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456 UPON PHILO’S TEXT OF THE SEPTUAGINT.

paratively useless knowledge about books. I could wish
that there were not so many Bibleworms in the Church,
men who know all about the Bible except its saving con-
tents, to whom it is a word indeed, but not the word
of life. If we are to taste the power of the word, ¢ the
power of God unto salvation,” we must be doers of the
word, and not simply hearers of it; for only thus can we
be blessed in all our doing.!
S. Cox.

UPON PHILO’S TEXT OF THE SEPTUAGINT.

A GREAT importance attaches to the citations from the
Septuagint which lie embedded in the text of Philo,
because we have no other witness to the text, as it stood
at the beginning of the first century, at once so copious
and ancient. Yet there are reasons why we should accept
their evidence with great caution: for, firstly, citations
from the biblical text are often made from memory only,
and are therefore made inaccurately; secondly, an author
is likely to curtail and—not in a bad sense of course—
garble the text he quotes according to the requirements of
his theme; and, lastly, citations from the Bible were the
first things to be corrupted by the zeal of copyists, eager
to conform them to a received contemporary form of the
text with which they were familiar. In the case of Philo,
the difficulty is enhanced by our want of a really critical
text. Nevertheless the critical apparatus of Dr. Holmes’
great edition of the Septuagint shows how much use may
and should be made of Philonean citations.

In the year 1826, about the time of the completion
of Holmes’ edition, there was issued from the Armenian

1 The concluding lecture of this set has already appeared in Tae ExrosiTor

(vol. v., second series); see an article entitled ‘‘The Clristian Ritualism,”
and based on James i. 27.
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press at Venice the commentary of Philo upon Genesis and
Exodus, preserved alone in Armenian. In this work, called
from its method, Questiones et Solutiones in Genesin et Exo-
dum, our author takes verse after verse seriatim of whole
chapters of these books, cites in the questio whatever of
the verse requires to be commented upon, and in the sub-
joined solutio gives that commentary. It is clear then
that Philo wrote this commentary with a text of the
Septuagint lying open before him, and we may therefore
rely on the citations given in the successive quastiones
as free from the perversions of mere memory. The ques-
tiones are 636 In number, and contain substantial portions
of about 500 verses of Genesis and Exodus.

The value of the Armenian version again as a witness to
Philo’s own text depends on its age, its fidelity, and the
state of preservation in which we have it. Can we be
sure, it may be asked, that, even if it be ancient, yet the
translator did not render the biblical citations in the words
of the Armenian Vulgate; and even if that doubt be
removed, that Armenian copyists have not vitiated the
text by so conforming it? For a full discussion of these
points I may refer my reader to Father Aucher’s Latin
prefaces to his translations of the treatises on Providence
and of the Questiones, of which prefaces the pertinent
portions are reprinted in the Leipsic edition of Philo’s
works. Aucher points out that numerous citations of
this Armenian version are already found in the writings
of Moses of Chorene, of St. Elismus, B. Mambreus, and
of other writers of the middle of the fifth century, writers
who were themselves the translators of the Scriptures
into Armenian. If the Armenian Philo was already widely
read in the middle of the fifth century, we may safely put
back the date of the version to the beginning of that
century; and having been made earlier than the Armenian
Vulgate, the biblical citations in it can obviously not follow
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that version. Nor do the scribes seem to have been active
in conforming them at a later date, for a comparison of
them with the Armenian Bible reveals at once their entire
independence. The printed Armenian text of Philo is
based on a carefully written codex of the thirteenth century.
There is no way of deciding how long before the year 400
had been written out the particular text of Philo which
the Armenian translator used; but in any case we may be
sure that so early as the year 400 the copyists had not
had much time to vitiate that text by conforming it to the
revised Septuagintal texts of Lucian, Hesychius, or Origen.
The object of these recensions was to conform the Greek
text to the Hebrew text of the third century A.n. Philo
himself did not know enough Hebrew to make correc-
tions in the text of his Septuagint; therefore more value
attaches to his citations than even to those of Josephus.

In the following pages I give a literal rendering back
into Greek of the Armenian text of the Questiones, a task
of little difficulty on account of the fidelity of the version,
of which the Armenian editor writes very truly as follows:
““ Heeret pede presso Grzco textui; nec auctoris sui sen-
sum exhibet tantum, sed ipsa pane verba enumerat, ita
ut haikan® sint voces, emque eligantissime, phrasis vero
atque constructio omnino Greeca . . . ita verba singula
singulis respondere deprehendes, ut omne in id studium
suum contulisse interpres apertissime patefiat.” Some
of the questiones hardly reflect any portion at all of the
biblical text, and are therefore omitted in the following.
‘Whenever the Armenian citation agrees with the form in
which it is given in other works of Philo and in Greek, we
may be sure that we have recovered the passage as it was
really read in Philo’s Septuagint. Where our present
Greek text of Philo varies from the Armenian, the weight
of the evidence is of course in favour of the latter, which
represents a Greek text seven or eight centuries older than
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any we possess. Where the questio affords no good ground
for suspecting that the text of Philo’s Septuagint differed
from the text of Tischendorf (editio sexta, 1880), I simply
give it without comment. I also notice when a passage
is cited differently in other parts of Philo of which the
original Greek is left us. 'Where a variant from the text
of Tischendorf is also found in sources brought together
in Holmes’ critical apparatus, I quote the latter. In many
cases it is such coincidence with other sources which alone
assures us that a variant implied by the Armenian really
stood in Philo’s Septuagint, and is not merely due to the
exigences of quotation—due to title, as for the sake of
brevity I phrase it. It has not seemed to me to be enough
to merely notice the variations from Tischendorf’s text, for
the actual variations can be better judged of, and their
true value more clearly discerned, if the whole evidence
is put before the reader; if, that is to say, the points of
agreement as well as the points of disagreement are all
brought together into one conspectus. I have accordingly.
put back into Greek all the questiones which echo the
text of the Septuagint, and not merely those which con-
tain variants.

In the following pages the words * Philo in,” “ Philo
supplies,” ‘‘ Philo omits,” etc., mean simply that in
Mangey’s text of Philo as reprinted (editio stereotypa) at
Leipsic, a passage is read in such and such a manner, and
not that Philo himself so wroteit. Ior not only have copy-
ists corrupted the text of Philo, but the printed editions do
not give us fairly even what the MSS. contain; as witness
Mangey's reading of Genesis iii. 24 in 1. 138. The numerals
i. 138, etc., refer to volume and page of Mangey’s edition ;
the letters Li.A., D.M.O,, etc., to the Latin titles of Philo’s
works. Tisch. = Tischendorf’s sixth edition of the Septua-
gint. “ Holmes’ notes’’ is a reference to Robert Holmes’
critical apparatus.
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QU AESTIONES IN GENESIN.

Qu.1. Chap.ii. 4. Awx ¢ v roopomoliav évvoovmeros kai Aoyt-
{opevds ¢maw atry 7 BiBAos yevéoews obpavod xal y7s, 6te éyévero;
So Philo in D.M.O. i. 30; but in L.A. i. 47 éyévovro for évyévero.

Qu. 2. Chap.il. 5. T! éoi, kai émolnoey & feos mav yAwpdy dypod

mpd Tob yevéabau éml Tijs vijs, kal wdvta XOpTov Tpd TOD dvaretha ;

The omission after Gebs of Tov ovpardv xal Thy ¥7v, xal is due to title, as is also
the omission of dypol after yéprov; for'in L.A. i. 47 Philo supplies these
words. But xipos was omitted before 6 febs in Philo’s LXX.; for the
following sources also omit it (Holmes): X., 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 25, 31,
37, 61, 78, 75-79, 82, 83, 106, 108,.127, 128, 129, 131, 134; Compl. Philo i.
47, 2387, alibi, Chrys, iv, 92; Cyr. Al. Arm. ed., ete.

Qu. 3. Chap.ii. 6. i éom, myyy dvéBawer & s vis kai émorile

wav 70 TPOTWTOV YIS ;

Omission of 3¢ after 79y% and of r#s before y4s due to title; for in other
citations D.P.C. i. 249 and D.P. i. 573, Philo supplies them. In citing this
verse in D.M.0., i. 31 Philo has mpéowmor adris, a device of citation.

Qu. 4. Chap. ii. 7 and chap. 1. 27, 7{ éor whaobeis &6 dvfpwmos

kol i Srapéper & kat elkdva yevduevos ;

In citing chap. ii. 7, in D.M.O. i. 82, in Q.D.P. i. 207, Philo omits ro» before
dvBpuwmoy ; but the above title implies that he had it in his text.

Qu. 5. Chap. il 7. Aw 7{ els 70 mpdowmor éuduvaijoar Aéyerar Ty

oy ;

The changed order of words, and mse of {wir for mvoiw {whs are devices of
citation. Holmes does not notice that Philo in his frequent citations of
this verse has sometimes mvory, sometimes, but less often, wveiua.

Qu. 6. Chap. ii. 8 Awt 70 6 feds Aéyerar Ppuredoar wapddeaor,

Kkal Tivi, kal 7 éaTw & Tapddeaos ;

Qu. 7. Chap. il. 8. Awr 7/ & Ay xard dvatolds ¢purevew Aéyerar

7OV mapddetooy ;

Qu. 8. Chap.ii. 8. Aw 7 é& 7§ mapadece Tibnor rov whachévra
» 3 3 3 \ k] > Ié :
dvlpwmov AN ob ToV kar eixdva ;

Qu. 9. Chap. 1l 9. Aw 7{ & ¢ mapalelve, dyol, w6y &idov
wpatov els Spaow kal kalov eis Bphow ;

b [ ) -~ -~ » \ \ 7 3 ’

AQu‘ 10. ’Chap. . 9. T éore s {wfs &vdov; kal 8ua 7{ & plog

700 Tapadeloov ;

Qu. 11. Chap. ii. 9. T/ éore &ihov T0b eldévar YvoaTor Kalod kal
worYPoL ;
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Qu. 12. Chap. ii. 10. T 6 morapds 65 €£ "Adev éfemopedero &&
o¥ & mapadeaoos mworilerat, kat Téoraapes ddopilovrar Torapol, Prody kal
Pewv kai Tiypis xail ‘Edpdrys ;

Here ¢temopevero seems to belong, not to title, but to text, for Holmes notes
as follows: éxmopeverarl émopevero, 72, egrediebatur, Hier. in ls.; prodiebat,
et exiit, Aug.

In L.A. i. 56 Philo cites the names as ®eaoiv and Tev. The form Gehon may
be due to the Version, as it is used also in the Arm. Vulg. The form
"E¢pdrys probably stood in Philo’s text, for it cannot be due to the Version,
since the Armenian name for the river Euphrates is Aradsani, which is
even used in the Arm. Comm. ad locum and in Qu. 13.

Qu. 13. Chap. ii. 11-14.  Aw 7/ Ed¢pdryy pdvov ob tromoypadel,
Tov 8¢ Dby Ot kukdol wagav Ty yiv Ty Edlddr 1ov 8¢ Tebv om
kvkhol magav Ty yiv Aifiorias, Tov 8¢ Tiypw Ori mopeverar xatévovte
s "Agovplas ;

In L.A,i. 56 Philo cites vers. 13, 14 more precisely, and has riv yijv Evdr,

. . Teww obros xukhot, which is not really confirmed by this title;
then 6 Tiypis ofiros 6 mopevduevos, which is confirmed ; and, lastly, xarévarre

*Agoupiwy.

Holmes notes that for rpomopevipevos is read wopeviuevos in 14, 15, 16, 18, 19,

25, 32, 37, and other codd., Compl., Alex. Cat. Nic., Theoph. 98, Epiph. ii.
61, Anastas. Ms. Aug., Copt., Arab. 1, 2, Arm. 1, 2, Arm. ed. And for
*Acovpiwy 18 read 'Acaupias in 128, Arm. 1, 2, Arm. ed. But I believe it to
be a mere device of rendering in the above title.

Qu. 14, Chap. ii. 15. Aw 7{ 7ov dvfporov &v 7§ mapadeloy Evexa
dvotv Tlferar, Tob épydlectfar xal tov pvddosew; (The rest of the
title does not in any way bear on text of LXX.)

Philo cites ver. 15 twice in T..A, i. 53 and 61, and each time reads éroinge for
énhage and omits 74s Tpugys after wapadelry. It is certain therefore that
T7s Tpvgpfis was not in Philo’s text. Holmes notes thus: 79s 7pvep.] omit
III., X., 68, 72, 120, 129. Aldine, Philo, Theoph. 98, Anast. Ms. Orig. iii.
131. Ambr., Arab, 3, Aug. habet sub X in charact. minor Alex.

Qu. 15. Chap. 1. 16, 17.  Aca 7{ dre évrédAeror payely dwo wavros
Eidov 10D &v T7¢ Tapddecw évikds Aéyel, payy Ote O waparreitar 4mwod
v P v 7 ’ 7‘” P

Tob {GAov Tod yvwpilovros kahov kai movnpdy, mAnfuvrikis Aéye, ob
Pdyeafe 3f yop &v fpepd Ppdyyre dmobaveiche ;

Philo cities ver. 16 in L.A. 161 and 163. In the former place he has &zd 8¢

708 EUNov Tob eldérar yrwoTdv kakol k. w.; in latter dmd §¢ 7ol Evhov ywdakew

kahov kal wovnpéy. Aucher's Latin, ¢ ex ligno notitiam dante boni et mali,”

is exaet. It is probable that Philo’s text varied, in a way which it is diffi-
cult to fix precisely, from our own.

Qu. 16. Chap. i1. 17. T éori, avdre dmofaveiobe ;
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Qu.17. Chap. ii. 18. Aw 1{ ¢noly, o rkaddv evar 7ov dvfpwmoy
povoy' worjawuey abtg Bonbov kar alTiv;
Qu.18. Chap.ii. 19. Aw 7{ mpdrepov elmdw, moujowuer Lonbov
7§ dvlpdmy Oypia TAdTTeL Kal Opéppata ;
In the commentary subjoined #npia kai werewd is implied.

Qu. 19. Chap. ii. 19. Aw 7{ mdl\wv viv whdrrerar Oypla rai
merevd.  Kkal yap é8phdby 4 yéveais abrhy wporepov & ) éfanpepla ;

Qu. 20. Chap. 1. 19. Aw 7 wdvra 70 {Pa dye wpos Tov "Addu
(or dvBpumov), va dvépara 05 adrols ;

Qu. 21. Chap. ii. 19. T éorw, dyayer 1a {Ba wpos tov "Adip
Betv 7{ kaléoer abdrar ob yap évdodler 6 Deds ;

Qu. 22. Chap. ii. 19. T¢ éori, mdoy 6 éav ékdheaev Yuxy {ooy,
T0VTO dVvopa alre ;

The omission after éxd\ecev of avrd 'Addu must be due to title, since Phile
in his citation of verse in L.A. 1. 68 supplies the words. The title seems
corrupt.

Qu.23. Chap.ii. 20. T¢ éor, 7§ "Adop ody eipéfn Bonflos Gpotos

adTy ; '

Qu. 24:  Chap. ii. 21. T{ éort, kai éméBader éxoraow émi Tov Addp
Kai Trvege;

Philo supplies ¢ feds after éréBaler in his citation in L.A. i. 72.

Qu. 25. Chap.ii. 21, 22. T éorw %) mAevpa #jy éafer amd Tod
yiyevols, kai dud 7{ TAevpdy els yuvaika TAdooe

The variations are obviously due to the title only.

Qu. 26. Chap. ii. 22. Aw 7/ ™y eixdva (or 70 oxfpa) s yvrar
K0S olkoddunpua KoXel ;

Qu. 27 contains no citation.

Qu. 28. Chap. ii. 23. Aw 7 Bdv 6 dvfpuros 70 wAdopa Tis
yovaikis émyuile Totro viv doTolv ék TV JoTéwy pov kal cipf éx
175 capkds pov: abry kAypfijoerar yuvij, 67 ék Tod dvdpos airijs éNjdly ;

In the citation of this versein L. A. i. 74 xa{ is added before kAn8%cerar, but
this title proves that Philo’s text agreed with Tischendorf’s. Holmes also
notes that Philo 1. c. adds adr after éxjgpfy. This is not so,

Qu. 29. Chap. ii. 24. Aw 77 ¢y, éveka TolTov kKarakeifer dvlpw-

wos 10V TaTépa kal TRy puqTépa, kal wposkoAnlioeral wpls TRV yuwwaika
xal &rovrar 8o els odpka plav ;

Here avrof is omitted twice, after marépa and after yuwaika, and ol before dvo.
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In the Greek of this questio and part of solutio as preserved in Dam, Par.
748 (see Mangey ii. 654, Rendel Harris, Fragments, p. 14), adroi is read
both after unrépa and after ywvaixa, but not after warépa. But of is omitted
ag in the Armenian. Philo cites the verse again in L.A. i. 75, omitting
avrod after both warépa and unrépa, but adding it after yvraika, and also
reading of 8o, which is also read in the echo of the passage in i. 272,
éyévovrol yap oi dVo els o. .

We may infer therefore that in Philo’s LXX. &vo was read, not of évo ; that
adrob was omitted after both warépa and unrépa, and probably after yuraixa
as well. Cp. Mt. 19. 5 and Eph. 5. 81 with Tischendorf’s note.

Qu. 30. Chap. iil. 1. Aw 7{ ol 8o, 6 Te ynyeris kal ) vy

yupvol Aéyovtar elvar kal obk joxivorTo ;

Philo in the citation of this verse, L.A. ii. 75, adds adrof after yuwf; so its
omission may be due to the title. It should be noticed that in the above
title ol 8o and not 8vo alone is rendered in the Armenian.

Qu. 31. AL(‘I» 7 mdvrov 0V Onplov PpoviudraTov Tov Sduw elodyer;

The variation of order is part of the title. Philo cites the verse twice in
L.A. 76, 79 without variant,

Qu. 32. Chap. ill. 1. Ei rpémov dvfpdmov elmev 6 dpus ;

Qu. 33. Chap. 1ii. 1. Awx 7{ 7] yvvawx! Sradéyerar 6 dopts dAN od
“ o s
7§ dvdpl ;

Qu. 34. Chap. iii. 1 and chap. ii. 16. Aw 7{ YeiBerar & Ogis
Aéyov elrev & Beds ob pyy pdynre 4md wavtos Llhov Tob mwapadeioov &
3 ’ \ L J > N\ \ s A3 -~ 7 ~° N
évavrias yap elmev, dmd Tavros Lihov Tob & 1@ mapadelocw dayetv, wAy
amo évds.

The variations are due to title.

Qu. 35. Chap. iil. 8. Aw 7 évrehapévov pa) payely pévov dd’
1
évos durod mpoaTifnaw N yuvy kal 10 adrg éyyilew, Aéyovoa elmev od
pdyeatfe ' atrod, odde uy dymobe adrod ;

Qu. 36. Chap. iii. 5. T{ éorw, &reobe G5 BOeol, ywdokav xalov

kal wovypdy ;

Philo nowhere else cites this verse. The variant ywdokew is not found in
the Greek codd. The Arm. Vulgate has the same reading as our title, on
which account I hesitate to set it down as a mere device of rendering,

Qu. 37. Chap. iii. 6. Awr 7 % yovsy wpdrov élafe 70 Eidov kal

épaye dmd Tob kdpmov kal &reTa kal & dvip dwo adrod Aafuv ;

Qu. 38. Chap. iii. 6. T{ éory, kal &wke 7¢ dvdpl alris per’ avtis ;

Here xai is omitted after #swke. Holmes notes the same: omission in VL., 79,
135, Arab. 4, Latini omnes. The Arm. Vulg. also omits xa{ here,
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Qu. 39. Chap. iii. 7. T¢ éare, Supoiyyoav of Spbarpor 7év o ;

Qu. 40. Chap. iil. 7. T éorw éppwoay éme yyuvol Hoav;

Qu. 41, Chap. 1. 7. Aw 7l TuKijs ¢pvAda f)uf-n"rovm Kdi wepLZu'),u.a-ra

Qu. 42, Chap. iii. 8. T{ éoriv 9 vy fs frovoay, Tepirdrov feotd ;
moTepov Adywy 7 kai Todov iayr); mwoTepov 8¢ mepimarel & Oeds ;

mepardrov for wepirarofvros seems to be a mere device of rendering.

Qu. 43. Chap. iil. 8. Awud 7{ 6re xpvmrovrar dwd mpogdmov 7ot
Beod, ob mpdry 4§ ywi) . . . ol ydp ékpvByoav, (P & Te) "Adip
Kkal 7 yuvy) adTOd ;

It cannot be safely inferred that 8 e was absent from the Greek original of

this title, the more so as in L.A. i, 87 the verse is thus given: xol éxpify
8 7e ’Aap, x.r.\., where the singular ékpuBy is noticeable. The particle
re before xal is bhabitually omitted by Armenian translators of the ffth
century, a circumstance overlooked by the author of thke Armenian colla-
tion printed in Holmes’ critical apparatus.

Qu. 44. Chap. iil. 8. Aw 7 kpdrrovrar obx dANobi wov, dANL &

péow 7ot {¥Aov Tod mapadeloov ;

Qu. 45. Chap. iii. 9. Aws 7 ¢pwrd oy "Addp § 74 mdvra eidos,
wov €1; xal &k i 0¥ kal TR yvvaikd ;

Qu. 46. Chap. iii. 12. Awx 7{ 6 dvbpumds Pnov ) yovy Boxér pot
dwd Tob EVlov, kal édayov 3 88 yurij, 6 Sus odk EBwker, AANG Gmdrnoé
e kai Edpayor ;

In L.A. i. 98 the ver. 12 is given in full as in Tisch.; ver. 13 is cited in L.A.

i. 99 thus: xal eirev 6 feds 77 yuvawl i Tobro émovioas; kal elwev & B¢us
ymwaryeé we, kur &payov. . . . Holmes ad loc. notes that Philo omits
7 yw? after eiwev, but the Armenian questio contradicts this inference.

On the other hand, the questio makes the addition before Awarpeé ue of
ovx Edwrev, dAd—an addition obviously due to title.

Qu. 47 does not bear on the text of the LXX.

Qu. 48. Chap. 1ii. 14. Aw 7{ 7¢ &pe adry % kardpa: éml 7@
orijfer kal T3 kohia wopevoerfar kai yhv payelv kai éxbpav Exew wpos
Y yuvaikd. ;

Here oov is omitted after or4der. Philo elsewhere cites the verse, 1. 100,
i. 118, i. 446, always omitting oov, as to which we may therefore believe
that it did not stand in Philo’s LXX. It is omitted (vide Holmes) in
VI. 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 25, 31, 37, 38, 59, 61, 73, 74, 79, 82, 106, 107,
108, 135 ; Compl., Cat. Nic., Theoph. lec., Chrys. iv., 142, Severian. in
Auct. PP. 286 ; Serapion in Cat. Nie. 92, Procop. MS Theodoret 1,1107;
Arm, 2, Arm. ed Lucif. Cal.

Qu. 49. Chap. iii. 16. Aw 7{ 9 kardpa 17 ywaiwl, els wAfjfos
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Amdy kai orevayudv kol &v Mmy Tékew xoi dwogTpogy mpds ToV dvdpd
Kkal 76 7 adrod kupreveofou ;

Here My for Mras bas support from Theoph. 99, Andr. Cret. in Auct. PP.
ed. Combefis, p. 231; Arm. 2, Arm. ed., Cyprian, and other sources, for
which see Holmes ad loc. év Amwaws bowever is given in Philo, I.A. i, 130
“dy Nmrass Té¢y réxva.” The citations in Philo, i. 126, 131 of the rest
of the passage agree with Tisch.

Qu. 50. Chap. iii. 17, 18, 19. Aw 7 . . . émxardpatos 7
v} &vekd aov' év Avmy Ppayy admijv, drxdvlas kol Tpi3odovs dvatedel oo
kol dayy TOv xOprov Tob dypolr év idpdri Tol wpocdmov gov dayy
Tov dprov gov ;

Here &exd gov must be part of title only, and in L.A. 1. 136 év rois &pyois cov

is given. Mirp however is read in L.A. i. 136, and therefore stood in

Philo’s LXX. Holmes’ apparatus shows that the same ancient authorities
read év \Jwy here who read it in ver. 16.

Qu. 51. Chap. iii. 19. TV éor, dws Tob dmooTpéPor oe els Ty yijv
€€ s e\idbnst ob yip ék yis pdvov émhdafny & dvBpwmos, AANL kal
70V felov Tvévpatos ;

Qu. 52. Chap. iil. 20. Al 7{ & yyyevs Tiv yvvowka keheél Loy
Kkahel 8¢ 87i pijryp €l wdvrwv Ldvrov ;

One Arm. Codez reads éor: for ¢. In Philo, Q.R.D.H. i. 480, the citation
runs thus: éxakesey 'Addp Bvopa ~yuvawds adrob fwiw, 8ri alirn phrnp wdvrwy
Ty {dvrov. We may infer that {wiv stood in Philo’s LXX. So Anastas.
MS. vitam Hier.

Qu. 53. Chap. 1ii. 21. Aw 76 feds xitdvas Seppativovs Toel 7

'Adap kal T yuvoukd, kai évdiel adrols ;

We cannot safely infer that Philo read ¢ eés and not xipios & 935, though

some sources omit xvptos.

Qu. 54.  Chap. 1. 22. T ¢y, LoV yéyover "Adiu &s els
WOV, TOV ywdokew kaldv kai Tovnpdy ;

The passage is cited in same form in D.G.L. i. 430. We may conclude that
yéyovev 'Addp stood in Philo's LXX. The same order is read in Holmes 79,
Method. ap. Epiph. i. 547, Anagtas. MS., Theodoret. i. 55. It cannot be
certainly inferred that ¢, was absent before #udv in the Greek original
of this questio ; it might or might not be. I have therefore followed the
citation given in i, 430 and omitted it.

Qu. 55. Chap. iii. 22. T{ éom, py wore éktelvas v xelpa Aafy
amo Tov Lddov s Lois, ¢dyp kal Ojoerar els Tov aidvar od yap
évdolacpos olde pbdvos wept Bedv ;

Here ékrewas 7.x. a3y instead of éxrelvy 7. x. kal A. may be due to title.

But not so omission of avrod after iy xeipa, for it is omitted by the same
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authorities for the most part which earlier in the verse transpose’Adau
~véyover, namely Method. l.c., Epiph. i. 595, Anastas. MS.; also by Orig.
i. 246, and the foll. codd. III., X., 18, 19, 55, 59, 64, 71, 108, 134, 135.
It was therefore probably absent from Philo’s LXX.

The omission of xai before ¢pdyy is found also in Arm. Vulgate, and does not
appear to be merely due to title. Perhaps the Arm. implies {fop rather
than {hoerar.  {foy is read in Theodoret, ii. 397, Aug.

Qu. 56. Chap. iii. 53. Awr 7f viv ékdecev Tov mapddegov Ty

tpvgis (but one good MS. has tijs Tpuijs) ore Tov dvdpo éf airot
ébaméorelev ¢ adrod épydleafar yiy é€ Fs é\ijdby ;
The passage is also cited more accurately in L.A. i. 63.

Qu. 57. Chap. iil. 24. Awx 7{ dréavre T0b mapadeloov rarowilet
T& xepoufip, kal v Phoylvmy poudaiay v orpeopérny Puidocew
v 830v Tod EdAov Tis Lwis ;

Here 74 xepouBin is object of karowxier, and adréy is omitted, as also the
words rfjs Tpughs, kal &rafe. In the D.C.1i. 138 (Mangey’s ed.) this verse
is quoted as in Tisch., except for the omission of adrév. Holmes notes
that adriv is omitted in 75. Copt., Arab. 3. Arm. 2, Arm. ed. Hieron. ;
that r7s Tovpss is omitted in VI., Arm. 2. Lastly, in regard to xal &rate,
Holmes has the following sagacious note: * Omit Philo i. 138, in ed.
ante-Mang. Forte Philo, in suo 7d» 6 codice, non habuit xai érage hic, ut
nec adréy supra: atque adeo 74 yepovBiu ad karykigev essent referenda.
Favent ipsius verba, 7d xepouBl dvrikpd Tob mapadeloov THv olknow loxet.
Torte kal érafev fuit alia lectio pro kal xargricer, ex marg. in textum
inducta.” The Arm. Philo makes it certain that the passage stood in
Philo’s LXX. as Holmes suggests: kxar@ricer dmév. 700 mwapad. 74 xep.,
KT,

FrED. C. CONYBEARE.



