This document was supplied for free educational purposes.
Unless it is in the public domain, it may not be sold for profit
or hosted on a webserver without the permission of the
copyright holder.

If you find it of help to you and would like to support the
ministry of Theology on the Web, please consider using the
links below:

https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology

I. PATREON https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

PayPal https://paypal.me/robbradshaw

A table of contents for Journal of Biblical Literature can be found
here:

https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles jbl-01.php



https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles_jbl-01.php
https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

SMITH ¢ WORKMAN’S “ CONSPECTLS.” 107

PROF. WORKMAN ON THE VARIATIONS

BETWEEN THE HEBREW AND GREEK TEXT OF jEREMl;\H.‘
BY PROF. HENRY PRESERVED SMITH.

HE utter neglect with which the textual criticism of the Old
Testament has been treated since the seventeenth century until
a very recent time makes every sign of interest in this subject
welcome. In this sense I greeted joyfully the book of Prof. Work-
man entitled “ The Text of Jeremiah,” published the present year
(1889) by T. and T. Clark of Edinburgh. Prof. Workman deserves
praise for attacking a neglected problem. and for the industry which
he has devoted to its discussion. Genuine textual criticism is, how-
ever, a work of some difficulty. It would not be strange should there
be some failures. Certainly every new contribution to the science
needs itself to be carefully criticised before its results are accepted as
established.

The greater part of Prof. Workman’s volume is taken up with an
argument. Into that argument I do not propose now to enter. My
present business is with the last chapter, which probably cost more
labor than all the rest of the work, and which the author evidently
hoped to make the most useful part of the work. It is entitled
*The ('onspectus of the Variations,” and presents in parallel columns
variations between the Hebrew text current among us and the Greek
translation known as the Septuagiut,’retranslated into Hebrew.! The
purpose of this Conspectus is to give the reader a correct idea of the
amount of variation between the two texts, and to enable him to
correct the current text.

The first criticism that suggests itself is, that the end might have
been better accomplished by a critical edition. The present arrange-
ment necessitates constant reference to the Hebrew, and frequently
also to the Greek. A continuous text, with the variations relegated
to the margin, would avoid these embarrassments. As it is, the

* Read in December 1889,

1 | shall use these abbreviations: O, the Masoretic text; ¢, the Greek trans-
lation (Lxx); A, the Alexandrian M8; B, the Vaticanus; S, the Sinaiticus;
Ti, Tischendorf’s edition of the Lxx, containing the text of the Kditio Romana.
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iv. 7 mmIn : cafapebnoovran Tt is not always casy to make out
whether O had clearly in mind the distinction between yr: and rx;
hut as xafatpéw is twice in Jeremiah used for yr:, and nowhere (unless
here) used for N2, it is on the whole probable that their copy had
in this place ryre-.

v. 12 x5 ooly.

3. The fact that Workwman has not cousulted for his Greek readings
anythivg but the current text as represented by Tischendorf, has caused
him to give as variants a number of readings which go back only to the
editors of the Sixtine edition. Tt is the purpose of such a comparison
as he has made to get back to-the original Septuagint. Tu order to
this, the most ancient manuscripts are the most important. Amoug
the ancient manuscripts a high place must be given to 1, as probably
representing more nearly than any other single manuscript the original
Septuagint. The Editio Romana professes to give the text of B.
Notoriously, however, the editors allowed themselves considerable
freedom. It is necessary that we should have the testimony of B,
and it is very desirable that we should have the testimony of the other
uncial codices, whose agreement gives at Jeast a strong probability in
favor of their reading. We possess now a collation of ABS by
Nestle, published as a supplement to Tischendorf’s text.® Its use
wherever that edition is quoted for.critical purposes is essential to
accdrncy. One who publishes a collation of (3 with  might fairly
be expected to do more than this. But, to apply only the more
moderate reqnirement, we must find Workman’s Conspectus lacking.
The following errors in his collation have this origin :

i 2 =wx: W. aoxo, based on ws Ti; but A BS have ds,
agreeing therefore with ¥).

iil. 16 The clause Aéyer xipros is in the current Greek inserted in
a different place from that in which % has it. A B'S agree with the
latter.

iv. 4 rezm: A agrees with $; but B S have 6 fupds adrod
(nram).

iv. 5 == : eimare. I} only can be cited for the variation.®

5 Veteris Testamenti Gracei codices Vaticanus et Sinaiticus cam textu reeepto
collati ab Eberardo Nestle.  The first edition was published in 1820, I have used
the sccond, published 1887.

% The importance of B has been recognized above. It is unevertheless well o
know when it stands alone. .
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on the theory that mam= £X) is always translated Aeye xvpos. Inii. 8
he proposes also to read min ==X on the ground of ¢moi xipws. As
both of the Greek phrases really render fn*r~ oRd correctly, it is
doubtful whether we can change the llebrew on their account. Tt is
worth noticing also that in i. 19 twelve mss (including A), and in ii. 3
fourteen Mss, actually read Aéyee xipws. It is not imposeible that this
is the original, changed by the copyist for the sake of variety. On the
other hand, in a phrase of such frequent insertion the variety of reading
in O may indicate interpolation in conformity to the IHebrew, in which
case the phrase in both these instances would be of doubtful authen-
ticity. Certainly it would be unfortunate for one seeking light on the
text to suppose that the facts indicate without ambiguity the reading
[ahia alint-t-

ii. 83 ombR : & abrovs. W. zmebz. The apparent interchange
of 5% and b> is so common in Jeremiah, that it is difficult to base
an argument upon the translation.

ii. 6 The current Greek has plural verbs for the singulars of §.
Hebrew, however, uses collective nouns so frequently (as here xarot-
xéa) that any argument based on mere change of number in the
translation is very precarious. On this ground a number of Work-
man’s variants should at least be marked by an interrogation.

ifi. 6 PRy ASS® POND vy dmdpe xai dfdre, on the ground
of which W. substitutes e for mmwe~.  Some doubt is thrown upon
this by A's dBdrw kat dreipw, especially as we find &Baros used else-
where for 7293. In case of an uncommon word like nmyT the trans-
lators may have given a conjectural interpretation, guided hy the
¢vident requirements of the context. In the other place where it
occurs in Jeremiah they have identified it with mr.

ii. 24 PN PEXY : énrvevparogopeiro. W. renders m*= mpro, which
however, is hardly an equivalent. ¢ Libere transtulerunt; nam Aau-
rire ventum quod in textu legitur est anxie spiritum ducere.” (Schleus-
ner).

it. 81 w9 : od xuptevodpefa, which W. supposes to represent
%7 851, But supiedw twice represents MM, so that, if anything, we
should read *3»32 xbn. One cannot help thinking that od xvpevadpefa
is an accurate rendering of “:7m. Schleusner gives the phrase, and
defines it non dominium in nos patiemur, which surely defines wmn.

ii. 36 nwwb. I do not understand why we should suppose &
(8evrepaaar) to have read muwh,
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their general understanding of the word is indicated by the (probable)
insertion of MYX>™ as its synonym and explanation in vii. 24. In
no one of the six cases referred to, therefore, are we justified in
supposing a real variation of text.

iv. 8 mme wnxb @ rols dvdpdow Tovda. W gives ‘M muixb; but
it is evident that w-x is used collectively, and the translation must
change the number, as we ourselves should do in rendering into
English. Compare what has already been said under ii. 6 above.

iv. 6 Bl"R® : dvalafovres Ppevyere. As the translators seem not
to have understood &3, but everywhere connect it with &%, it is likely
they made the best they could out of the present text, and the hypoth-
esis that they read “enn wwim is uncalled for.

iv. 16 ©™x2 : ovorpogpal, for which W. gives us the choice of
o2 and o=x. As Schleusner and Gesenius agree in asserting that
that =%> has sometimes the meaning of =¥, it is not improbable that
the Greek translator had the same idea.

iv. 19 =3b b rmn : pawpdooe 7 Yuxy pov, omapdaderar 7 kapdia
pov. We have here probably a case of conflation in ¥, two transla-
tions of the same phrase having been put side by side. This is not
uncommon in our copies of (¥ — a corrector inserting what he sup-
poses to be a more accurate rendering. and yet not venturing to eject
the phrase already in the text. A similar case is iv. 20, where )2
o333 is represented by eloédvoav eis rd omjlawe xal es Ta Ghoy éxpi-
Broav, — “ ubi quilibet videt duas coaluisse versiones.” {Schleusner).

iv. 21 reowx : dkover. W.3nve. One group of M3s has drotw
and another dxodoopar and a third dxovow. It is clear that the cor-
ruption in (¥ is easier to account for than in ¥,

iv. 23 w3y wn rem ¢ kai Bod odféy =rEex M, according to
W. But olfév is elsewhere used for wm, and all that we can con-
clude is that ( did not have "n=, which would be easily inserted from
the familiar Gen. i. 2.

iv. 24 “bpbprn : rapacoopévovs. Workman gives us the choice
of obmbrnz and *brbrmw.  In Eccles. x. 10 we find bpbp rendered
érapale. o v

iv. 26 O adds favicOnoarv at the end of the verse, which .
translates =R, with 15> in parenthesis. If any preference is indi-
cated as between these two, it should be in favor of *5=, which might
have been obscured into the %2 of the next verse, omitted by (.

Beyond this rather slender ground, there is no reason for choosing
15



114 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE.

either of these from the dozen or more verbs that are rendered
ddavi{w. Another possibility remaius: #jpavivfyoay way be an at-
tempt to translate more correctly the preceding vxm:.”

iv. 20 nop ram : dvrerauévou Tofov (one M8 has éxrerauévov). W.
proposes R2= mwp; but as we find in Hos. vil. 16 &s 1dfov &rera-
pévoy for mmm mEPp3, it seems quite certain that the translator con-
nected mem with dvreive, and did not have a different text.

iv. 31 ™% : rob orevaypod gov. W, supposes §rp %, which, how-
ever, does not seem elsewhere to be paralleled. It is sufficient to
read .

v. 10 'W. proposes to substitute s for =, on the ground of érxi.
In the breadth of meaning in which 3 may be used there seems no
necessity for this.

v. 14 The variants given to B3m39, jn: ", and ©Xb seem to
be based only on slight liberty in translation. ©392% 3 certainly is
well rendered by év6’ dv Dakijoare.

v. 17 The nouns which W. would change to the plural (on®, jxx,
=p2) are collectives.

v. 22 mow SER : rov rafavre. "It is difficult to see How (&
could have rendered better.

v. 31 nomRb : els a4 pera ravra. I do not see how W. can
suppose (§ to read mmmnb.

vi. 3 YER 7 xepi adrov, on the ground of which W. gives
3. No change is called for.

vi. 4 37 : juépas found in the current Greek may be a corrup-
tion of {omépas which is found in a number of Mss. £™bbX would
hardly be written by a Hebrew in preference to 3m3=bbx, whereas
the resemblance of juépa and éomrépa is obvious.

vi. 5 ronmzaR o ra Geuéhia adrys.  As Geuéhiov is used by () at
least eight times for j"z=X, it cannot here be quoted as favoring 0~
or o, W,

vi. 7 moo "bm : mémw xai pdoreyr, on the ground of which W.
restores mowat “bma. He fails to notice, however, or to make plain
that O joins the words to the following verse — wévy xai pdoriy. mar-
Sevbijoy. The translators took the Ilebrew words as instrumental
accusatives, and needing+po prepositions to help them.

vi. 12 wmms ooent nm ;o dypol xai ai yvvaikes abrdv éni 10 aird.

T As we find a =y in v. 30 which is evidently out of place (omitted also by
) T cannot help suspecting that this word has something to do with v. 26.
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The only change indicated is the substitution of orw: for wmp3. The
proposed reading, “n~ PO BRTRTIY, is at least uncalled for.

vi. 13 5x3 3x'3 B2 : wdvres cvveredéoavro dropa, and “pw MY o
: wdvres émoimoav Yedy. The collective force of 3 is so plain that the
rendering could hardly have been different. W, proposes ‘533 b and
s oy tha,

vi. 15 'bezs @ drolotvran.  The Greek word is used for a variety’
of Hebrew verbs, and is near enough in meaning to cover this one
as well.

vi. 22 paR=rznm : dw doxdrovtisyis.  As the same phrase oceurs
with exactly the same translation in three other places in Jeremiah,
it is improbable that a various reading existed.

vi. 24  nmbe b @dives ds rucrolions.  The same is true of this
as of the preceding: the phrase occurs with the same translation
elsewhere.

vi. 28 bz “=bm : mopevdpevor oxohids. axolss is used for a
number of Hebrew words, but for no one of them more than once
or twice, and if it represents something different from 2= here, we
are entirely in the dark as to the restoration to be made. W. proposes
©"UyTa; but the meaning of (¥ is not so remote from that of the (not
common) Hebrew word that we need assume a variation.

vi. 28 o rmey : dwugbfappévor.  The rendering is as correct as we
could ourselves give.

5. To these criticisms, — the great majority of which will, I think,
command assent at once,—a few cases may be added where Prof.
Workman has not considered all the possibilities.

ii. 13 mvem vz &b : ol Sumjoovrar Vdwp owvéyew. . restores
gz Smorb Rz M. Of course (9 read 27; but this being so
they must supply something to make sense, and we have slender
evidence for the insertion of b~zm. Tt is probable, moreover, that if
they had read b =mb vbz &b, they would have put cuvéyew vowp, in-
stead of transposing the two words.

ii. 19 5% wmD ¥ : xai oix ebdxyoa émi ool W, following
Schleusner, re-translates 53 "m=nz x51; but =m2 is nowhere rendered
etdoxéw (if oue may trust the concordance), and the éri points to a
word that can be used with 5> or . Why not resd “nmam xby
Ths?

ii. 25 BEve : dmo 6dov Tpayelas. W. gives us the choice between
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gom2 and wpm 772, neither of which is much nearer the Greek than
is 9. In Isa. xI. 4 6805 rpaxeia is ©z=, which, if any change is to be
made, should be brought into view. Probabiy, however, Schleusner’s
liberius exposuerunt is correct.

il. 27 “ar ysb omR @ 7§ £l elmav Gt mamip pov =TUMOR PIB
sak =z, according to W. But does not the Greek distinctly imply
"ax "3 ox yxb?  The corruption of m=wx into "2 vzX would not
be strange.

il. 20 Why should the readers be puzzled with “=arn?

ii. 30, 31 It is unfortunate that W. quotes separately the end of
verse 30 and the beginning of verse 31, thus obscuring the fact that
the end of verse 30 in (% probably represents the beginning of verse
31 in . At least the words missing in () in one place and in H in
the other are near enough alike to make the conjecture plausible that
one has given rise to the other ; they are respectively prx= Xb* (xai
otk ¢dofifyre) and erx =wn. I think O original.®

iii. 3 cbam roxe : dmpawryivroas mpos mdvras (there is no appre-
ciable variation in (%; one Ms only of Parsons omits mpos wdvras).
How does Prof. W. arrive at his restoration, bz=:pn wabzm jxn?
Evidently the Greek verb is a good rendering of bz raxz, and the
mpos mdvras is 22 or bz, which is a good deal nearer sbzn than
bo=mapm or ba=u:Ea.

iil. 8 bxmwe msew mEXY MwR Rebstby :omépe mdvrav Sv kate-
Xijpbn év ols éuowyaro 1) xarowia Topajd. W. re-translates this mmx bz by
“*3% PPX: “EX2 RTRR WONR; but this is too much. Clearly nv is
not represented in the (ireek, and should be omitted. Whether xare-
Ay (xaredeipfy is found in several Mss) represents FTER: or some
other verb is doubtful. Putting the two readings together, we notice
that mept wdvrwv &v karedsipfn stands in the place occupied by
nvx-bs-bs, and are led to suspect that the Greek words represent
something not unlike these Hebrew words. My conjecture would he
mizbm=bs.  But pothing more than a conjecture can be given, and
when given it should be marked by an interrogation poiut.

iii. 22 W, gives e2™20 as the original of r& owrpiupara Spav (D

8 I may perhaps be pardoned for introdicing a conjecture of my own on the
unusual phrase f|un =39 W™ in v. 31, Was it not originally " = w=?
The prophet goes on to “ justify the ways of God to men,” or at Jeast to Israel —
bxmpnb spen mamer.
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e=rave). But as mmzws is a word in actual use, it is better to
suppose it here, as being nearer the form in ¥.

In the same verse we find 9> X =n : iSov SovAot Wpets éodueld
go.. W. renders thus, 75 (e=°r:) £33 (). I suspect that the
only change needed is that of “:nX to “smin, which is not at all far-
fetched. =b wmx wum might well be rendered as it is by (), SobAoc
being inserted to make the sense clear, perhaps by a later hand, as it
is missing in a number of uss.

I may say here, that if in a number of cases W. has arbitrarily given
ouly one out of a number of verbs that might be represeuted by the
Greek, he has in others given unnecessary alternatives, as v. 7, where
we find "==vams and 2395w, and v. 10 v==p*m and w=sxen.  In each of
these cases the resemblance of one of the two verbs to ¥ is so marked
that the other is altogether out of the question. ‘

v. 17 ww™ @ xai dhojoovar. () regularly substitutes the plural
for the singular in this verse, so that one of the proposed readings
(*w===") is unnecessary, and the other ("=™) I do not understand.
Elsewhere we have dAodw as a trauslation of ©v, which would point
to O,

vi. 2 JWseRI CnenT mTEit nun o el dapedrioerar o WYds gov
Ovyarep Zww. W. supposes the Hebrew original to be mz=n rm=m
sx-ra. But 70 Yyds gov is clearly <ne=. Secondly, 7%73 must be
the yiverac at the end of the preceding verse, and can scarcely repre-
sent xai dgapefijoerar, which therefore is for mss=ms, Schleusner
conjectures ri3zmt.  We should therefore get myzzmt ¢ m=mz by =awy
$%-r3 e, and this, or something like it, is what W. should have
restored.

vi. 25 =z =wb : (pougala) rtawv &Opav mapower. W. does not
seem to recoguize that the variation has arisen from the misplacement
of the 2 simply. wapowxet is =2 as perfect (or participle), and the
change to = is not necessary.

It will have been noticed that all the instances quoted are from the
first six chapters of the book ; aud, in fact, I have confined my exam-
ination to these six chapters. The ouly conclusion to which I can
come is, that the Conspectus, besides being faulty in plan, is inaccurate
and unreliable. While it may give a fairly adequate idea of the
character of the variations between the two texts, it is worse than
uscless (because misleading) for serious criticism of the text.



