieron.
in Isa. viil. 14 ‘“scribae et Pharisaei quorum suscepit scholam
Akybas, quem magistrum Aquilae proselyti autumant”), and
it derives some confirmation from the character of the version.

According to Epiphanius the foruit of Aquila is to be
placed in the 12th year of Hadrian (Epiph. de mens. et pond. 13
‘Adplavds ém ka', oTvos T Swdexdry éret "Axdhas éyvwpilero...ws
elvar dwo ToU Xpovou Tis épunvelas Tav o3 épunvevrdy &ws "Axvra
Tol épunvevrol, fyow &ws dwdekdrov &rovs "Adpiavol, ém VA’ kai
pivas 8. The 12th year of Hadrian was A.D. 128—9, the year
in which the Emperor began to rebuild Aelia. This date is
doubtless approximately correct, if Aquila was a pupil of R.
Akiba, who taught from A.D. 95 to A.D. 135% or even of R.
Eliezer and R. Joshua, who immediately preceded Akiba. It
must have taken the Greek proselyte many years to acquire an
adequate knowledge of Hebrew and of the Rabbinical methods
of interpretation, and under these circumstances his great work
could hardly have been completed before the third decade of
the second century. When Irenaeus wrote his third book, in

1 The name is written D&'P}L D‘)‘PN. DS‘P, or D‘)D'PD, and in the
Bab. Talmud, Df?PJN. On the identity of Aquila with Onkelos see Anger
de Onkelo Chaldaico (before 1843), Friedmann Onkelos u. Akylas (Wien,
1896); or the brief statement in Buhl, p. 173.

2 Field, Hexapla, prolegg. . xvill.
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the elghth decade, Aquila’s translatlon mnght stlll be regarded
as comparatively recent (7ov viv pefepunvedewr Todpdvrov Ty
7Pa¢1]lv. .S, ..AK'U’AG.Q).

4. It was natural that the version of Aquila should be
received with acclamation by his co-religionists. His teachers
congratulated him in the words of Ps. xlv. 2, D7§ "3 D218,
The Talmud quotes or refers to his translation of not a few
passages (Gen. xvil. 1; Lev. xix. 20, 23, 40; Esth. i. 6; Prov.
xviil. 21, xxv. 11; Isa. iil. 20; Ezek. xvi. 10, xxiil. 43 ; Dan.
v. 5, vili. 13). In Origen’s time he was trusted implicitly in
Jewish circles, and used by all Jews who did not understand
Hebrew (ep.. ad African. 2 ¢ihoripdrepov memorevpuévos wapa
Tovdaiows. .¢ pdhora elbbacw of dyvooivres T 'EfBpalwv Sud-
Xextov xpiiafat, ¢s mavrev paddov émrerevypévy); and the same
preference for Aquila seems to have been characteristic of the
Jews in the fourth and fifth centuries (cf. Jerome on Ezek. iii. 3,
and Augustine de cfo. Dei xv. 23), and at a still later period,
for even Justinian, when regulating the public reading of the
Scriptures in the synagogues, thought it expedient to permit
the use of Aquila (zovell. 146 : ‘‘at vero il qui Graeca lingua
legunt LXX. interpretum utentur translatione...verum...licentiam
concedimus etiam Aquilae versione utendi”). It was equally
natural that the proselyte’s version should be regarded with
distrust by Christians, who saw in it the work of a champion
of Rabbinism as well as a bold attempt to displace the
Septuagint®. Yet the few Christian writers who were students
of the Hebrew Bible learnt to recognise the fidelity of Aquila’s
work. He was ‘a slave to the letter’ (SovAedwy ) 'ESpawi
Aéfer) ; whatever was wanting in the Hebrew text was not to be

1 . Megilla 1. 9: in N'D'D there is a play upon NB® (cf. Gen. ix. 27).

‘See Dr C. Taylor in the preface to Mr Burkitt’s Fragments of Aquila,
D vi.: ““Aquila in a sense was not the sole or mdependent author of the

vemon its uncompromlsmg hterallsm bemg the necessary outcome of his
Jewish teachers’ system of exegesis.’

S. S. 3
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found in Aquila (ov xetra: mapa rois 'Efpalos, didmep ovdé wapa
70 "AxvAg). So Origen confesses'; and Jerome, though when
in a censorious mood he does not spare the proselyte (e.g.
praef. in _Job, ep. ad. Pammach.), elsewhere admits his honesty
and diligence (¢p. ad Damas. 12 ‘“non contentiosius, ut quidam
putant, sed studiosius verbum interpretatur ad verbum”; ep.
ad Marcell. ““iamdudum cum voluminibus Hebraeorum editio-
nem Aquilae confero, ne quid forsitan propter odium Christi
synagoga mutaverit, et—ut amicae menti fatear—quae ad
nostram fidem pertineant roborandam plura reperio”). After
these testimonies from the two most competent witnesses in
the ancient Church, we need not stop to consider the invective
of Epiphanius?.

5. Until the summer of 1897 Aquila’s version was known
to students only from the description of ancient writers, chiefly
Christian, -and the fragments of the Hexapla (c. iii.), which
when complete contained the entire work. These sources
were used with admirable skill by Dr Field (prolegomena in
Hexapla, p. xix. f.) and Dr C. Taylor (D. C. B. art. Hexapla)
to illustrate the purpose and style of Aquila’s work. But an
unexpected discovery has now placed at our disposal several
larger fragments of the version, emanating from a Jewish
source. Among the Zéris of the Genizah of the Cairo syna-
gogue lately brought to Cambridge through the efforts of Dr
Taylor and Dr Schechter, Mr F. C. Burkitt has been so fortunate
as to discover some palimpsest scraps which under later Hebrew
writing contain in a good uncial hand of the sixth century
Aquila’s translation of 1 Kings xx. g—17 and 2 Kings xxiii.
12—27% From the same treasure Dr Taylor has recovered
Pss. xc. 6—13, xci. 4—10% and a portion of Ps. xxii. The

1[:padAfnc3 Cf. Aug. /. c. 2 See p. 3

¢ Fragments of the Books of Kings according to t/le tran:latzm of

Aguila (Cambridge, 1897).
4 See the facsimile and letterpress prefixed to Sayings of the Fewisk

Fathers (ed. 2, 1897).
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student will find below specimens of these discoveries, ;;laced
for the purpose of comparison in parallel columns with the

version of the LXX.

3 Regn. xxi. (1 Kings xx.) 10—13.

Lxx. (Cod. BY).
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vios'Adad kai elrev Tdde moujoar-
, oy, ,
gav pot feol kai Tade wpoobeiy-
. s , A ,
cav, €l éfapxécer xovs Sapapias
Tols Aiydow’ 10t TavTos Tob Aaot
Qs ’ N> P
os &v moaiv pov. “kai dmwexpify
Bacheds
Aalfjoare My kavydobo {wrvi-

Iopagh  kal elrev
¢ . , A
jLEvos ©s 6 TepLAudpevos. Kal
éyévero us Nkovaer oVv TO pripa
TovTo, Kal adTds Emuver avToS
kai ol facihels év ovaKaouols:
. \ , s~
kai elrev mwpds Sovhovs aidrod
®érer kal énray éml Y ToAw.
Bral i8ov mpodyrys els mpoo-
Hyyoer wpos 'Aafl PBaciéa
Topag) «ai elrev Tdde Aéye
P
AAN Eldes oy mavra Tov
» N ’ - 3 \
oxhov TOv péyav TovTov; idov
Y s v e A
éyb di8wur airov els xelpa gov
ojuepov, kai yvday oL éyd

1 Cod. A is nearer to Aquila, as the following variants shew: 10 roinoat-

oar pot ot feor kat tade wposlemaar A

12 ote] ws A | mavTes o0 B. A

13 7w Bac.] pr Tw AxaaB A | Tov oxAov] pr wavta A | eis X. cas onuepor A.
* MS. ye[iM]ac[iN]; see Burkitt, gp. cét. p. 2.
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4 Regn. (2 Kings) xxiil. 21—24,

LxX. (Cod. B').

"kal éverellato 6 Lackeds
mavti 76 Aag Aéyoy Ioujgare
, NG e N
Tdoya 76 xvplw fed Nudv, kabos
yéypamrar émt BifAiov s dia-
’ ’ 229 3 s ,
Oyjxms Tavrys. 2207 odk éyenily
76 mdoxa Tobro d¢ fpepdy TGV

- .« v \ » ’
xkpiray ol ékpwov Tov lapanh,
\ ’ \ € ’ ’
kai wdoas Tas guépas Bacéwv
Topajh xai Baciréwy ‘Tovda:
Bore AN 1) 70 SxToxardexdTy
érer 1700 Bagihéns lwoela éye
! N ’ -~ ’ 3 >
njfn 16 maoxa 14 kvplw év e
povaaliju. *kal ye Tovs Bekyras
kal Tovs yvopirTtas xal Ta fepa-

N N Y »i \ ’ \
Peiv xal Ta eldwla kai TavTa TG

/
mpoooxfiopara 7& yeyovora év
v7 Tovda xai & ‘lepovoadju
sl L4 ’ L4 ’ \
é&jpev "lwoeias, va omjoy Tovs
Aéyous Tod vipov Tods yeypap-
- i *

pévous érl ¢ BiBAiv ob evpev
Xelrelas 6 iepevs év olkw Ku-

piov.

AqQuira.

"kai éverelhato & Pagileds
\ - A
oUv mavti T¢ Aag TG Aéyew
, -
IMowjoare ¢péoa ¢ AN Ged
Tudv katd TO yeypaupévov émi
g ~ ’ /
BBriov s auvbykns Tadrys.
29 » 3 ’ \ \ ,
61t otk émrou)fin xkatd 10 Péoa
- . -
TOUTO G0 NUEPAY TAOV KPLTOV ol
» by > \ \ -~
expwvay Tov lopanh kat macdv
e a
nuepdy Baochéor lopanh xai
Bac\éwv "Tovdar 26T dAda é&v
3 7 » -~
dxtwkadexdTy érer Tov Paot-
Aéws "Toowaod émroumifly 70 ¢éoa
7odto 7¢ VAT & Tepovaakiju.
Y
24,3 ’ \ 0y ’ \
kai kaf ye oDv Tovs payovs kal
aVv Tods yvuptoTas kal oW Td
’ \ A Y \ ’
popdpdpara kai odv ta xabdp-
para xal odv wdvra mpoooxbi-
a ¢t 7 3 ~ G
opata 4 wpafnoav & yii Tovda
xai & Tepovoalyp éméiefev "lo-
’ @« 3> ’ \ e’
owov, Smws dvasTioy Ta pij-
pata Tob vopov Ta yeypapuéva
éri Tob fBifhiov

‘EXxiaod 6 iepeds oike Kuplov?

[01'; eﬁpsv]

! The following variants in Cod. A agree with Aquila: 22 raswy

nuepwy A 23 70 magya]+rovro A

2 MS. Ky, at the end of a line: see Burkitt, p. 16.
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Ps. xc. (xci.) 66—13.

rxx. (Cod. B).
) \ ’ \
émo oupmropatos xai Sat-
poviov peanufpwvod.
Twedeitalr €K TOU KA{Tous aov
,
XtAuds,
\ \ b -
xal pupias €k Sefwav gov,
\ Y . > 2 -~
wpos o€ 8¢ ok éyyuer
8xAny Tols ddpBalpois gov xara-
vorjoets,
\ P ’ € J
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”
oym.
.
931 o, Kipee, ) exmis pov:
Ié
Tov vnorov &ov kataduyny
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10 .3 / \ \ ’
od TpocgekevaeTaL mpos o'é kakd,
kai pdomé odk éyyiel TG oKy~
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ne ~ 3 ’ s A 3
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Aetrar mepi oov,
7o Sagpurifar o€ év Tals
680s! aov.
122 %\ -~ 3 A
&l yepav dpolaiv o,
4 ’ \ Are
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Tov m6da oov’
dorida xai Paohiokov

émfrjon.

By’

1 11 rass odois] pr macais A(R)T

AqQuiLa.
dmo Sypod Sau[ovilovros pe
anpBpias).
"weceitar  dmo . whayiov cr[ov
xthuds],

Kkai pypids dmd Sebo[dv oov):
mpos ¢ oY mpoTeyy[loel]:
8éxros &v Spbarpois [oov éme-

BAéyers,

kat dromiow doefdv dym.

g
&1 v, A9, wis pov-
A4 » E) ’ ’
TfuoTov  éfyxas  oikyriipuov
aov.
10 .8 ’ \ \ ’
ob peraxbroerar mpos ¢ kaxia,
\ & \ 3 3 7 3 14
kat agn ovk éyyiTel év okémy
gov
9 » 2 3 A 3 Aetral
o1L ayyélois alrol évrekeiral
ae,
700 ¢Puidfar oe é&v mwdoas
€ -~
68ols gov
1230 -~ Y Ay
éml rapady dpoboly o,
,
pnmore mpookdyy év Albw
[mods gov]*
Bémi Mawa[v]® xal dowida warrj-

TELS.

2 MS. AeeNa.
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Ps. xci. (xcii.) 5—10.

Lxx (Cod. BY).

o -
forTe evgppavds pe, Kvpie, &v 76
woujuari gov,
xai & Tols pyots TOV xepdv
> ’
gov dyallidoopat
6. * ) X’ 0 ¢ \ »
os éueyadivly Ta épya oov,
Kvpe,
apddpa éBapivinoav of da-
Aoyiruol aov.
-3 N 4 3 ’
“avnp dbpuv ob yracerat

s s ) ’ -~
Kat aOUVETOS OV TUVTO €L TAVTA,

83 -3 - e Aod
& 7 avarethat Tovs duapTwlovs
e ’
ws x0pTOV
\ ’ Id ¢ 3
kat Siékupav mdvres ot épya-
s,
{SpevoL v avouiav,
- * - »
omws dv éforebfpevfoow els
Tov aldva Tob alwvos.
Y b )
%00 8¢ "Yuaros els Tov alwva,
Kipee,
o \ 14 A
g1 idov ol éxfpol oov dwo-
Aovrray,
N , ,
kai dwakopmobnoovrar wdv-
’ \
Tes ol épyalopevor T
avouiav.

AQUILA.
S[67e nidpavds ue, AT, &

xaTépyw aov,
[ wovjpact] xepdv aov
aivéow.
¢[ws dueyakivln] roujuard gov,
ERERE
opodpa [¢Babivflnoay Aoy
auol gov.
7 LY A /. 3 4
[dvip] aciveros od yvicerar,
xkal avéyros ol curoer avv
TavTyr.
8¢y 1G BracTioa doefeis dpuoiws
XAy
¥ 7
kal Nvfnoav wdvres Katepya-
’ 2 14
{uevor advudelés,
» - s\ @ »
éxrpiBivar atrovs éws érv

%xai ov "Yyuotos els alova,
ERER
©80d ot éxbpol aov, FART, 8o
L] 3 s’ k) ~
ot éxfpol aov dmolovv-
Tay,
[oxopmi]abnaovrar wdvreskar-
epyald[pevor dvwperés].

6. If the student examines these specimens of Aquila’s
work and compares them with the Hebrew and rxx., the
greater literalness of the later version and several of its most

1 The following variants deserve attention: 6 efafuvf. BabRcaRT

10 pr o7t tdov ot exBpor gov Ke RA2RT
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striking peculiarities will at once be apparent. He will notice
especially the following. (1) There are frequent instances of
an absolutely literal rendering of the original, e.g. 1 Kings xx. 10
os v moolv pov= "2133 WY (LXX. Tois melois pov) ; 12 Bére xai
ébnrav = I Y (LXX. olkodourgare xdpaka, kai evro
xdpaxe) ; 2 Kings )fxiii. 21 78 Néyav = ox (LxX. Méywv); 24
& wpdfnpoay =IRN WK (LXX. 1& yeyovdra). (2) Under certain
circumstances' avv is employed to represent the Hebrew N¥,
when it is the sign of the accusative?; e.g. 1 Kings xx. 12 gwv
25 pipa="2T0NY, 13 oW wdvra v dxhow =TI AR,
2 Kings xxiil. 21 oiv mavri 1 hag (where the dat. is governed
by the preceding verb), 24 odv tovs pdyovs ktA. (3) The same
Hebrew words are scrupulously rendered by the same Greek,
e.g. xal xaiye =D\ occurs thrice in one context (2 Kings xxiii.
15, 19, 24); and in Ps. xcil. 8, 10 xarepyalépevor drudelés twice
represents ¥ ’YD (4) The transliterations adhere with
greater closeness to the Hebrew than in the Lxx.?; thus NR%
becomes ¢éoa, NN "Tugiaos, P EAxwaot. (5) The Tetra-
grammaton is not transliterated, but written in Hebrew letters,
and the characters are of the archaic type (333, not M) ; cf.
Orig. in Ps. il., xal é& tots dxpBeardrois 8¢ Tov dvriypdduy
"EBpaios yapaktipow xetrar 1o dvopa, 'Efipawois 8¢ ob tols viv
dA\\a Tols dpxatotdrors—where the ‘most exact copies’ are
doubtless those of Aquila’s version, for there is no reason to
suppose that any copyists of the Alexandrian version hesitated
to write o xs or ke for MM'Y,  (6) That the crudities of Aquila’s

1 For these see Burkitt, Aguila, p. 12.
_ % This singular use of odw appears also in the LXX., but only in Eccle-
siastes and the Song of Songs, which Freudenthal is disposed to assign to
Aquila (p. 65); cf. Konig, Einleitung, p. 108n.

3 Aq. does not transliterate X T MY (see Burkitt, p. 14).

1 In a few Hexaplaric Mss. (e.g. Q, 86, 88, 243™8, 264) the Greek letters
IINI are written for 197", but the Greek Mss. use it solely in their

excerpts from the non-Septuagintal columns of the Hexapla, and only the
Hexaplaric Syriac admits IIIITI into the text of the LXX., using it freely

for kUpios, even with a preposition (as ..m&) Ceriani expresses the
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style are not due to an iusufficient vocabulary' is clear from
his ready use of words belonging to the classical or the literary
type when they appear to him to correspond to the Hebrew
more closely than the colloquialisms of the Lxx. The follow-
ing are specimens; 1 Kings xx. 10 LXX. éxmouvjoe, AqQ. éap-
kéger; LXX. dAdrebw, Aq. Aixdow®; 12 LXX. oxmrals, Aq.
ovoxiagpols ; 2 Kings xxiil. 21 LXX. Suabijkns, Aq. avvbixys;
24 LXX. Oepacpeiv, AQ. popddpera; LXX. eldwha, Aq. xabdp-
pata; Ps. xc. 8 LXX. dvramddoow, AqQ. dwdriow ; 6. 10 LXX.
nwporedeirerar, Aq. peraxficerar; LXX. pdoré, AQ. d¢n; Xci
§ LXX. wmomjpart, Aq. xatépyq.

From the fragments which survive in the margins of
hexaplaric MSS. it is possible to illustrate certain other
characteristic features of Aquila which arise out of his extreme
loyalty to the letter of his Hebrew text. (1) Jerome remarks
upon his endeavour to represent even the etymological mean-
ing of the Hebrew words (ad Pammach. 11 **non solum verba
sed etymologias quoque verborum transferre conatus est),”
and by way of example he cites the rendering of Deut. vii.
13, where Aquila substituted yebpa, dmwpiopov, oridmviTyra
for oirov, olvov, éAawr in order to reflect more exactly the
Hebrew {37, YR, W3¥'—as though, adds Jerome humorously,
we were to use in Latin fusio, pomatio, splendentia. Similarly,

opinion that the use of IITIIL is due either to Origen or Eusebius, i.e.
one of those fathers substituted IIIIII for Y] in the non-Septuagintal
columns, using the letters to represent the Hebrew characters which were
familiar to them. On the whole subject the student may consult Ceriani,
Monumenta sacra et profana, ii. p. 106 ff.; Schleusner s. v. wim, Field,
Hexapla ad Esa. i. 2; Hatch and Redpath, Concordance, p. 1135,
Z.D. M. G. (1878), 501, 506. Mr Burkitt acutely points out (p. 16) that
3339 (and doubtless also IIIIII) was read as Kdpeos, since in one place in
the Aquila fragments where there was no room to write the Hebrew cha-
racters ‘‘ instead of ofxep FYFA we find olky xv.”

1 Even Jerome speaks of Aquila as * eruditissimus linguae Graecae'’
(in Isa. xlix. s).

2 See Mr Burkitt’s note (p. 26).

y
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Aquila represented D¥Y by coreoiv, and 5‘3.'2:’U by émwomyuo-
vilew or émarnuovoiv, and even coined the impossible form
dgnuévos to correspond with 3. (2) An attempt is made
to represent Hebrew particles, even such as defy translation;
thus 1 local becomes the enclitic 8¢ (e.g. vérovde = 3327,
Gen. xil. 9, Kvpyypde =7, 2 Kings xvi. 9); and similarly
prepositions are accumulated in a manner quite alien from
Greek usage (e.g. eis dmo yaxpé@ev:l’"n?l??, 2 Kings xix. 25).
(3) Other devices are adopted for the purpose of bringing
the version into close conformity with the original; a word
of complex meaning or form is represented by two Greek
words (e.g. S.IN,T_X{ is converted into Tpdyos dmolvduevos and
5‘-."?5.’ into ok oxwd; a Hebrew word is replaced by a Greek
word somewhat similar in sound, e.g. for 1o (Deut. xi. 30)
Aquila gives avAav, and for D'870 (1 Sam. xv. 23) fepamreia’.
Enough has been said to shew the absurdity of Aquila’s
method when it is regarded from the standpoint of the modern
translator. Even in ancient times such a translation could
never have attained to the popularity which belonged to the
LXX.; that it was widely accepted by the Greek synagogues of
the Empire can only have been due to the prejudice created in
its favour by its known adherence to the standard text and the
traditional exegesis®. The version of Aquila emanated from
a famous school of Jewish teachers; it was issued with the full
approval of the Synagogue, and its affectation of preserving at
all costs the idiom of the original recommended it to orthodox
Jews whose loyalty to their faith was stronger than their sense
of the niceties of the Greek tongue. For ourselves the work of

1 The student who wishes to pursue the subject may refer to Field,
Prolegg. p. xxi. sqq., and Dr Taylor's article Hexaple in D. C. B. iii.
p- t7 . Jerome speaks more than once of a second edition of Aquila
“‘quam Hebraei xar’ dxplBetar nominant.”” The question is discussed by
(prolegg. xxiv. fi.).

* See Mr Burkitt's article Aguila in the Fewish Quarterly Review, Jan.
1898, p. 211 ff.
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Aquila possesses a value which arises from another consideration.
His “high standard of exactitude and rigid consistency give
his translation, with all its imperfections, unique worth for the
critic.” Its importance for the criticism of the Old Testament
was fully recognised Ly the two greatest scholars of ancient
Christendom, and there are few things more to be desired by
the modern student of Scripture than the complete recovery of
this monument of the text and methods of interpretation ap-
proved by the chief Jewish teachers of the generation which
followed the close of the Apostolic age.

7. THEODOTION. With Aquila Irenaeus couples Theo-
dotion of Ephesus, as another Jewish proselyte who translated
the Old Testament into Greek (®eoSoriwv tpurvevoer o
‘E¢éoios kai 'Axvhas...dudérepor ‘lovdator wpoorjhvror). Him-
self of Asiatic origin, and probably a junior contemporary of
Theodotion, Irenaeus may be trusted when he assigns this
translator to Ephesus, and describes him as a convert to
Judaism. Later writers, however, depart more or less widely
from this statement. According to Epiphanius, Theodotion
was a native of Pontus, who had been a disciple of Marcion of
Sinope before he espoused Judaism. According to Jerome, he
was an Ebionite, probably a Jew who had embraced Ebionitic
Christianity. His foruit is fixed by Epiphanius in the reign of
the second Commodus, i.e. of the Emperor Commodus, so
called to distinguish him from L. Crionius Commodus, better
known as L. Aurelius Verus.

Epiph. de mens. et pond. 17 wepi Ty Tob Sevrépov Kopddov Baci-
Nelav Tob Bagi\eboavros perd Tov wpoeipnuévor Kopodov Actkiov
Adpiihoy &m 1y, Beodoriov Tis Tlovrikds dwd Tis Sradoxis Mapxiwvos
Tob aipeaidpyov Tob Swemitov, pnviey kai avrés Tf abTol aipéoel
xar els "lovdatopdy droxivas kai mepirpnfeis kal Ty oy 'Efpaioy
Goviy kai Ta avtdv orocxeta madevleis, iSiws xai adros €£édwxe.
Hieron. ¢f. ad Augustin.: “hominis Judaei atque blasphemi”;

1 Dr Taylor, pref. to Fragments of Aquila, p. vii.
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praef. in Fob: ‘‘ludaeus Aquila, et Symmachus et Theodotio
Judaizantes haeretici”; de wiry. i//. 54 ‘“‘editiones...Aquilae...
Pontici proselyti et Theodotionis Hebionaei”; praef. ad Daniel. :
“Theodotionem, qui utique post adventum Christi incredulus fuit,

licet eumn quidam dicant Hebionitam qui altero genere Iudaeus
estl”

The date assigned to Theodotion by Epiphanius is obviously
too late, in view of the statement of Irenaeus, and the whole
account suspiciously resembles the story of Aquila. That
within the same century two natives of Pontus learnt Hebrew
as adults, and used their knowledge to produce independent
translations of the Hebrew Bible, is scarcely credible. But it
is not unlikely that Theodotion was an Ephesian Jew or Jewish
Ebionite. The attitude of a Hellenist towards the Alexan-
drian version would naturally be one of respectful considera-
tion, and his view of the office of a translator widely different
from that of Aquila, who had been trained by the strictest
Rabbis of the Palestinian school. And these expectations are
justified by what we know of Theodotion’s work. ¢ Inter veteres
medius incedit” (Hieron. praef. ad evang.); ‘‘simplicitate
sermonis a LXX. interpretibus non discordat” ( graef. in Pss.);
“Septuaginta et Theodotio...in plurimis locis concordant” (i7
Eccl. 1i.)—such is Jerome’s judgement ; and Epiphanius agrees
with this estimate (de mens. et pond. 17: va wheéiora Tois of3
owvadévrws éé8wkev). Theodotion seems to have produced a
free revision of the LxX. rather than an independent version.
The revision was made on the whole upon the basis of the
standard Hebrew text; thus the Job of Theodotion was longer
than the Job of the LxX. by a sixth part of the whole (Orig.
ep. ad Afric. 3 sqq., Hieron. praef. ad Job)?, and in Daniel, on
the other hand, the Midrashic expansions which characterise

! Marcion flourished ¢. A.D. 150; Commodus was Emperor from (80—
192. The Paschal Chronicle, following Epiphanius, dates the work of
Theodotion a.D. 184.

% See Field, Hexapla, p. xxxix.; Hatch, Essays, p. 215; Margoliouth,
art. ¢ Job ' in Smith’s Béble Dict. (ed. 2).
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the w1xx. version disappear in Theodotion. His practice
with regard to apocryphal books or additional matter appears
not to have been uniform ; he followed the LxX. in accepting
the additions to Daniel and the supplementary verses in Job',
and that the book of Baruch found place in his version appears
from certain notes in the margin of the Syro-Hexaplar?; but
there is no evidence that he admitted the non-canonical books
in general.

8. Specimens of Theodotion’s style and manner may be
obtained from the large and important fragments of his work
which were used by Origen to fill up the /acunae in Jeremiah
(Lxx.). The following passage, preserved in the margin of
Codex Marchalianus, will serve as a specimen of his style and
manner®,

Jeremiah xl. (xxxiii.) 14—26.

1 180 quépar Epxovray, ¢noi Kipeos, xai dvesrmioe tov
Adyov pov tov dyafov Sv éNdAnoa érl Tov olkov 'LopanA xal
émi Tov olkov 'lova. 'S & Tals 7uépais ékelvars kal & 1o
kap@ éxelvy dvared@ t¢ Aavid dvarodyy Sikaiay, wodv Kpiua
kai Swkawogtvyy & T yfi. ¢ & Tals nuépas ékelvais cobijoerar
7 "lovdala «kai ’lepovgalijp kerackpvéce memobiiar kai Tobro
70 Ovopa 8 xaléoer avryy KYPIOC AIKAIOCYNH HMWN. ¥ 3r
Tade Aéyet Kipios, Otk éforofpevbijoerar ¢ Aavid dvnp Kabrj-
pevos émi Bpdvov oikov “loparih: ™ kai Tols iepelor Tols Aevirats
ovk efolofpevbriTerar dimp ék mposwmov mov, dvagépwy olokav-
répara kal BGvev Ouolav. ® kal éyévero Aoyos Kuplov wpos
Iepepiav Aéywv » Tdde Aéyer Kipos Ei Suaoxeddoere v
Swabriknqy pov v fuépav xai Tv Swabixny pov Tiv vikra, Tob
un evar juépav kal vikra &v kapd avtdy’ ** kafye 7 Suabhixy
pov daoxedaobicerar mera Aavid 10D SovAov pov, TOU u7

1 Orig. ep. ad Afric. 3.

2 See art. Theodotion in D. C. B. iv. 978.
3 0. T. in Greek, iii. pp. vii. fi., 320 [.
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dvar avrg viov Bacihedovra éml Tov Opovov avrod, xai 1y mwpos
rovs Aevitas Tods lepels ToUs Aatoupyoitvrds por * ds ovk
tfapilfpnbricerar 7 Sivapis ToU ovpaved, ovde éxperppbioerar 7
dupos Tijs Oaddoons, obres wApbwws 76 oméppa Aavid Tod
Sothov pouv kai Tous Aevitas Tods Aerovpyoivrds por % xai
éyévero Aoyos Kuplov wpos "lepepiav Aéywv * *Apd ye odw ides
1{ 6 Aads obros éAdAnoay Aéyovres Al 8do warpial ds éfeléfato
Kipos év abrals, xai 8oy dmdoaro avrovs; kal TV Aadv pov
napséovay Tob pn elvar &n évos dvomidy pov. T TdSe Aéye
Kiptos Ei pun mjy Sabrjiqy pov fuépas xal vuxrds, axpBdopara
obpavod kai y7s, odx &rafa, * kalye 75 oméppa ‘laxofB kai
Aavid 703 Sodlov pov dmodokiud, Tod wy AaBelv éx Tod owép-
patos adrod dpxovra wpds 16 awéppa "Afpaip kal ‘loadx xal
lakdB: 811 émoTpéfw TV émaTpodrv avtdy, kai olkTepriow
adrols’.

Unfortunately there is no other Greek version which can be
compared with Theodotion in this passage, for the LxX. is
wanting, and only a few shreds of Aquila and Symmachus have
reached us. But the student will probably agree with Field
that the style is on the whole not wanting in simple dignity,
and that it is scarcely to be distinguished from the best mapner
of the Lxx.2 With his Hebrew Bible open at the place, he will
observe that the rendering is faithful to the original, while it
escapes the crudities and absurdities which beset the excessive
fidelity of Aquila. Now and again we meet with a word un-
known to the LXX. (e.g. dxpyBdopara=TPN)3 or a reminiscence
of Aquila ; on the other hand Theodotion agrees with the Lxx.
against Aquila in translating M93 by 8wfrjky. If in one place

! Another considerable fragment of Theodotion may be found in Jer.
xlvi. (xxxix.) 4—13, see O. 7. in Greck, p. 534 I

2 Hexapla, prolegg. p. xxxix. ** Theodotionis stylus simplex et gravis
est.”

3 Cod. A employs dkptBaouds in this sense (Jud. v. 135, 3 Regn. xi. 34,
4 Regn. xvii. 15), but under the influence of Theodotion, at least in the last
Lwo passages; see Field ad /Joc.
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Theodotion is more obscure than Aquila (ryv Swabiixny v
nuépav... v vikra, Aq. Tis Juépas...T7js vuxrds), yet the passage
as a whole is a singularly clear and unaffected rendering. His
chief defect does not reveal itself in this context ; it is a habit
of transliterating Hebrew words which could have presented no
difficulty to a person moderately acquainted with both lan-
guages. Field gives a list of 9o words which are treated by
Theodotion in this way without any apparent cause'. When
among these we find such a word as o8 (which is represented
by %A in Mal. ii. 11), we are compelled to absolve him from
the charge of incompetence, for, as has been pertinently asked,
how could a man who was unacquainted with so ordinary a
word or with its Greek equivalent have produced a version at
all? Probably an explanation should be sought in the cautious
and conservative temperament of this translator®. Field's judge-
ment is here sounder than Montfaucon’s; Theodotion is not to
be pronounced indoctior, or indiligentior, but only “scrupulosior
quam operis sui instituto fortasse conveniret?.”

9. The relation of the two extant Greek versions of Daniel
is a perplexing problem which calls for further consideration.
In his lost Stromata Origen, it appears® announced his intention
of using Theodotion’s version of Daniel ; and an examination
of Origen’s extant works shews that his citations of Daniel
““agree almost verbatim with the text of Theodotion now
current®.” The action of Origen in this matter was generally
endorsed by the Church, as we learn from Jerome (gracf. in
Dan.: “Danielem prophetam juxta LXX. interpretes ecclesiae

1 0p. ct. p. xl. sq. o

2 D. C. B. art. Hexapla (iii. p. 22). Cf. 7. iv. p. 978.

3 Thus in Mal. /. ¢. he was perhaps unwilling to use fess in connexion

with the phrase ") 5X.

4 Jerome on Dan. iv.: * Origenes in nono Stromatum volumine asserit
se quae sequuntur ab hoc loco in propheta Damels non juxta LXX. inter-
pretes...sed iuxta Theodotionis editionem disserere.

5 Dr Gwynn in D. C. B. (iv. p. 974).
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non legunt, utentes Theodotionis editione”; cf. ¢. Rufin. ii.
33). Jerome did not know how this happened, but his
own words supply a sufficient explanation: ‘“hoc unum
affirmare possum quod multum a veritate discordet et recto
iudicio repudiata sit.” So universal was the rejection of the
Lxx. version of Daniel that, though Origen loyally gave it a
place in his Hexapla, only one Greek copy has survived’,
Theodotion’s version having been substituted in all other
extant Greek MSS. of Daniel.

But the use of Theodotion’s Daniel in preference to the
version which was attributed to the rxx. did not begin with
Origen. Clement of Alexandria (as edited) uses Theodotion,
with a sprinkling of LxX. readings, in the few places where
he quotes Daniel (paed. ii. 8, iii. 3, strom. i. 4, 21). In North
Africa both versions seem to have influenced the Latin text
of Daniel. The subject has been carefully investigated by Mr
F. C. Burkitt®? who shews that Tertullian used ““a form of the
Lxx. differing slightly from Origen’s edition,” whilst Cyprian
quotes from a mixed text, in which Theodotion sometimes pre-
dominates. Irenaeus, notwithstanding his reverence for the Lxx.
and distrust of the later versions, cites Daniel after Theodotion’s
version®. Further, Theodotion’s Daniel appears to be used by
writers anterior to the date usually assigned to this translator.
Thus Hermas (vés. iv. 2, 4) has a clear reference to Theo-
dotion’s rendering of Dan. vi. 22%  Justin (d7al. 31) gives a
long extract from Dan. vii. in which characteristic readings
from the two versions occur in almost equal proportions®.
Clement of Rome (1 Cor. 34) cites a part of the same context,

! The Chigi MS. known as Cod. 87 (H. P. 88); see O. 7. ixz Greek,
iii. pp- vi, xil., and cf. the subscription printed #. p. 574

> Old Latin and Itala, p. 18 fI.

3 An exception in i. 19. 2 (Dan. xii. ¢ f.) is due to a Marcosian source.

4 See Salmon, /ntr. to the N. T.7 p. 639.

® On the trustworthiness of Justin's text here see Burkitt, op. cz2. p. 25 n.
(against Hatch, Essays, p. 190).
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with a Theodotionic reading (é\eirovpyowv, LXX. éfepdmevoy).
Barnabas (¢¢. iv. 5) also refers to Dan. vii,, and, though his
citation is too loose to be pressed, the words éfavaomjoovrac
Smafev alrov are more likely to be a reminiscence of éwicw
adrav evacrioerar (Th.) than of pera Todrovs omjoerar (LXX.).
The Greek version of Baruch (i. 15—18, il. 11—19) un-
doubtedly supports Theodotion against the Lxx. Still more
remarkable is the appearance of Theodotionic renderings in the
New Testament. A writer so faithful to the Lxx. as the author
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in his only reference to Daniel
(Heb. xi. 33 =Dan. vi. 23) agrees with Theodotion against the
Chigi version'. The Apocalypse, which makes frequent use of
Daniel, supports Theodotion on the whole; cf. Apoc. ix. 20
(Dan. v. 23), x. 6 (Dan. xii. 7), xii. 7 (Dan. x. 20), xiii: 4 (Dan.
vil. 21), xix. 6 (Dan. x. 6), xx. 4 (Dan. vii. 9), xx. 11 (Dan. ii.
35)% Even in the Synoptic Gospels Theodotion’s rendering
in Dan. vil. 13 (nera 1dv vedeAdv) occurs as well as the Lxx.
émi Tav v.; comp. Mc. xiv. 62 with Mt. xxiv. 30, xxvi. 64°
From these premisses the inference has been drawn that
there were two pre-Christian versions of Daniel, both passing
as ‘LxX.’, one of which is preserved in the Chigi MS., whilst
the other formed the basis of Theodotion's revision®. It has
been urged by Dr Gwynn with much acuteness that the two
Septuagintal Books of Esdras offer an analogy to the two
versions of Daniel, and the appearance of the phrase drypeicaro
adra &v 76 eldwlelw adrod in 1 Esdr. ii. 9 and Dan. i 2 (Lxx.)

1 Heb. / c. €ppatav oréuara Nebvrwv (Dan. Th., évéppatev Ta atéuara
OV NebyTwy : LXX., 0éowké pe 4mwd OV NebvTwr).

2 The references are from Dr Salmon’s /né7. p. 548 f. Headds: “I
actually find in the Apocalypse no clear evidence that St John had ever
seen the so-called Lxx. version.”

3 The N. T. occasionally inclines to Theodotion in citations which are
not from Daniel; cf. Jo. xix. 37 (Zech. xii. 10), 1 Cor. xv. 54 (Is. xxv. 8);
see Schiirer, iii. p. 324, ““entweder Th. selbst ist 4lter als die Apostel, oder
es hat einen ‘Th.” vor Th. gegeben.”

3 D. C. B. art. Theodotion iv. p. 970 ff. Dr Salmon (/ntr. p. 347) is
disposed to accept this view.
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has been regarded as an indication that the Greek Esdras and
the Chigi Daniel were the work of the same translator’. An
obvious objection to the hypothesis of two Septuagintal or
Alexandrian versions is the entire disappearance of the version
which was used ex Aypothesi not only by the authors of the
Epistle to the Hebrews and the Apocalypse, but by Theodotion
and other writers of the second century. But Theodotion’s
revision of Daniel may have differed so little from the stricter
Alexandrian version as to have taken its place without remark®

ro. Symmacuus. Of this translator Irenaeus says nothing,
and it has been inferred, perhaps too hastily, that he was
unknown to the Bishop of Lyons, and of later date. Origen
knew and used Symmachus, and had received a copy of his
commentary on St Matthew from a wealthy Christian woman
named Juliana, to whom it had been given by the author.
According to Eusebius, Symmachus was an Ebionite, and this
is confirmed by Jerome; a less probable tradition in Epiphanius
represents him as a Samaritan who had become a convert to
Judaism?,

Eus. A. E. vi. 17 1év ye pyv éppunvevrdv alrov 87) rovrwy loréov
‘EBiwvaior Ty Soppayov yeyovévar...xai Vmopvipara 8¢ Tov Svppd-
xov eloére viv Péperac év ols doxel wpods 76 xard Marfaiov dmorewd-
pevos ebayyéhwov Ty dednlwuévny alpeoiv xparivew. Tavra 8¢ 6
"Qpuyévns pera xai Awv els Tds ypagas éppnvedv Tob Svupdyov
onpaiver wapa Tovhuavis Twos elhngpévar, fv xai ¢not wap’ alrov
Suvppdyov 7as Bifhovs Sadéfacbda.  Hieron. de wirr. i/l 54
“Theodotionis Hebionaei et Symmachi eiusdem dogmatis” (cf.
in Hab. iii. 13); praef. in Job: ‘“Symmachus et Theodotion
Tudaizantes haeretici.” Epiph. de mens. et pond. 15 év tois Tob
Sevnpov ypdvois Shppaxds Tis Sapapeirs Tév map’ abrols coddy pi)
Tynleis vmd Tob olkelov &fvous...mpoonhuTelet kai mepiréuverar
devrépay mepiropny...o0Tos Tolvwr 6 Svppayos wpés SiaoTpodiy TV

L' D. €. B.iv. p. 977 n.; cf. Hastings’ D. B., i. p. 761.

2 On the whole question of the date of Theodotion, see Schiirer,
G. J. V3iii, 323 f., where the literature of the subject is given.

3 The name DYIMD occurs in the Talmud as that of a disciple of
R. Meir, who flourished towards the end of the second or beginning of the
third century. Geiger desires to identify our translator with this Sym-
machus ; see Field, grolegg. ad Hex. p. xxix.

S. 8. 4
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7:rap& ,Ea,uapa"rms éppunreev  épunvevoas Ty Tpirqr  éfédwkev
GP,LLT’VGlﬂl'.

That Symmachus, even if of Jewish or Samaritan birth,
became an Ebionite leader is scarcely doubtful, since an
Ebionitic commentary on St Matthew bearing his name was
still extant in the fourth century'; the Symmachians, an Ebionite
sect probably named after him, are mentioned by Ambrosiaster
(comm.in Gal., prolegg.) and Augustine (c. Faust.xix. 4, c. Crescon.
1. 36)% His floruit is open to some question. Dr Gwynn has
shewn® that Epiphanius, who makes Theodotion follow Sym-
machus, probably placed Symmachus in the reign of Verus,
1.e. Marcus Aurelius. Now in the Historia Lausiaca, c. 147,
Palladius says that Juliana sheltered Origen during a persecution,
i.e. probably during the persecution of the Emperor Maximius
(A.D. 238—241). If this was so,.the literary activity of
Symmachus must have belonged, at the earliest, to the last
years of M. Aurelius, and it may be questioned whether
Epiphanius has not inverted the order of the two translators,
i.e. whether Theodotion ought not to be placed under M.
Aurelius and Symmachus under Commodus (A.D. 180—192)%
The version of Symmachus was in the hands of Origen when
he wrote his earliest commentaries, i.e. about A.p. 228°%; but
the interval is long enough to admit of its having reached
Alexandria.

11. The aim of Symmachus, as Jerome perceived, was
to express the sense of his Hebrew text rather than to attempt

1 Euseb. 7 ¢

2 Philastrius, who represents the Symmackiani as holding other views,
says (c. 145): ‘“sunt haeretici alii qui Theodotionis et Symmachi itidem
interpretationem diverso modo expositam sequuntur.” See Harnack, Gesch.
d. altchr. Litt., 1. 1. p. 212.

3 D. C. B. iv. p. g71 fl. Zevipov in de pond. e mens. 16 is on this
hypothesis a corruption of Ot#pov. Cf. Lagarde’s Symmicta, ii. p. 168.

4 The Gospel of Peter, which cannot be much later than A.D. 170, and
may be fifteen or twenty years earlier, shews some verbal coincidences with
Symmachus (Akkmim fragment, pp. xxxiv. 18, zo0), but they are not
decisive. 5 Cf. D. C. B. iv. p. 103.
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a verbal rendering: “non solet verborum xako{nAiav sed intel-
legentiae ordinem sequi” (iz Am. iii. 11). While Aquila
endeavoured ““ verbum de verbo exprimere,” Symmachus made
it his business “sensum potius sequi” (praef. in Chron. Eus., cf.
praef. in Job). Epiphanius, who believed Symmachus to have
been a Samaritan proselyte to Judaism, jumped to the con-
clusion that his purpose was polemical (mpds Swaorpodriy 1w
mapa Sapapeirais épumvedy épunveloas). But if Symmachus
had any antagonist in view, it was probably the literalism and
violation of the Greek idiom which made the work of Aquila
unacceptable to non-Jewish readers. So far as we can judge
from the fragments of his version which survive in Hexaplaric
MSS., he wrote with Aquila’s version before him, and in his
efforts to recast it made free use of both the Lxx. and Theo-
dotion. The following extracts will serve to illustrate this view
of his relation to his predecessors.

MALACHI II. 131,

LXX. AQ.

s s sy v oA ,
kal Tavra &4 épioouvy kai rovro delrepov
émoteire: €kaUmTETE émoieiTe: ékalUmrere

,
ddkpvow 16 Guoea- daxpue 16 Ovoia-
,
aTiptov Kvpt'ov kai aTipiov
x)\avﬂp.w kal oTevayud x)\avgl.uo Ka:, oz/.l.w'yr,,
ée xomov. ETL dkov damo Tov p.r] elvar €rt
émBAéat eis buaiav vevoar mpods 1o Sdpoy
> -~ Y > A - y ’
7t AaBev Sextov éx xal Aafew eddoxiav
OV xepdy Vudv; dmd xepos Vpov.
TH. SyMMm.

N , N ,
kat Toiro Sevrepov kai Tavra devrepov
y -
émoumoare: éxakimrere émoueire, ka\vmwrovTes

)
ddxkpvaw 16 Buaia- év ddxpvow 16 Buoia-

, ,
aTnpLov, aTnptov,
k\aiovres kai orévovres, x)\cuov'rer xcu OLI.L&)O‘O‘OVT(S,
LY -~ t)
amd Tov pn elvar ére a1ro ToV p.r] ewm e
mpogeyyifovra Td ShokadTwpa  vebovra wpos 1O ddpov
kai Aaf3ety Téhewov kat 8éfacbar 16 ebdoxnuévov
) - - -
€k xepdy Updv. dmd xetpds Vpdv.

! The Hexaplanc renderings are from Cod. 86 (Cod. Barberinus):
Field, Hexapla, ii. p. 1033.

4—2



52 Later Greek Versions.

But it must not be supposed that Symmachus is a mere
reviser of earlier versions, or that he follows the lead of Aquila
as Theodotion follows the Lxx. Again and again he goes his
own way in absolute independence of earlier versions, and
sometimes at least, it must be confessed, of the original. This
is due partly to his desire to produce a good Greek rendering,
more or less after the current literary style; partly, as it seems,
to dogmatic reasons. The following may serve as specimens
of the Greek style of Symmachus when he breaks loose from
the influence of his predecessors: Gen. xviil. 25 & wdvra
avfporoy arairdy Sikatompayely, dkpiTws uy woujoys Todro; Job
Xxvi. 14 7 8¢ YnBipiopa Tdv Aoywv alrod drovaopey, drov Bpovriy
Svvaorelas avrod oldels évvonoer; Ps. xlili. 16 8 SAys ruépas
1 doxnpovna s pov dvrikpls pov, kal 6 KATATXURUOS TOD TPOTUToY
pov kahvmre pe.  Ps. Ixviil. 3 ¢Bamriohnyy eis drepdvrovs katadioets,
kai odx &oTw ordowise elojAbov els Ta Bdfy Tov Hddrwr, Kkai
peibpov éméxhvaév pe. Eccl iv. g elolv dueivovs 8o évas: & ovaty
yap képdos dyafdv. Isa. xxix. 4 me yijv éadiobioerar 7 Aakd
aov, xal &oTal us éyyeaTpipvbos 1 puwr gov kal dwo Tis yhs
7 Aaliud gov poioerat

It cannot be said that these renderings approach to excel-
lence, but a comparison with the corresponding LxX. will shew
that Symmachus has at least attempted to set himself free from
the trammels of the Hebrew idiom and to clothe the thoughts
of the Old Testament in the richer drapery of the Greek
tongue. It is his custom to use compounds to represent ideas
which in Hebrew can be expressed only by two or more words

(e.g. V_W'.B_."‘?;:, Symm. dvairiws, '3 1Y, Symm. dpfalpopards,
ne WN'W%(', Symm. dkpoywwiaios); he converts into a participle
the first of two finite verbs connected by a copula {Exod. v. 7
dmepxOpevol kahapdabuaay, 4 Regn. i. 2 cpakévres émegov); he
has at his command a large supply of Greek particles (e.g.
he renders AR by dpa, dvrws, lows, 8 Shov, pdvov, ovrws, dAN’
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duws)'. More interesting and important is the tendency which
Symmachus manifests to soften the anthropomorphic expres-
sions of the Old Testament; e.g. Gen. i. 27, érwrev & Beos
7ov avBpwmov & eikove Siadopw® Jpbiov 6 feos éxtioev admov.
Exod. xxiv. 10, €8ov 6pdpate Tov feov TopagAh. Jud. ix.
13 Tov olvov...Tiv ebgpootimy Tév dvlporwv. Ps. xliii. 24
wa 7{ ws ¥mvdv €I, Aéomora; In these and other instances Sym-
machus seems to shew a knowledge of current Jewish exegesis®
which agrees with the story of his Jewish origin or training.

LITERATURE. On Aquila the student may consult R. Anger
de Onkelo Chaldaico, 1845; art. in D. C. B. (W. J. Dickson);
M. Friedmann, Onkelos u. Akylas, 1896 ; Lagarde, Clementina,
p. 12 ff.; Krauss, A#&ylas der Proselyt (Festschrift), 1896; F. C.
Burkitt, Fragments of Aguila, 1897; C. Taylor, Sayings of the
Jewish Fathers?, 1897 (p. viil.); Schiirerd, iii. p. 317 ff. On Sym-
machus, C. H. Thieme, pro puritate Symmack:i dissert., 1755;
art. in D. C. B. (J. Gwynn); Giov. Mercati, eta di Simmaco
interprete, 1892. On Theodotion, Credner, Beitrdge, ii. p. 253 ff.;
art. in D. C. B. (J. Gwynn); G. Salmon, /ntr. fo the N. T, p.
538 ff.; Schiirer?, iii. p. 323 ff. Works which deal with the
ancient non-Septuagintal versions in general will be mentioned
in c. iii., under Literature of the Hexapla.\

12. OTHER ANCIENT GREEK VERSIONS. The researches
of Origen (a.D. 185—253) brought to light three anonymous
versions besides those of Aquila, Theodotion and Symmachus ;
from their relative position in the columns of his great col-
lection (see c. iii.) they are known as the Quinta (<), Sexta (s7),
and Septima (L) respectively. The following are the chief
authorities :

Eus. H. E. vi. 16 Toa’aﬁrr] 8¢ ﬁa’qysro T QpL‘)IEvﬂ. 'rmv felov
Aoywy am]xptﬁmpqu ékéraais bs...xai Tvas 5rspas' 1rapa Tds xaﬂq-

pabeupévas ep;.n]vetas‘ dalharroseas. . . e¢svpew, as odx 018 oﬁev {3
Twev puydv Tév mdlar havfavoloas xpdvov els pds dvixyvevoas

! For other examples see Field, prolegg, p. xxvi. f.; D. C. B. iv.
p- 19 £
z Readmg, perhaps, pbx ooy DSEIJ, cf. Nestle, Marginalien,
P- 4

"SeeD C. B. iii. p. 20.
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wpor’]'ya'yw n'vos' ap’ elev otk cLBws‘ alrd TovTo p.uvov s’1reo'r;p,r']va'ro
s apa ™Y p.ev evpot v Ty 'rrpés' Axnm NikomoNet...€mi [LL&S‘ adfes
U'GU'T”J-EL(DTGL (l)f €V prl,xOl, GUPT”J.(VT’S €V 71".00 KClTl'l TO'US XPOVO'US‘
*Avravivou Tob viot Zefnpou. Epiph. de peens. ez‘]ﬁom! 18 p.era
Tov Swwypov Tob ﬁao‘tkems‘ Eevr]pov r]vpeBr] 7 mépmTy év mifois év
lepix P xexpuppévn €v xpovots‘ TOU vioD Eew]pov ToU (-rrLerlew'ros'
I\apaxa']\Xov Te kai Téra...év 86 ¢ GBSOFQ adTov éTet nvps@r;o‘av Kal.
BiBAot s mépmTns éxdéoews év mibois év IEPLXG) kekpuppévns perd
Aoy ﬁbﬁ)\zwv EBpamwv xai EX)\r]vmwv Tov 8¢ KapdkaAlov
8La8€xc-rat AvTevwos c'rspos* .peTa TodTOY sBao’D\euo’ev A)\efavﬁpos..
Eﬁ] . & péow TEY Xpovaw ToUT@Y r]vpeer; €xTY &b8oats, xai avry
év mwibois kEKpU[L[.Lﬂ"], €v Nikomohe 'rr] 'rrpos‘ Axnm Pseudo-Ath.
Syn. scr. sacr. 77 1r€p.-rr'n7 épunvela éoTv 1) €v 'rrLeots' evpceew'a Ke-
xpvp.p.wr; émi "Avrovivov Bacihéws Tob Kapaxa]\ka év Ieptxm 'rrapa
TLVOoS T(I)V €V IEPOU'OXUIJ.OES’ Uﬂovaalmy €KT7] EP'UJ]VGLG GO'TLV T’ €V
arifois cvpeeﬂo‘a, kat av'n] xekpup.p.eur], e"rrL A)\Efavﬁpou Tov Ma,u.atas‘
maidos év Nikomohew 7§ wpos "Axtiov Umwé 'Qpiyévovs yrepipev.
Hieron. de virr. 7l/. 54 “quintam et sextam et septimam edi-
tionem, quas etiam nos de eius bibliotheca habemus, miro labore
repperit et cum ceteris editionibus conparavit”: in ep. ad Tit.
“nonnulli vero libri, et maxime hi qui apud Hebraeos versu
compositi sunt, tres alias editiones additas habent quam ‘quin-
tam’ et ‘sextam’ et ‘septimam’ translationem vocant, auctori-
tatem sine nominibus interpretum consecutas.” Cf.iz Hab.ii. 11,
i1i. 13.

It appears from the statement of Eusebius' that Origen found
the Quinta at Nicopolis near Actium, and that either the Sexza
or the Septima was discovered in the reign of Caracalla (a.p.
211—217) at Jericho ; while Epiphanius, reversing this order,
says that the Quinta was found at Jericho c. A.D. 217, and the
Sexta at Nicopolis under Severus Alexander (A.D. 222-—235)"
According to Epiphanius both the Quinfa and the Sexia,
according to Eusebius the Sexfe only, lay buried in a miflos
(dolium), one of the earthenware jars, pitched internally, and
partly sunk in the ground, in which the mustum was usually

stored while it underwent the process of fermentation®. Since

1 Jerome (prol. in Orzg. exp. Cant.) confirms Eusebius.
® The Dialogue of Timothy and Agutla idenlifies Nicopolis with

aus Nicopolis in Palestine.
Em;nD of G'kptma’ Lat. Ant. p. 1202. These mlfoc are said to have been

sometimes used instead of cistze or capsae for preserving books.
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Origen was in Palestine A.D. 217, and in Greece A.D. 231, it is
natural to connect his discoveries with those years. How long
the versions had been buried cannot be determined, for it is
impossible to attach any importance to the vague statements
of Eusebius (rév mdAat Aavfavoioas xpovov). The version found
at or near Nicopolis may have been a relic of the early Chris-
tianity of Epirus, to which there is an indirect allusion in the
Pastoral Epistles’. The Jericho find, on the other hand, was
very possibly a Palestinian work, deposited in the wine jar for
the sake of safety during the persecution of Septimius Severus,
who was in Palestine A.D. 202, and issued edicts against both
the Synagogue and the Church®. Of Se¢ptima nothing is known,
beyond what Eusebius tells us, and the very sparing use of it
in the Psalter of some Hexaplaric MSS.; the few instances are
so dubious that Field was disposed to conclude either that
this version never existed, or that all traces of it have been
lost®

There is no conclusive evidence to shew that any of these
versions covered the whole of the Old Testament*. Renderings
from Quinfa are more or less abundant in 2 Kings, Job, Psalms,
Canticles, and the Minor Prophets, and a few traces have been
observed in the Pentateuch. Sexfz is well represented in the
Psalms and in Canticles, and has left indications of its exist-
ence in Exodus, 1 Kings, and the Minor Prophets.

With regard to the literary character of Quinta and Sexta,
the style of Quinta is characterised by Field as “omnium
elegantissimus...cum optimis Graecis suae aetatis scriptoribus
comparandus.” Sexfz also shews some command of Greek,

! Lightfoot, B#blical Essays, p. 432.

* Cf Eus. A. E. vi. 7; Spartian. iz Sev. 17.

¥ Prolegg. ad Hexapla, p. xlvi. Ps.-Athanasius strangely calls Lucian the
seventh version: é886un mdA\w kal rehevrala épunvela ) Tob dylov Aovkiavad.

4 According to Harnack-Preuschen (i. p. 340) the opposite is implied
by Eusebius’ use of évalharroficas in reference to these versions: ¢“d. h.
die eine war nur fiir diese, die andere nur fiir jene Biicher vorhanden.”
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but is said to be disposed to paraphrase; Field, while he
regards that charge as on the whole ‘not proven,’ cites a
remarkable example of the tendency from Ps. xxxvi. 35, which
s’ renders, Eldov doeS7 xal avadij dvruroovpevor év oxAnpomTe

kal Aéyovra Eiul os avrdxforv mepirardy év Sikawooidvy. Jerome'
attributes both versions to ¢ Jewish translators,” but the Chris-
tian origin of Sexfa betrays itself® at Hab. iii. 13 é&jAfes 10D
géaal Tov hadv gov did "Inoodv Tov xpoTév oov’.

The Greek fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries quotes
non-Septuagintal renderings from an interpreter who is styled
o Efpadiocs. ‘O Zipos is also cited, frequently as agreeing with
¢ 'EBpaios. Nothing is known of these translators (if such they
were), but an elaborate discussion of all the facts may be seen
in Field“

13. The ‘Grarcus VENETUS.' This is a version of the
Pentateuch, together with the books of Ruth, Proverbs, Can-
ticles, Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, and Daniel, preserved in
St Mark’s Library at Venice in a single MS. of cent. xiv.—xv.
(cod. Gr.viL)%. It was first given to the world by de Villoison
(Strassburg, 1784) and C. F. Ammon (Erlangen, 1790—1);
a new edition with valuable prolegomena by O. von Gebhardt
appeared at Leipzig in 1875° This translation has been
made directly from the M. T., but the author appears to have
occasionally availed himself of earlier Greek versions (LXX.,

1 ady. Rufin.

2 «Prodens manifestissime sacramentum,” as Jerome himself remarks.
No doubt the primary reference is to Joshua (Field), but the purport of the
gloss is unmistakable.

3 leg. fors. 'Ingoi Tol xpioTol gov.

4 Prolegg. pp. lxxv.—Ixxxii. See also Lagarde, Ucber den Hebrier
Ephraims vor Edessa. On 18 Zauaperwdy see Field, p. Ixxii. ff., and
Nestle, Urtext, p. 2006.

5 See Eichhorn, p. 421 fl.; De Wette-Schrader, p. 122 f.

$ Graecus Venetus Pentateuchi &c. versio Graeca. Ex unico biblioth.
S. Marct Venetae codice nunc primum uno volumine comprehensam alqite
apparatu critico et philologico instructam edidit O. G. FPraefatus est fFr.
Delitzsch.
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Aq., Symm., Theod.)’. His chief guide however appears to
have been David Kimchi, whose interpretations are closely
followed®. That he was a Jew is clear from incidental render-
ings (e.g- in Exod. xxiii. zo he translates DYPRT rév dvromip?,
sc. MM). From the fact of his having undertaken a Greek
version Gebhardt infers that he was a proselyte to Christianity,
but the argument may be used to support an opposite con-
clusion; as a Jew he may have been moved by a desire to
place before the dominant Orthodox Church a better render-
ing of the Old Testament than the Lxx. Delitzsch wishes
to identify him with Elissaeus, a Jewish scholar at the court
of Murad I., who flourished in the second half of the 14th
century.

The style of this remarkable version will be best illustrated
by a few specimens :

Gen. vi. 2f.

* reféavrar yoiv ol viels Tob feol Tas Gvyarépas Tob dvfpu-
mov &1t kalal érélowy, xai @\aPov éavrols yvvaikas dmd waodv
ov eidovro. I &by Tolvuv & Svrerns Ob kpwel myvelua TOUMOV
& 1§ dvBpary & aldva, éP’ ols &re wép éor odpl Tehéoovau
8 al nuépar adrod éxardv xai eikooiv érn.

Prov. viil. 22 ff.

2§ vrwrys éktrioard pe dpxnv 68o¥ oi, mpd TaV épywv airoev
& tére. = dn’ aldvos xéyupar, dmd kpaTds, dwo mwpoljuparos
yis. * & obx afvocos mémhaopar, év ob myyats Sedofacué-
vov vddrov: % mwply Spn éumayivar, mpo Tév Bowvev wlympar
* dxpis obx émoinoe yiv, 8i68ovs kal kepadiy wdvewv TS
olxovpévrs.

Daniel vii. 13.

13 ¢ 7 3 7 * 13 ’ 3 ’ 3 7 é\ -
opdwy éxvpnoa év Opdoediy evdpovas, aitika TE LUy TALS

! Gebhardt, p. lvii. ff.
2 6. p. Ixii.
3 'Ovrwris, dvroupybs, obowwrhs are his usual renderings of M.
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7 ~ ’ L]
vedpédais Tov modov os vieds dvfpumw dikvovpevos v, péxpe
n -~ A
Te 70 Todawd Tals duépars épbage xdvdmiov THvw wpodiyaydy
€ ’ » 7’ L]
& ™ e T 60y dpyd Tipd Te kal Bacihela, wdvres Te Aaol
!0 N X. ’ X 7 c 3 ’ ¢ 3 AY 3~
éfvea xoi yAoTrar Tve Aatpevgeiovtr d dpxd €b dpxa aildvos
Y 3 e ’
0s ov mapelevoelerar, a Te Bacileln eV dmep odn olynoelerar

The student will not fail to notice the translator’s desire to
render his text faithfully, and, on the other hand, his curiously
infelicitous attempt to reproduce it in Attic Greek ; and lastly
his use of the Doric dialect in Daniel to distinguish the
Aramaic passages from the rest of the book. The result
reminds us of a schoolboy’s exercise, and the reader turns
from it with pleasure to the less ambitious diction of the LxX.,
which, with its many imperfections, is at least the natural
outgrowth of historical surroundings.

Klostermann (A4#zalecta p. 30) mentions a MS. Psalter (Vat.
Gr. 343), bearing the date 22 April, 1450, which professes to be a
translation into the Greek of 'the fifteenth century (xara Tjv viv
xowny Tév Tpady Quwvir). A version of the Pentateuch into
modern Greek in Hebrew characters was printed at Constanti-
nople in 1547, forming the left-hand column of a Polyglott
(Hebrew, Chaldee, Spanish, Greek). It is described in Wolf,
Bibliotheca Hebraea, ii. p. 355, and more fully in La wversion
Neo-grecque du Pentateuche Polyglotte.. .vemarques du Dy Lazare
Belléli (Paris, 1897). This Greek version has recently been
transliterated and published in a separate form with an intro-
duction and glossary by D. C. Hesseling (Leide, 1897).



CHAPTER IIL

THE HEXAPLA, AND THE HEXAPLARIC AND OTHER
RECENSIONS OF THE SEPTUAGINT.

1. THE century which produced the versions of Aquila,
Theodotion, and Symmachus saw also the birth of the great
Christian' scholar who conceived the idea of using them for
the revision of the Alexandrian Greek Bible.

Origen was in his 17th year when his father suffered
martyrdom (a.D. zo02z)'; at eighteen he was already head of
the catechetical school of Alexandria®. The Old Testament
from the first engaged his attention, and, rightly judging that it
could not be fruitfully studied without a knowledge of the
original, he applied himself at once to the study of Hebrew.

Eus. H. E. vi. 16 Togair) 8¢ elorjyero 16 Qpiyéver Tav felwv
Aoywv dmnxpiBopévy éféraois, ds xai v "EBpaida yh\drray éxpa-
fetv Tds Te mapa Tols ’lovdaiows éupepopévas mpwrorimous alrois
'EBpaiwv oToyelots ypadas xripa idov moujcacfa. Hieron. de
virr. 4ll. 54 “quis autem ignorat quod tantum in scripturis
divinis habuerit studii ut etiam Hebraeam linguam contra
aetatis gentisque suae naturam edisceret3?”

The feat was perhaps without precedent, in the third century,
among Christian scholars not of Jewish origin®; in one so

1 Eus. A. E. vi. 2.

2 Hieron. de virr. ill. 54.

3 Cf. ep. ad Paulam.

i See D. C. B. art. Hebrew Learning (ii. p. 3571 ff.).
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young it seemed prodlglous to a veteran like Jerome. These
studies, begun in Egypt, were continued in Palestine at Caesarea,
where Origen sought shelter during the storm of persecution
which burst upon Alexandria in the reign of Caracalla (a.D.
216—219). On his return to Egypt Origen’s period of literary
productivity began, and between the years 220 and 250 he
gave to the world a succession of commentaries, homilies, or
notes on nearly all the books of the Old Testament'. In the
course of these labours, perhaps from the moment that he
began to read the Old Testament in the original, he was
impressed with the importance of providing the Church with
materials for ascertaining the true text and meaning of the
original. The method which he adopted is described by him-
self in his famous letter to Africanus (c. A.D. 240), and more
fully in his commentary on St Matthew (c. A.D. 245) %

OriU ‘ad Afric. 5: xai 'rav'ra &é ¢o1”u ovx:, Bkve TOb cpevvav kai
Tds xara IouSaLovr -ypad)as kai wdoas Tas qpe-repas Tais éxeivoy
a-u-yxpwew xai 6pav Tas év abrais Biapopds, € B Poprikdy yoiv
errrew, émi 1ro)\v roito {Son Sivapus) 1re1rou;:<apeu, -yvyva{ov-res-
abTéy Tov voiv év_mdoais Tais exSoasaL xaL rais Sagopais alraw
,ue'ra TOU -rroows' pa)\)\ou aaxuv v cppr;uﬂav Tov eﬁﬁo,u.r;xov'ra..
aokovpey 8¢ ;n; ayvoew kai Tas -rrap sxcwotr, wa -rrpus- Iouﬁamvs
Sm)\e'yopevm ;.n; mpogpépwpey alrois T4 p1) keipeva év -ro:.s av-rl.-ypa-
ous, abray, kai va o-u'yxprwwpeﬁa Tois epopévors wap’ sxewots, EL
xal, su Tots W.Le'rcpou- ob xetrat BifNlows. In Matt. xv. 14: iy pév
oty év -rou- avriypddois Ti)s ﬂa)\al.as' 6La€7;l<7;s- Sl.ad)wwav, Gsov
Si8ovros, evpopsv idoacbar, kpirnpie Xxpnoduevor -rcus Aourrais éx-
docecw - TaV Yyap a,ud)LBa)\)\ol.Levwv -rrapa Tols o &ud Ty TaV
av'rrypad)wv Stad)wwau, 'n)v kpiow -rrou;oa;uvoc dmd TéY Aotwrdv
sxaooewv, 70 o-uvaBou sxewatr épvhdfaper - Kal. Tiva pév wﬁs)\wapsv
v TQ Eﬁpamw un keipeva, od 'ro)\/.mv'rss- avra 1rau'n7 wepts)\sw, -rwa
oé ,u.E'r ao--rspw'xwu wpocebirapey - wa dihov fj &u pi ceipeva wapa
Tois o' éx T@V Nowwrdy éxdécewy o-v/.uj)wvws 76 'Efpawd 1rpoo1€r]-
xapev, xaL 6 pev Bou)\opsvos mpofiTar avTd: ¢3 85 -rrpoa'xo-n"ru T
rowoirov, & Bodherar mepi Tis mapadoxis abrév i pj) mwonoy.

! See D. C. B. art. Origenes, iv. p. 129 ff.

2 Cf. Bp Westcott in D. C. B. iv. p. 99: ‘it was during this period
(i.e. before a.D. 2r's) in all probability that he formed and pa.rtly executed
his plan of a comparatlve view of the LxX. in connexion with the other
Greek versions.’
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2. To attempt a new version was impracticable. It may
be doubted whether Origen possessed the requisite knowledge
of Hebrew; it is certain that he would have regarded the task
as almost impious. Writing to Africanus he defends the
apocryphal additions to Daniel and other Septuagintal
departures from the Hebrew text on the ground that the
Alexandrian Bible had received the sanction of the Church,
and that to reject its testimony would be to revolutionise her
canon of the Old Testament, and to play into the hands of
her Jewish adversaries (dferetv & év Tals éxxhnoiars Pepopeva
dvriypada xai vopobferijoar T7) ddehporyre dmoféobar pév Tas wap’
adrols émdpepopévas BiBhovs, xohakedeww 8¢ Tovdalos xal mwelfew
va peraddow fulv Tdv kabapav). In this matter it was well, he
urged, to bear in mind the precept of Prov. xxii. 28, *“ Remove
not the ancient landmark, which thy fathers have set.” The
same reasons prevented him from adopting any of the other
versions in place of the Septuagint. On the other hand,
Origen held that Christians must be taught frankly to recognise
the divergences between the rLxx. and the current Hebrew
text, and the superiority of Aquila and the other later versions,
in so far as they were more faithful to ‘the original; it was
unfair to the Jew to quote against him passages from the LxX.
which were wanting in his own Bible, and injurious to the
Church herself to withhold from her anything in the Hebrew
Bible which the Lxx. did not represent. Acting under these
convictions Origen’s first step was to collect all existing Greek
versions of the Old Testament. He then proceeded to
transcribe the versions in parallel columns, and to indicate in
the column devoted to the Septuagint the relation in which
the old Alexandrian version stood to the current Hebrew text.

3. The following specimen, taken from a fragment lately
discovered at Milan, will assist the reader to understand the
arrangement of the columns, and to realise the general appear-
ance of the Hexapla.
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Ps. xlv. (xlvi.) 1—3".

HEBREW. HEB.TRANSLITERATED. AQUILA.
HYJTJSI Aapavacan TY VKO OL®"
mp 135 [laByrkop Tév vibv Képe
nm5p 59 aX - akpwd €mi veavioTHTOY
kv aip dopa.
15 ordn eAweip - Navov* [6 Bess piv ()]
0 "onn pace - oval éAnis kai kpdros,
any ep Borfeta
nnxa Boapwb €v OAifreawy
AIND N¥D) vepga pwd eUpéfn* opodpa.
) Sy aX - yev- émi Tolre
xm xS Aw - mpa ob ¢ofnbnadpeda
pi=hbk! Baapup év rd dvral\dogeabat
o aaps yav,
=)} )] ovBaper kal €v 1§ agpdAAeodar
jakinal apip 3pr]
B3 BheB év kapdia
(o tapys fBakaooiv.
* In the MSS. havov * MS. elpéons.
appears in the third
column, where it has dis-
placed Aquila’s render-
ing.

1 Cf. Un palimpsesto Ambrosiano dei Salmi Esapli (Gior. Mercati) in
Atti d. R. Accademia d. Scienze di Torino, 10 Apr. 1896; and E. Kloster-
mann, die Mailinder Fragmente dey Hexapla. The MS. does not supply
the Hebrew column.
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SYMMACHUS.
.
E€MLVIKLOS”
Tov vidv Képe
e oA s,
'U'n'fp TOV AUGYVIOYV
o
@d7.
6 Oeds nuiv
/ vy
memoifnous kai ioyos,
Bonfeta
év O\iYreawv

elpioxduevos ahadpa.

did TovTo
o pofnbnodueda
&v 1o* cuyxeiada
yiw
kat kAiveaba
P
8pn
év xapdig

fakagoav.

* MS. rais.

Ps, xlv. (xlvi) 1—3.

LXX.
els 76 Téhos
Umép Tov vidv* Kdpe
mép TV kpuiwv
Yrakuds.

6 Beds nuavt
karaPuyn kai ddvaps,
Bonbos
év O\iYrear

W e ey
Tais ebpovoais Huasi
apddpa.
8ia TovTo
ot PoBnbnoiueba
» . ,
€v 79 Tapdooerfa
v yiv
kai perariBecdae
o
8pn
év xapdia
faracody.
* With  interlinear
variant 7ots vlols.
+ MS. 1® manu Huiv.

1 With  interlinear
variant elpeffoerar Huiv.

THEODOTION.

T vikomoip *-
Tots viois Kdpe
Umép TéY kpuiwy
@8 *,

6 Beos nupav
xarapuyn kai ddvaus,
Bonbos
év \iYreow
ebpébnt adpédpa.

dia rodro
ob ¢poBndnoipeba
év 7@ Tapdogesfal
™ yiv
kai cakeveadar}
”
8pm
év kapdia
fakaooav.

* With marginal
variants, els 10 Té\os,
Yahubs.

+ With
variant rals
s

T With  interlinear
variant uerar{Besfai.

interlinear
evpovgacs
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The process as a whole is minutely described by Eusebius
and Jerome, who had seen the work, and by Epiphanius,
whose account is still more explicit but less trustworthy.

Eus. A. E. vi. 16: tavras 8¢ dmdoas [sc. Tas sx&ocrcu‘] émi
Tavrov o‘uvayaywv Steddv e mpos kdAov Kru avﬂ'rrapaﬂetr dA\nhacs
pera xai avmys tis "Efpaiov onpadreos Ta rov Aeyopévay ‘Efariév
npiv dvriypagpa xarakéloimev, Blws Thy *Axvhov kai Suppdyov kai
©codoriwvos éxdoaw dpa t7) Tév éBdounkovra év Tols TerpamAois €mi-
katagkevdaoas. Hieron. 7z ep. ad Tit.: ““omnes veteris legis libros
quos vir doctus Adamantius in Hexapla digesserat de Caesariensi
bibliotheca descriptos ex ipsis authenticis emendare, in quibus
et ipsa Hebraea propriis sunt characteribus verba descripta et
Graecis literis tramite expressa vicino; Aquila etiam et Sym-
machus, LXX. quoque et Theodotio suam ordinem tenent;
nonnulli vero libri et maxime hi qui apud Hebraeos versu
compositi sunt tres alias editiones additas habuit” Cf. his
letter to Sunnias and Fretela (¢p. 106) and to Augustine (¢p. 112)
and the prefa.ce to the Book of Chronicles. Epiph. de mens. et
pond. 7: Tas yap ét ¢ spp.r;vuag kai -rr]v Eﬁpamr]v ypadiy EBpaixois
gTouyeiots kai prpagwy aitols €v crs)\LSL pea cruvre@uxwr, d\\nv oeAida
avﬂ‘rrapaﬁe‘rov &' E)\)\r]mxwv pev ypappdrov Eﬁpatxwv 85 )\e.feaw
wpos xa‘ra)\r;\[rw 'raw ] s:.Soraw Eﬁpauca O'TOLXGLa ..kai oUT®S TOlS
Aeyopévois v’ alrov s.fa'rr)\ow i ox'ra‘rr)\ou‘ Tas psv do EBpaikas
oekidas xai Tas € Tav ep;u]vm'rwv éx mapaifrov avﬂ‘n‘apaés:.s
psya}\r]v w¢()\ﬁav 'vacrems‘ sScoxc 'ro:.s' ¢L)\oxa)\ou‘ 1b. 19 Tas dbo
’EB ar.xar ﬂpwras xetpévas, pera 'rau'ras' d¢ 'rr]v 700 "AxiAa rcra-ypsw;v,
ped fy kai Ty Tod vapaxov, ¢mera Ty ToV oﬁ psé ds 7 Tob
Oeodotiwvos guvrérakta, kai éfns i wépumTy Te kai éxtn

It will be seen that the specimen corroborates ancient
testimony in reference to the relative order of the four Greek
versions (Ag., Symm., Lxx., Theod.), and illustrates the method
of division into corresponding xéAa® which made comparison
easy. With regard to the order, it is clear that Origen did not
mean it to be chronological. Epiphanius seeks to account for
the position of the LxX. in the fifth column by the not less

1 On eoeMis, cf. Sir E. Maunde Thompson, Handbook of Greek and Latin
Palacography, p. 58.

2 See also 74. 18 sq.; Hieron. Pracf. in Paral., and in ¢p. ad Tit., c. iii.

3 Used here loosely as=kéupara, the k&hov being properly a line con-
sisting of a complete clause, and of 8—17 syllables: cf. E. M. Thompson,
Gk and Lat. Palacography, p. 81 £.; J. R. Harris, Stickometry, p. 23 L.
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untenable hypothesis that Origen regarded the rLxx. as the
standard of accuracy (de mens. et pond. 19: 'Qpryévys mvbs-
uevos Ty 1@ of3 &kdoaw axpBs elvar péony tatTay ovvébnker,
Jrws Tds évrevfev xai évreifev épumveias Siedéyxy). As we have
learned from Origen himself, the fact was the reverse; the
other Greek versions were intended to check and correct
the LXX. But the remark, though futile in itself, suggests a
probable explanation. Aquila is placed next to the Hebrew
text because his translation is the most verbally exact, and
Symmachus and Theodotion follow Aquila and the Lxx.
respectively, because Symmachus on the whole is a revision of
Aquila, and Theodotion of the LXX. As to the xdAa, it was of
course necessary that the lines should be as short as possible
when six or more columns had to be presented on each open-
ing; and it will be seen that in the Psalms at least not more
than two Hebrew words were included in a line, the corre-
sponding Greek words being at the most three or four. But
the claims of the sense are not neglected ; indeed it will appear
upon inspection that the method adopted serves in a remark-
able degree to accentuate the successive steps in the movement
of the thought.

4. Besides the Hexapla, Origen compiled a Tetrapla, i.e. a
minor edition from which he omitted the first two columns con-
taining the Hebrew text in Hebrew and Greek characters; cf.
Eus. /.c. i8lws mv  AxdAov xal Svpudyov kai ®eodoriwvos éxdoow dpa
T Tdv o &v Tols TeTpamhois émikarackevdoas’. Epiph. de mens. et
pond. 19 terpamAd ydp elor Ta ‘EAAqvica 6rav ai Tob 'Axvlov «ai
Svppdyov kal 7@y of8’ xai @eodoriwvos épunyeiat vvTeTaypuévar dot.
The Tetrapla is occasionally mentioned along with the Hexa-
Pla in scholia attached to MSS. of the Lxx. Thus in the

. ! 'meafaa'xeud.g'ew is Znsuper vel postea concinnarc (Field, prolege. p.
X5 cf. Dio Cass. 1. 23 T& gkdgy kareckebace...kai én’ avrd wipyovs éme-
kareoskebace. Oeconomus (iv. 873), who regards the Tetrapla as the earlier
work, understands Eusebius to mean only that Origen added to the LXX.
the three columns containing A'S'6'.

S.s. 5



66 The Hexapla, and the Haaj)lxzrzc and other Recensions,

Syro Hexaplaric version at the end of Joshua. it is stated that
the Greek codex on which the version was based had the note :
éypdn éx ToV €famwhod, é& ob xal maperédn: dvrefhijfn 8t xai
mpos tov rterpardotv. Cod. Q still contains two similar
references to the Tetrapla (O. 7. in Greek, iii., p. viii.,, notes).
Mention is also made in the MSS. of an Octapla (cf. the Syro-
Hexaplar in Job v. 23, vi. 28, and the Hexaplaric MSS. of the
Psalter in Ps. Ixxv. 1, Ixxxvi. 5, Ixxxviii. 43, cxxxi. 4, cxxxvi. 1)
The question arises whether the Octapla was a distinct work,
or merely another name for the Hexapla in books where the
columns were increased to eight by the addition of the Quinza
and Sexta. Eusebius appears to support the latter view, for
he speaks of the Hexapla of the Psalms as including the
Quinta and Sexta (H. E. vi. 16 & ye pijv tols éfamhois Tov
Waludv perd Tas émajuovs téooapas ekdooes ob wdvov méumrny
dA\\a kai éxmv kai éB86uny mapaleis épunvelav). Epiphanius,
on the other hand, seems to limit the Hexapla to the six
columns (Z ¢. 76v teoodpwv 8¢ Tovrwy oeAlduwv Tals Svol Tais
Efpaixats cvvadleady éfamhd kakeitar: édv 8¢ xal 1 méumry
kal 1 &t épunveia ocuvvapfdow...dkTamAd kaleitar. But it
has been observed that when the scholia in Hexaplaric MSS.
mention the Octapla they are silent as to the Hexapla,
although the Octapla and the Tetrapla are mentioned together;
e.g. in Ps. Ixxxvi. 5 we find the following note: mHTHP ClwN’
70 p xard mpoobijkyy ikeuro els TRy TAV o év 1@ Terpadelidy (the
Tetrapla), év 8¢ 74 dxracerido (the Octapla), MH TH CIWN, "7‘)’01’"
8ixa 7od p. The inference is that the name ‘Octapla’ some-
times superseded that of ‘ Hexapla’ in the Psalms, because in
the Psalter of the Hexapla there were two additional columns
which received the Quinta and Sexta. Similarly the term
‘Heptapla’ was occasionally used in reference to portions of the
Hexapla where a seventh column appeared, but not an eighth®.

! Field, Hexapla, ii. ad loc. ; cf. Hieron. in Psalmos (ed. Morin.), p. 66.
2 It occurs (e.g.) in the Hexaphrlc Syriac at 2 Kings xvi. 2.
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‘Pentapla’ is cited by J. Curterius from cod. Q at Isa. iii. 24,
but Field’s suspicion that Curterius had read his MS. incorrectly
is confirmed by a reference to the photograph, which exhibits
& 79 Terpaceridy.  Origen’s work, then, existed (as Eusebius
implies) in two forms: (1) the Hexapla, which contained,’as a
rule, six columns, but sometimes seven or eight, when it was
more accurately denominated the Heptapla or Octapla; and (2)
the Tetrapla, which contained only four columns answering to
the four great Greek versions, excluding the Hebrew and Greek-
Hebrew texts on the one hand, and the Quinfa and Sexfz on
the other.

5. The Hebrew text of the Hexapla was of course that
which was current among Origen’s Jewish teachers in the third
century, and which he took to be truly representative of the
original. Portions of the second column, which have been
preserved, are of interest as shewing the pronunciation of the
Hebrew consonants and the vocalisation which was then in use.
From the specimen already given it will be seen that 2=y,
p=«, and D, ¥, ¥ =0, and that Y 51 KR are without equivalent'.
The divergences of the vocalisation from that which is repre-
sented by the pointing of the M. T. are more important; see
Dr Taylor's remarks in D. C. B. ii. p. 15 f.

In regard to Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, and the
minor Greek versions, Origen’s task was limited to transcription
under the conditions imposed by the plan of his work. But
the fifth columnn, which contained the Hexaplaric Lxx., called
for the full exercise of his critical powers. If his first idea had
been, as his own words almost suggest, merely to transcribe the
LXX. in its proper place, without making material alterations in
the text, a closer comparison of the Lxx. with the current
Hebrew text and the versions based upon it must soon have

! Cf. the practice of Aquila (Burkitt, Fragments of the Books of Kings
ace. fo Aquila, p, 14).

5—2
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conv mced him that this was impracticable. Let us suppose
that there lay Dbefore him an Alexandrian or Palestinian
MS., containing the ‘common’ text of the LXX. (4 xows, or
vulgata editio, as Jerome calls it?), i.e. the text of the Greek
Bible as it was read by the Church of the third century. As the
transcription proceeded, it would be seen that every column of
the Greek contained clauses which were not in the Hebrew,
and omitted clauses which the Hebrew contained. Further, in
many places the order of the Greek would be found to depart
from that of the Hebrew, the divergence being sometimes
limited to a clause or a verse or two, but occasionally extend-
ing to several chapters. Lastly, in innumerable places the
LxX. would be seen to yield a sense more or less at variance
with the current Hebrew, either through misapprehension on
the part of the translators or through a difference in the
underlying text. These causes combined to render the co-
ordination of the Alexandrian Greek with the existing Hebrew
text a task of no ordinary difficulty, and the solution to which
Origen was led appeared to him to be little short of an in-
spiration (feod 8:8dvros elpouer).

Origen began by assuming (1) the purity of the Hebrew
text, and (2) the corruption of the xows where it departed from
the Hebrew®. The problem before him was to restore the
LXX. to its original purity, i.e. to the Hebraica verifas as he
understood it, and thus to put the Church in possession of an
adequate Greek version of the Old Testament without disturb-
ing its general allegiance to the time-honoured work of the
Alexandrian translators. Some of the elements in this complex
process were comparatively simple. (1) Differences of order
were met by transposition, the Greek order making way for the

! Ep. ad Sunn. el Frel.
2 See Driver, Samuel, p. xIvi.: “he assumed that the original Septua-
gmt was that which a.greed most closely with the Hebrew text as he knew
.a step in the wrong direction.’
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Hebrew. In this manner whole sections changed places in the
1xx. text of Exodus, 1 Kings, and Jeremiah; in Proverbs
only, for some reason not easy to determine, the two texts
were allowed to follow their respective courses, and the diver-
gence of the Greek order from the Hebrew was indicated by
certain marks! prefixed to the s#iczZi of the Lxx. column.
(2) Corruptions in the xowr, real or supposed, were tacitly
corrected in the Hexapla, whether from better MSS. of the
LXX., or from the renderings of other translators, or, in the
case of proper names, by a simple adaptation of the Alexandnian
Greek form to that which was found in the current Hebrew?.
(3) The additions and omissions in the Lxx. presented greater
difficulty. Origen was unwilling to remove the former, for
they belonged to the version which the Church had sanctioned,
and which many Christians regarded as inspired Scripture ; but
he was equally unwilling to leave them without some mark of
editorial disapprobation. Omissions were readily supplied from
one of the other versions, namely Aquila or Theodotion; but
the new matter interpolated into the LxX. needed to be carefully
distinguished from the genuine work of the Alexandrian trans-
lators?,

6. Here the genius of Origen found an ally in the system
of critical signs which had its origin among the older scholars
of Alexandria, dating almost from the century which produced
the earlier books of the Lxx. The 'Apwordpxeta orjuara took
their name from the prince of Alexandrian grammarians,
Aristarchus, who flourished in the reign of Philopator (a.D.

1 A combination of the asterisk and obelus ; see below, p-71.

* E.g. at Exod. vi. 16, Tppodv was substituted by Origen for TeSouv.
Whether his practice in this respect was uniform has not been definitely
ascertained.

* Hieron, Praef. ad Chron.: ‘“‘quod maioris audaciae est, in editione
LXX. Theodotionis editionem miscuit, asteriscis designans quae minus ante
fuerant, et virgulis quae ex superfluo videbantur apposita.” The Book
of Job offered the largest field for interpolation: a scholion in cod. 161
says, 108 orixor ,ax’ xwpls doreplokwr, pera 3¢ Tdv dorepiorwy B,
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222—205), and they appear to have been first employed in
connexion with his great edition of Homer'. Origen selected
two of these signs known as the obelus and the asterisk, and
adapted them to the use of his edition of the Septuagint. In
the Homeric poems, as edited by Aristarchus, the obelus marked
passages which the critic wished to censure, while the asterisk
was affixed to those which seemed to him to be worthy of
special attention ; cf. the anecdoton printed by Gardthausen: 6
8¢ 8Belos mpos Ta dferovpeva émi Tod wounTod Yyowv vevobevpéva i)
vmofeBAnuéva & 0¢ darepioros...ws kakdv elppuévev Tdv émdv.
Similarly, in connexion with Platonic d#¢fa, Diogenes Laertius
{ platon. iii. 657) used the obelus wpos v dférpcw and the
asterisk wpos mv cvudwrviar Tév Soyudrwv. As employed by
Origen in the fifth column of the Hexapla, the obelus was
prefixed to words or lines which were wanting in the Hebrew,
and therefore, from Origen’s point of view, of doubtful
authority®, whilst the asterisk called attention to words or lines
wanting in the LXX., but present in the Hebrew. The close of
the context to which the obelus or asterisk was intended to
apply was marked by another sign known as the metobelus.
When the passage exceeded the length of a single line, the
asterisk or obelus was repeated at the beginning of each subse-
quent line until the metobelus was reached.
Epiph. de mem‘ et pond. 2, 3 6 acr'repw'xos crr];tawa T
eyd)epoysvov pr]p.a v 19 EBpatxm xelgbar...ol 8¢ o sp;u]vsv‘rm
wapikay kai ovy r]p/.u]vevxav oBd\os de.. 1rapsn€r] .rats Tis Oeias
pad)r,s )\cfecrw Tats 1rapa Tois oB éppnvevrais xepévacs, mapd 8¢
Tols mepi "AxUAav kai Zvy,u.axov n sp.d)spop.svau Schol ap. Tlsch
not. ed. cod. Stn. P 76 6o os oi oﬁs)\m 1rpoo'x€w'ral. pr]'rou', obroL odk
EKGLVTO OUTE 1rapa TOl.f ROLWOLS EPF-Y]VE'UTGLS OUTG Ell T(A) Eﬁpﬂl.l(&),
a)\7\a ﬂ'ﬂpﬂ F.OVOI.S TOLF 0 * Kal, OO'OLr Ol. ao'repw'xm. WPOUKEtVTaL PY]TOLS,
odroc év pév 76 'EBpaicd kai tois Noumois éppnvevrals épépovro, év
8¢ Tois o odkére.
1 Gee a complete list of these in Gardthausen, Griech. Paldographie,

P- '788f
2 On an exceptional case in which he obelised words which stood in

the Hebrew text, see Cornill, Zzekiel, p. 3806.
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Occasionally Origen used asterisk and obelus together as
Aristarchus had done, to denote that the order of the Greek was
at fault (anecd. ap. Gardthausen: ¢ 8¢ dorepioxos perd $Belot,
os ovra piv T& &rn Tov wowprov, puiy xahds 8¢ xelpeva: schol. ap.
Tisch. not. ed. Sin. 1. c. pépovrar pév wapd Tois o), ¢pépovrar 8¢ év
16 'Efpaixg kat wapa Tols Aowrols épunvevrais, Tiv Géow 8¢ pdmy
mapaAldooovow ol Aowmol xai 70 'Efpaikov wapd Tovs o'+ fev

dfBéhioTar & TadTG xal goTépioTay, Us Tapa Tl pev Pepdpeva,
obk év Tols abrots 8¢ Tomows: also ap. mon. sacr. ined. iii
p. xvil. 7d 8¢ forepopéva év TavTd Kkai SBelopéva fyra...ds
mapd AL pev Pepopeva, ok év Tois avrois 8¢ rdmows). The
Aristarchian (or as they are usually called by students of
the Old Testament, the Hexaplaric) signs are also used by
Origen when he attempts to place before the reader of his Lxx.
column an exact version of the Hebrew without displacing the
LxX. rendering. Where the Lxx. and the current Hebrew are
hopelessly at issue, he occasionally gives two versions, that of
one of the later translators distinguished by an asterisk, and
that of the Lxx. under an obelus.

The form of the asterisk, obelus, and metobelus varies
slightly. The first consists of the letter x, usually surrounded
by four dots (3%, the xt mepieariypévor); the form # occurs but
seldom, and only, as it seems, in the Syro-Hexaplar. The
8fBelos, ‘spit’ or ‘spear,’ is represented in Epiphanius by x, but
in the MSS. of the Lxx. a horizontal straight line (—)* has
taken the place of the original form, with or without occupying
dot or dots (= + =) ; the form + was known as a lemniscus, and
the form — as a Aypolemniscus. Epiphanius indeed (9p. cét., c. 8)
fancies that each dot represents a pair of translators, so that the
Jemniscus means that the word or clause which the Lxx. adds
to the Hebrew had the support of two out of the thirty-six
pairs which composed the whole body, whilst the Zypolemniscus

1 This sometimes becomes a hook ().
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claims for it the support of only one pair. This explanation, it
is scarcely necessary to say, is as baseless as the fiction of the
cells on which, in the later Epiphanian form, it rests. Other
attempts to assign distinct values to the various forms of the
obelus have been shewn by Field to be untenable!. The
metobelus is usually represented by two dots arranged per-
pendicularly (:), like a colon; other forms are a sloping line
with a dot before it or on either side (/., */.), and in the Syro-
Hexaplar and other Syriac versions a mallet (). The latter
form, as the least ambiguous, is used in Field’s great edition of
the Hexapla, and in the apparatus which is printed under the
text of the Lxx. version of Daniel in the Cambridge manual
Septuagint.

Certain other signs found in Hexaplaric MSS. are mentioned
in the following scholion (Ebaypiov oy., one of the oxdhia eis ras
wapowpias printed in the MNofitia ed. cod. Sin., p. 76, from a
Patmos MS.; see Robinson, Pkilocalia, pp. xiii., xvil. ff.): eioiv
6ga mwporerayuévoy ,E'xava't Tov dplfuov &de Soa Qpiyévny émi-
yeypappévoy €xeL TolTe TG povoouAlaBe, $...50a 8¢ wepi Sadwvias
pnréy Twoy Tav év T édadip §) éxddoedy éoTw axdha, dmep kal
kdTw veveukviav mepieaTiypévny Exer mporeraypévny, Ty avryBeShy-
xérov 76 BifNov éoriv: Soa 8¢ dupBolws éfw xelpeva pyra éfw
veveukviar mepieaTiypévny éxel mporeraypévny, diua Ta oxdhia mpooe-
réfnoay kar’ abrd Tov peydhov elpnkdros Bidaokdhov, iva pr 86fp xard
kevod 1O oxbhoy Qépecbai, év molhois pév TdV dvTeypddev TOV
prray obrws éxovrov, év Tolre 8¢ pi olres xepévoy § ppd’ Shes
pepopéver, kai 8id Tolro mpooTefévToy.

The following extract from the great Hexaplaric MS. known
as G will enable the student, to whom the subject may be new, to
practise himself in the interpretation of the signs. He will find it
instructive to compare the extract with his Hebrew Bible on the
one hand and the text of Cod. B (printed in the Cambridge LXX.)
on the otherZ

b Prolegg. p. lix. sq.

2 The vertical bars denote, of course, the length of the lines of Cod. G.
The lines of the LxX. column of the Hexapla, if we may judge by the
specimen (p. 6z f.), varied in length according to the sense.
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Joshua xi. 10—14 (Cod. Sarravianus).

xai emeaTpeyrey is v | To kawpow exewvo £ | xarelafBero X Tnv
: acwp | xat Tov Pacikea avrys | % amekrewev ev pou| % paa :
nv 8¢ acwp To 7po|repov apyovaa macsd | Tev Baciketwy Tov|rwy kat
amekTewd | mav evmveoy X o @ ev | avtn ev aropare Eudous | ka

ckohefpevoay : | —mavras : kat ov kateks|POn ev auTn evmyvelor ka
TNV agwp eve|mpnoey ev wupt kat waloas Tas mohews Tov | Baghewwy ¥
TouTé : | k@t X% mwavras : Tovs PBaciers avrwv ekaBev s | xac

avethev avrovs | ev gropart Eupovs x | efwhebpevoer avrous | ov
rpomov ovverafé | Mwons o wais Ku- aAla | magas Tas moles Tas ||
kexwpariopevas | % avtoy : ovk evempnloey X whpy X v : dowp
povNY T QuTny | evempnoey IS xar wa Ta Ta oxvia avrns Xk | X ra
k™YY : empovouev|gay eavrois o Uiot iMA | % xara To pnua KU o eve,
X Te\aro Tw iV ; avrovs | 8e mavras efwhebpev|oev ev aTopart Eupous |
ews amwhegey aurous | ov kaTiAimov ; aute : | ouBe ev evmveoy ¥ * ¥

7. The Hexapla was completed, as we have seen, by
A.D. 240 or 2z45; the Tetrapla, which was a copy of four
columns of the Hexapla, followed, perhaps during Origen’s
last years at Tyre'. A large part of the labour of tran-
scription may have been borne by the copyists who were in
constant attendance on the great scholar, but he was doubtless
his own 8wopfBwris, and the two Hebrew columns and the Lxx.
column of the Hexapla were probably written by his own
hand.

Eusebius in a well-known passage describes the costly and
laborious process by which Origen’s commentaries on Scripture
were given to the world : 4. E. vi. 23 raxvypddot yap adrg mAelovs
7 émra Tov dpifpdy wapioay Umayopelovty, ypovors Terayuévors dANA-
Aovs dpeifovres, BiBAioypdor Te o) frrous dua xal xdpais émi TO
xal\iypaely Hoxnuévais: by dmdvrov Ty Oéovoav Tov émvrmdeiwy
adBovoy mepiovaiar 6 'ApBpdaios mapeamioaro. Two of these
classes of workers, the Bi8Awypdpor and xaXliypdgor (cf. Gardt-
hausen, Gr. Palacographie, p. 297), must have found ample
employment in the preparation of the Hexapla. The material
used was possibly papyrus. Although there are extant fragments
of writing on vellum which may be attributed to the second
century, “there is every reason to suppose that to the end of the
third century papyrus held its own, at any rate in Egypt, as the

! See the confused and inexact statement of Epiphanius, de mens. et
pond. 18.
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material on which literary works were written” (Kenyon Palazo-
Sraphy of Gk papyri, p. 113 {.; on the size of existing papyrus
rolls, see p. 16 f.). This view receives some confirmation from
Jerome’s statement (¢p. 141) that Acacius and Evagrius endea-
voured to replace with copies on parchment some of the books
in the library at Caesarea which were in a damaged condition
(“bibliothecam...ex parte corruptam...in membranis instaurare
conati sunt”)!, According to Tischendorf (prolegg. in cod. Frid.
Aug. § 1) cod. & was written on skins of antelopes, each of
\\hl_ch §upp11ed only two leaves of the MS. The Hexapla, if
copied in so costly a way, would have taxed the resources even of
Origen’s generous épyodioxTms.

It is difficult to conceive of a codex or series of codices so
gigantic as the Hexapla. Like the great Vatican MS,, it would
have exhibited at each opening at least six columns, and in
certain books, like the Sinaitic MS., eight. Its bulk, even when
allowance has been made for the absence in it of the un-
canonical books, would have been nearly five times as great
as that of the Vatican or the Sinaitic Old Testament. The
Vatican MS. contains 759 leaves, of which 617 belong to the
Old Testament ; when complete, the O. T. must have occupied
650 leaves, more or less. From these data it may be
roughly calculated that the Hexapla, if written in the form
of a codex, would have filled 3250 leaves or 6500 pages; and
these figures are exclusive of the Quinfa and Sexfa, which
may have swelled the total considerably. Even the Tetrapla
would have exceeded 2000 leaves. So immense a work
must have been the despair of copyists, and it is improba-
ble that any attempt was made to reproduce either of the
editions as a whole. The originals, however, were long
preserved at Caesarea in Palestine, where they were de-
posited, perhaps by Origen himself, in the library of Pam-
philus. There they were studied by Jerome in the fourth
century (7z Psalmos comm. ed. Morin., p. 5 : * éamrhofis Origenis
in Caesariensi bibliotheca relegens” ; 2. p. 12 : “ cum vetustum
Origenis hexaplum psalterium revolverem, quod ipsius manu

1 See Birt, das antike Buchwesen, pp. 100, 107 fi.
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fuerat emendatum”; 7z ¢p. ad Tit.: “nobis curae fuit omnes
veteris legis libros quos v. d. Adamantius in Hexapla diges-
serat de Caesariensi bibliotheca descriptos ex ipsis authenti-
cis emendare.” There also they were consulted by the writers
and owners of Biblical MSS.; compare the interesting note
attached by a hand of the seventh century to the book of
Esther in cod. N: dvreSA1i0n mpds maladrarov Aiav dvriypapov
Sediopfuuévov xepi Tov dylov udprupos Maugilov: wpos 8¢ 7o
réher ToD avrol mahawrdrov BiBAlov...Imoonuelwos Tod adrov
pdprupos vméxeto Exovoa ovrws MeTeMimdpBH Kal AiopBLBH
mpoc T €2amA& “(lpireNoyc YIT ayToy AtopBwména (O. 7. in
Greek, ii. p. 780) ; and the notes prefixed to Isaiah and Ezekiel
in Cod. Marchalianus (Q); the second of these notes claims
that the copy from which Ezekiel was transcribed bore the
subscription TayTa meTeArdOH A0 TWN kaTd Toc éxAdcec
€2aTAWN, Kkal A10pBWSBH ATTO TAIN " (lpIreNOYC AYTOY TETPATTALN
&rina Kkal ayToy xeipl AiIdpBwTO Kal éckoAlorpddHTo (6. iii. p.
viii.).  The library of Pamphilus was in existence in the 6th
century, for Montfaucon (biblioth. Coisl. p. 262) quotes from
Coisl. 202% a MS. of that century, a colophon which runs:
avreBAyln 8¢ 7 BiBlos mpos 10 év Kawsapla avriypagov s
BiBAiobhykns Tob dylov Ilappilov xepl yeypapuévor avrod. But
in 638 Caesarea fell into the hands of the Saracens, and from
that time the Library was heard of no more. Even if not
destroyed at the moment, it is probable that every vestige of
the collection perished during the vicissitudes through which
the town passed between the 7th century and the 12th®. Had
the Hexapla been buried in Egypt, she might have preserved
it in her sands; it can scarcely be hoped that the sea-washed
and storm-beaten ruins of Kaisariyeh cover a single leaf.

! See also the note at the end of the Scholia on Proverbs printed in the
Notitia I. c.: perefpdnoar d¢’ ov elpouer, xal mdAw avra xeapl Ildudiios
xai EbgéBios diopbuwoavro.

* =Hra, Gregory, p. 449, Scrivener-Miller, i. p. 133 f.
® See G. A. Smith, Aist. Geogr. of Palestine, p. 143 f.
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LITERATURE. Fragments of the Hexapla were printed by
Peter Morinus in his notes to the Roman edition of the Septua-
gint (1587). Separate collections have since been published by
I. Drusius (Vet. interpretum Graecorum.. fragmenta collecta...a
Fo. Drusio, Arnheim, 1622), Bernard Montfaucon (Origenis
Hexaplorum quace supersunt, Paris, 1713), and F. Field (Oxford,
18735), whose work has superseded all earlier attempts to recover
the Hexapla. A fuller list may be seen in Fabricius-Harles,
iii. 701 ff. Materials for an enlarged edition of Field are
already beginning to accumulate; such may be found in Pitra,
Analecta sacra, ni. (Venice, 1883), p. 551 ff.; E. Klostermann,
Analecta zur...Hexapla (Leipzig, 1895), G. Morin, Anecdota
Maredsolana iii. 1 (Mareds., 1895; cf. Expositor, June 1893,
p- 424 ff.). Among helps to the study of the Hexapla, besides
the introductions already specified, the following may be men-
tioned : the Prolegomena in Field’s Hexapla, the art. Hexapla
in D. C. B. by Dr C. Taylor; the introduction to Dr Driver's
Notes on Samuel (p. xliil. ff.), and Harnack-Preuschen, Gesck. a.
altchriset, Litt. i. p. 339 fl. For the literature of the Syro-
Hexaplaric version see c. iv.

8. 1f the Hexapla as a whole was too vast to be copied’,
and copies even of particular books were rarely if ever at-
tempted, yet there was nothing to forbid the separate publi-
cation of the fifth column, which contained the revised
Septuagint. This idea presented itself to Pamphilus and his
friend Eusebius, and the result was the wide circulation in
Palestine during the fourth century of the Hexaplaric rxx.,
detached from the Hebrew text and the other Greek versions,
but retaining, more or less exactly, the corrections and addi-
tions adopted by Origen with the accompanying Hexaplaric
signs. “Provinciae Palestinae,” writes Jerome in his preface
to Chronicles, “codices legunt quos ab Origene elaboratos
Eusebius et Pamphilus vulgaverunt.” Elsewhere® he warns
his correspondents “aliam esse editionem quam Origenes et
Caesariensis Eusebius omnesque Graeciae tractatores xownv
(id est communem) appellant atque vulgatam..., aliam LxX.
interpretum quae in éamhois codicibus reperitur.. et lerosoly-

! Hieron. praef. in Fos.: “et sumptu et labore maximo indigent.”
2 Ep. ad Sunn. et Fret. 2.
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mae atque in orientis ecclesia decantatur.” The Hexaplaric
text receives his unhesitating support: “ea autem quae
habetur in éfamMois...ipsa est quae in eruditorum libris incor-
rupta et immaculata LXX. interpretum translatio reservatur'.”
This edition, sometimes described as 16 EvdoeBiov or 1o Mahar
oriwvalov, or simply *Qpl tyévns), is mentioned with great respect
in the scholia of MSS. which do not on the whole follow its
text. Specimens of such notes have already been given ; they
usually quote the words in which Pamphilus describes the
part borne by himself and his friends respectively in the pro-
duction of the book. Thus a note quoted by an early hand in
cod. N at the end of 2 Esdras says, 'Avrevivos dvréBaley,
Mdudiros diépfwoa. The subscription to Esther ends *Avro-
vivos Spohoynti)s dvréBaler, Tldudiros Siopfucaro [75] Tevyos &
) ¢vhaxf). The scholion prefixed to Ezekiel in Q introduces
the name of Eusebius, assigning him another function: Edgé-
Bros éyo T oxdhia wapéfinka Udpdiros kai EdcéBios dopfe-
oavro. Inits subscription to 1 Kings the Syro-Hexaplar quotes
a note which runs: EdcéBios Suopbuwaduny ws axpeBds dvwauny.
It would seem as though the work of comparing the copy with
the original was committed to the otherwise unknown Anto-
ninus, whilst the more responsible task of making corrections
was reserved for Pamphilus and Eusebius® Part of the work
at least was done while Pamphilus lay in prison, i.e. between
A.D. 307 and 309, but it was probably continued and com-
pleted by Eusebius after the martyr’s death.

The separate publication of the Hexaplaric LxX. was
undertaken in absolute good faith ; Pamphilus and Eusebius
believed (as did even Jerome nearly a century afterwards) that
Origen had succeeded in restoring the old Greek version to its
primitive purity, and they were moved by the desire to com-
municate this treasure to the whole Church. It was impos-

v Adv. Rufin. ii. 27. i ) .
2 On dvri@dAew and diopfoiiofac, see Scrivener-Miller, i. p. 35.
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sible for them to foresee that the actual result of their labours
would be to create a recension of the LxX. which was a
mischievous mixture of the Alexandrian version with the
versions of Aquila and Theodotion. The Hexaplaric signs,
intended for the use of scholars, lost their meaning when
copied into a text which was no longer confronted with the
Hebrew or the later versions based upon it; and there was a
natural tendency on the part of scribes to omit them, when
their purpose was no longer manifest.

When we consider that the Hexaplaric Septuagint claimed
to be the work of Origen, and was issued under the authority of
the martyr Pamphilus and the yet greater Bishop of Caesarea,
we can but wonder that its circulation was generally limited to
Palestine’. Not one of our uncial Bibles gives the Hexaplaric
text as a whole, and it is presented in a relatively pure form
by very few MSS., the uncials G and M, which contain only the
Pentateuch and some of the historical books, and the cursives
86 and 88 (Holmes and Parsons), which contain the Pro-
phets. But a considerable number of so-called Hexaplaric
codices exist, from which it is possible to collect fragments
not only of the fifth column, but of all the Greek columns of
the Hexapla; and a still larger number of our MSS. offer a
mixed text in which the influence of the Hexaplaric Lxx., or
of the edition published by Pamphilus and Eusebius, has been
more or less extensively at work® The problems presented by
this and other causes of mixture will come under consideration
in the later chapters of this book.

9. While the Hexaplaric Septuagint was being copied at
Caesarea for the use of Palestine, Hesychius was engaged in
correcting the common Egyptian text.

! Jerome says indeed (ep. ad Awug. ii.): ‘“quod si feceris (i.e. if you
refuse Origen’s recension) omnino ecclesiae bibliothecas damnare cogeris;
vix enim unus vel alter inveniatur liber qui ista non habeat.” But heis
drawing a hasty inference [rom experiences gathered in Palestine.

? Seec. v.
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Hieron. in praef. ad Paralipp.: “ Alexandria et Aegyptus in
Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem”; cf. adv. Rufin. ii.
where the statement is repeated?!, and praef. in Evangelia, where
the revision of Hesychius is represented as having included both
Testaments, and his O. T. work is condemned as infelicitous
(“nec in V.T. post LXX. interpretes emendare quod licuit”); the
Hesychian revision of the Gospels is censured by the Decretim
Gelasii, which even denounces them as apocryphal (“evangelia
quae falsavit Hesychius, apocrypha”).

It is not easy to ascertain who this Hesychius was. The
most conspicuous person of that name is the lexicographer,
and he has been identified with the reviser of the Greek Bible®.
But later researches shew that Hesychius the lexicographer was
a pagan who lived in the second half of the fourth century.
The author of the Egyptian revision was more probably® the
martyr Bishop who is mentioned by Eusebius in connexion
with Phileas Bishop of Thmuis, Pachymius, and Theodorus
(H.E. viii. 13 ®chéas te xai “Hovyos xkai Maydutos xal Oeddwpos
Tév audl ™v Alyvrrov éxkAqauby émiokomor). The four names
appear together again in a letter addressed to Meletius (Routh,
rell. sacr. iv. p. 91 ff.); and Eusebius has preserved a pastoral
written by Phileas in prison in view of his approaching martyr-
dom (A. E. viii. 10). Phileas was a distinguished scholar
(A. E. viii. g Stamrpéas. . &v..Tols katd phooopiav Adyous, ib. 10
tov wfer palbnpdrov éveka moAlod Adyov déiov...Tod s dAnbds
$hooddov.. udprupos), and the association of his name with
that of Hesychius suggests that he may have shared in the
work of Biblical revision. It is pleasant to think of the two
episcopal confessors employing their enforced leisure in their
Egyptian prison by revising the Scriptures for the use of their

Y g P
flocks, nearly at the same time that Pamphilus and Eusebius

! Jerome speaks elsewhere (72 Esa. lviii. 11) of ** exemplaria Alexan-
drina.”
? Fabricius-Harles, vii. p. 547 (cf. vi. p. 203).
. 3 Thjs is however mere conjecture ; see Harnack-Preuschen, i. p. 442
dass dieser Hesychius...identisch ist mit dem etwa gleichzeitigen Bibel-
kritiker gleichen Namens, ist nicht zu erweisen.”
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and Antoninus were working under similar conditions at Caesa-
rea. It is easy to account for the acceptance of the Hesychian
revision at Alexandria and in Egypt generally, if it was pro-
duced under such circumstances.

To what extent the Hesychian recension of the Old Testa-
ment is still accessible in MSS. and versions of the Lxx. is
uncertain. As far back as 1786 Miinter threw out the very
natural suggestion that the Egyptian recension might be found
m the Egyptian versions. In his great monograph on the
Codex Marchalianus Ceriani takes note that in the Prophets,
with the exception perhaps of E:zekiel, the original text of that
great Egyptian MS. agrees closely with the text presupposed by
the Egyptian versions and in the works of Cyril of Alexandria,
and that it is supported by the cursive MSS. 26, 106, 198, 306;
other cursives of the same type are mentioned by Cornill' as
yielding an Hesychian text in Ezekiel. For the remaining
books of the Lxx. we have as yet no published list of MSS. con-
taining a probably Hesychian text, but the investigations now
being pursued by the editors of the larger Cambridge Lxx.
may be expected to yield important help in this direction.

1o. Meanwhile the rising school of Antioch was not
inactive in the field of Biblical revision. An Antiochian
recension of the xowz had in Jerome’s time come to be known
by the name of its supposed author, the martyr Lucian®

Hieron. praef. in Paralipp.: “Constantinopolis usque Antio-
chiam Luciani martyris exemplaria probat.” Cf. ad Swunn. et
Fret. 2 “[4 cown)...a plerisque nunc Aovxwavds dicitur.” Ps.-Athan.
syn. sacr. scripl. é38éun maAw kal Televraia épunveia 1 Tov d-yltlv
Aovkiavod Tov peydhov doxnroi kai pdprupos, SoTis xai abrds rdis
mpoyeypappévais éxddaeot xai Tois 'EBpaixois évruxov «xai émom-
reboas per’ dkpielas Ta Nelmovra ) xal mepurra Tis aknbeias pppara

Y Das Buch des Propheten Ezechiel, p. 66 ff.; the Hesychian group in
Ezekiel is BSxhugy, i.e. codd. 49, 68, 87, 9o, 91, 228, 238 (Parsons). See
also Ceriani in Rendiconti (Feb. 18, 1886).

2 Cf. the scholion in cod. M at 3 Regn. iii. 46 évreifev Sragpbpws Exe
74 dvarohka BifNe. The Lucianic text was also known as the éxxAn-
caoTikh Ekdoois (Oeconomus, iv. 548).
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kat Swoplwcduevos év Tois olkeiois Tov ypapdy Témois éfédoro Tois
xpioTiavois adehgois. fris 8 xai épunvela pera Ty dGApow «kai
paprupiav Tov adroi dyiov Aovxiavol Tv yeyovviav émi AwoxAnTiavod
xai Mafyuavol Tév Tupdvvwy, fyovw T6 iBidyepor alrod Tis éxddoews
BiBAiov, elpéln év Nikoundeia émi Kwvoravrivov Bacihéws Tou peydlov
mapd "lovdaiows év Toixe mupyiokw mepikexpiopéve xoviduare els
Siagpvhakw (cf. the Acts of Lucian in Bolland. i. p. 363). Suidas s.z.
ovros Tas lepas BifAovs feagdpevos mokv 16 vébov elodefapévas, Tov
ye xpovov Avunvapévov molAa tdv év abrails kai Tis ouvexovs dp’
érépwv els érepa peradécews...altos amdoas dvakaBov éx tis "Efpailos
émavevedoaro yYhbaos.

Lucian, who was born at Samosata, began his studies at
Edessa, whence he passed to Antioch at a time when Malchion
was master of the Greek School (Eus. A £. vil. 29, Hieron. Ze
virr. #/l. 71). At Antioch Lucian acquired a great reputation
for Biblical learning (Eus. A. £. ix. 6 Tois lepots pabijpact avy-
xexpornpévos, Suid. s.v. alryv [sc. v 'EBpaida yrdooav] ds 7a
pdhiora v prpiBukds). From some cause not clearly explained
Lucian was under a cloud for several years between A.D. 270
and 299 (Theodoret’, . E. i. 3 dmoocuvaywyos Euewve Tpidv
émokémwy molverovs xpovov). On his restoration to com-
munion he was associated with Dorotheus, who was a Hebrew
scholar, as well as a student of Greek literature (Eus. 4. £. vii.
32 ¢hdrados & ovros wepi & fela ypdppara kai Tis 'Efpaiwv
érepehiify yAorrys, os kal adrals tals "Efpaixals ypagals émary-
pdvws dvtvyxdvewr fv 8¢ odros Tdv pdMora éhevfeplvv, mpomai-
delas re s xal "EXqvas odx apotpos). As Pamphilus was
assisted by Eusebius, as Phileas and others were probably
associated with Hesychius, so (the conjecture may be hazarded)
Dorotheus and Lucian worked together at the Antiochian
revision of the Greek Bible. If, as Dr Hort thought, “ of known
names Lucian’s has a better claim than any other to be associated
with the early Syrian revision of the New Testament?” the

. ! Oeconomus refuses to identify this person with the martyr and saint
(iv. p. 498 n.).

Y Introduction to the N. T. in Greek, p. 138; cf. the Oxford Debate on
the Textual Criticism of the N. T., p. 29.

S. S. 6
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Syrian revision of the Old Testament, which called for a
knowledge of Hebrew, may have been due more especially
to the Hebraist Dorotheus. Lucian, however, has the ex-
clusive credit of the latter, and possibly was the originator of
the entire work. If we may believe certain later writers, his
revision of the LXX. was on a great scale, and equivalent to a
new version of the Hebrew Bible ; Pseudo-Athanasius goes so
far as to call it the é38oun épunvela, placing it on a level with
the Greek versions of the Hexapla. But Jerome’s identification
of ‘Lucian’ with the xow presents quite another view of its.
character and one which is probably nearer to the truth. It
was doubtless an attempt to revise the xowr in accordance
with the principles of criticism which were accepted at Antioch.
In the New Testament (to use the words of Dr Hort') “the
qualities which the authors of the Syrian text seem to have
most desired to impress on it are lucidity and completeness...
both in matter and in diction the Syrian text is conspicuously
a full text.” If the Lucianic revision of the rxx. was made
under the influences which guided the Antiochian revision of
the New Testament, we may expect to find the same general
principles at work? modified to some extent by the relation
of the Lxx. to a Hebrew original, and by the circumstance
that the Hebrew text current in Syria in the third century
a.D. differed considerably from the text which lay before the
Alexandrian translators.

We are not left entirely to conjectures. During his work
upon the Hexapla® Field noticed that in an epistle prefixed
to the Arabic Syro-Hexaplar*, the marginal letter \ (L) was said

1 Introduction, p. 134 f.

2 Cf. F. C. Burkitt, O/d Latin and Itala, p. 91, * Lucian’s recension
in fact corresponds in 2 way to the Antiochian text of the N. T. Both
are texts composed out of ancient elements welded together and polished
down.”

3 Prolegg. p. Ixxxiv. f.

4 Seec. v.
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to indicate Lucianic readings. Turning to the Syro-Hexaplar
itself, he found this letter in the margin of 2 Kings (=4 Regn.)
at cc. ix. 9, 28, x. 24, 25, xi. 1, xxiil. 33, 35. But the readings
thus marked as Lucianic occur also in the cursive Greek MSS.
19, 82, 93, 108; and further examination shewed that these
four Mss. in the Books of Kings, Chronicles, and Ezra-Nehe-
miah agree with the text of the Lxx. offered by the Antiochian
fathers Chrysostom and Theodoret, who might have been
expected to cite from ‘Lucian.” Similar reasoning led Field to
regard codd. 22, 36, 48, 51, 62, 90, 93, 144, 147, 233, 308
as presenting a more or less Lucianic text in the Prophets.
Meanwhile, Lagarde had independently' reached nearly the
same result, so far as regards the historical books. He satisfied
himself that codd. 19, 82, 93, 108, 118% had sprung from
a common archetype, the text of which was practically identical
with that of the Lxx. as quoted by Chrysostom, ie., with the
Antiochian text of the fourth century, which presumably was
Lucianic. Lagarde proceeded to construct from these and
other sources a provisional text of Lucian, but his lamented
death intercepted the work, and only the first volume of his
Lucianic Lxx. has appeared (Genesis—2 Esdr., Esther).

The following specimen will serve to shew the character of
Lucian’s revision, as edited by Lagarde; an apparatus is added
which exhibits the readings of codd. B and A.

3 Regn. xviii. 22—28.

*xai eimev ‘HAlas mpds rov Nadv 'Eyd dmolé\eyppar mpodirms
kupiov, mwpodnTnys povdraros, xai of mpodnrar Tov Baak Terpaxioio
xal mwevtnkovra &vdpes, xkai of mpogirar Tdv dAody Terpaxdaiot.
Aérwoav odv Nuiv Svo Bdas, xai ékhefdobwaay éavrois Tov éva kai
peliodrocay kal émilbéroaav émi £ha kai mip pn émlbérwcav- «ai
éyo moow rév Boiv Tév E\\ov, kal mwip ob pf émifd. *kai Bodre
€v dvépare Bedv Updv, xai éyd émwkalécopar év dvdpar xuplov rob

! Cf. his Prolegomena to Librorum V. T. Canon. Pars prior graece
(Gotting. 1883), p. xiv.
% Or, as he denotes them, 4, f, m, d, p.

6—2
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beot pov, kai éora 6 feds bs dv émaxolon onpepov év mupl, olrds éoT
feds. kaidmexpifn mas 6 hads kai eimev "Ayabos 6 Aéyos bv édAnaas.
Skai elmev ‘HMias Tois mpodrirais Tis aloyivns "ExAéfacfe éavrois
7év Boly tov éva, o7t Vueis woANol, kai woujoare wpdrol, kal émika-
Aeiofe év dvopart Bedv Dpdv, kai mip un émibijre. xal eAaBov Tov
Boiv kai émoinaav, xai émexakodvro €v dvdpare Tod Baa\ xai elmov
’Emdkovgov nudv, 6 Baak, émdkovaov fudv. kai odx fv ¢ovi xai
obk fv dxpdagis. kai Siérpexov émi Tov HuaiacTnpiov ob émoinoav.
T kai éyévero peonuBpia, kai épvkripwer abrods 'Hlas 6 OeaPirns
xkai wpocéfero Aéywv "Emikakeiale év v peydhy dua, pgmore ddo-
Neayia Tis éomiv avr@, xai dua pnmore xpnuariler abrods ) unmore
xafeides, cal éfavaomoerar. *Pxai émexaloivro év vy peydly kai
Kareréuvovro xara 1;611 G’GLO',[.LC‘:V ?I.’JT(E)V €v payaipais xai €v oepopda-
Tais €ws €k VUTews aiuaros ém’ alTovs.

22 Hhewov BA | kupiov] pr rov BA | om mpognrys 2° BA | o
mpopnrar 2°] om ot A | Tou ahgovs BA | om rerpaxocios 20 A
23 om owv BA | om kat emif. emt Evha A | fvka] Tov fvhov B | rév
a\ov] + kat dwow emre Ta fvha A 24 Oewv] feov A | eav BA | om
anuepov BA | om eore BA | amexpifnoay BA | eerov B eurav A |
ayafos o hoyos ov] xakov 7o pnua o BA 25 HXewov BA | Bovy]
pooyov BA | kat mou. mporor ort moAhot vuers BA | emikakeaacfe
B | f¢wv] feov BA 26 ehaBev A | Bouv] pooyov BA+ov edwxev
avrots A | Baak 1%+ ex mpatfev eos peonpBpias BA 27 Hlewov
BA | mpocefero Aeywv] etmev BA | apa] ore feos earw BA | pn-
mwore 1%] ort BA | 7is eorw avre] avre eorw BA | kafebdet] + avros
BA 28 «kara tov efiopov avrwr] om B kara To kpipa avrev
A | payapa B |omev 3°B

A comparison of ‘Lucian’ in this passage with the two great
uncials of the LXX. reveals two classes of variants in the former.
(1) Some of the changes appear to be due to a desire to render
the version smoother or fuller, e.g. "H\{as for "HAewo0, the repeti-
tion of mpognrys before povdraros, the substitution of rov dhoav
for ot &koous, of dmexpifn for dmexpifnoav, and of dyabos 6 Aéyos
for ka\év 76 piua, and the addition of ojuepov. (2) Others seem
to indicate an attempt to get nearer to the Hebrew, e.g. dérwcav
odv (13AM), Bodv (18); or an adherence to an older reading which
the Hexaplaric LXX. had set aside, e.g. the omission of év &wxev
atrois! and éx mpwibev éws pnonuPpias. On the other hand
Lucian follows the current Hebrew in xard tov ébiopov adrav,
though he substitutes the easier éfiouds for Aquila’s kpiua, which
cod. A has taken over from the Hexapla.

Professor Driver, as the result of a wider examination, points
out? that the Lucianic recension is distinguished by (1) the sub-

1" A Hexaplaric reading due to Aquila ; see Field ad Joc.
2 Notes on the Heb. text of the Books of Samuel, p. li. £,
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stitution of synonyms for the words employed by the LXX.;
(2) the occurrence of double renderings; (3) the occurrence of
renderings “which presuppose a Hebrew original self-evidently
superior in the passages concerned to the existing Massoretic
text.”” The last of these peculiarities renders it of great im-
portance for the criticism of the Hebrew Bible.

Lucian suffered martyrdom at Nicomedia under Maximin
in the year 311 or 312% According to the Pseudo-Athanasian
Synopsis, his recension of the Lxx. was subsequently discovered
at Nicomedia, bricked up in a wall. The story may have
arisen from a desire to invest the é386uy (as ¢ Lucian’ is called
by the author of the Synopsis) with the same air of romance that
belonged to the Quiznta and Sexta, both of which were found,
as he asserts, év w{flots. It 1s more probable that copies were
circulated from Antioch in the ordinary way, and that some of
these after the persecution reached Nicomedia and Constanti-
nople. The name of Lucian would be enough to guarantee the
general acceptance of the work. He died in the peace of the
Church, and a martyr; on the other hand his name was in
high repute with the Arian leaders, who boasted of being ovA-
Movkiavioral®. Moreover, a revision which emanated from
Antioch, the ¢ ecclesiastical parent of Constantinople®,” would
naturally take root in the soil of the Greek East. In all
dioceses which felt the influences of those two great sees,
the Lucianic LxX. doubtless furnished during the fourth and
fifth centuries the prevalent text of the Greek Old Testament.

11. The result of these multiplied labours of Christian scho-
lars upon the text of the LxX. was not altogether satisfactory.
Before the time of Jerome much of the original text of the
Alexandrian Bible had disappeared. Men read their Old Tes-
tament in the recension of Lucian, if they lived in North Syra,
Asia Minor, or Greece ; in that of Hesychius, if they belonged

! Mason, Persecution of Diocletian, p. 324.
% Newman, 4rians, p. 6 f. ; Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, p. 31 n.
3 Hort, Fntrod. p. 143.



86 The Hexapla, and the Hexaplaric and other Recenstons.

to the Delta or the valley of the Nile; in Origen’s Hexaplaric
edition, if they were residents at Jerusalem or Caesarea.
Thus, as the scholar of Bethlehem complains, the Christian
world was divided between three opposing texts (*‘totus...orbis
hac inter se trifaria varietate compugnat!”). To Jerome, as a
Palestinian and an admirer of Origen’s critical principles, the
remedy was simple; the Hexaplaric text, which had been
assimilated to the Hebraica veritas, ought everywhere to take
the place of the xounrj represented by Hesychius or Lucian.
Fortunately the task was beyond his strength, and MSS. and
versions still survive which represent more or less fully the
three recensions of the fourth century. But the #ifaria
varictas did not continue to perplex the Church; a fusion of
texts arose which affected the greater part of the copies in
varying proportions. No one of the rival recensions became
dominant and traditional, as in the case of the New Testament?;
among the later MSS. groups may be discerned which answer
more or less certainly to this recension or to that, but the
greater number of the cursives present a text which appears
to be the result of mixture rather than of any conscious
attempt to decide between the contending types.

L Praef. in Paralipp.
2 Cf. Hort, Introd. p. 142.



CHAPTER 1IV.

ANCIENT VERSIONS BASED UPON THE SEPTUAGINT.

THE Christian Churches of Greek-speaking countries
throughout the Empire read the Old Testament in the Alexan-
drian Version. Few of the provinces were wholly non-Hellenic ;
Greek was spoken not only in Egypt and Cyrenaica, in West-
ern Syria, Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Achaia, but to a great
extent in the West, in Italy and at Rome. Roman satirists of
the first century complained that the capital had become a
Greek city; the upper classes acquired Greek; the freedmen
and slaves in many cases spoke it as their mother tongue’.
Official letters addressed to the Roman Church or proceeding
from her during the first two centuries were written in Greek ;
only four of the Bishops of Rome during the same period bear
Latin names®. In Gaul the Greek tongue had spread up the
valley of the Rhone from the Greek colony at Marseilles to
Vienne and Lyons; the Viennese confessors of A.D. 177 used
it in their correspondence both with the Roman Bishops and
with their brethren in Asia Minor; the Bishop of Lyons wrote
in the same language his great work against the false grosis of
the age. The Old Testament as known to Clement of Rome
and Irenaeus of Lyons is substantially the Greek version of

1 The evidence is collected by Caspari, Quellen zur Gesch. d. Tauf-

Symbols, iii. 267f., and summarised by Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p.
ii. ff,
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the Seventy. To the Church of North Africa, on the other
hand, the Greek Bible was a sealed book; for Carthage,
colonised from Rome betore the capital had been flooded
by Greek residents, retained the Latin tongue as the language
of common life. It was at Carthage, probably, that the earliest
daughter-version of the Septuagint, the Old Latin Bible, first
saw the light'; certainly it is there that the oldest form of the
Old Latin Bible first meets us in the writings of Cyprian.
Other versions followed as the result of missionary enterprise ;
and to this latter source we owe the translations of the Old
Testament which were made between the second century and
the ninth into Egyptian, Ethiopic, Arabic, Gothic, Armenian,
Georgian, and Slavonic. All these versions rest either wholly
or in part upon the Septuagint, and therefore possess a special
interest for the student of the Greek Bible. One other group
has a claim upon his consideration. The earliest of the Syriac
versions of the Old Testament is on the whole a translation
from the Hebrew, but it shews the influence of the Septuagint
in certain books. The rest, which belong to post-Nicene
times, are based directly upon the Alexandrian Greek, and
one of them forms the most important of extant witnesses to
the text of the Hexaplaric recension.

1. LATIN VERSIONS FROM THE SEPTUAGINT.

(1) The Latin Bible before Jerome.

With the exception of Jerome himself, our earliest authority
upon the origin of the Old Latin Bible is Augustine of Hippo,
and it may be 