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NOTES AND STUDIES

THE GREEK TRANSLATORS OF JEREMIAH.

IN this note I shall attempt to show () that the Greek version of the
book of Jeremiah falls into two nearly equal portions, which have been
rendered by different translators, possibly from two separate collections
of prophecies : (2) that the hand of the translator of the second portion
is to be traced in the first part of the book of Baruch: (3) that the first
portion of the Greek Jeremiah has a close affinity with the Greek versions
of Ezekiel and the minor Prophets, whereas the Greek Isaiah stands
outside the group thus formed.

(1) THE TRANSLATORS OF JEREMIAH.

In attempting to prove a plurality of translators in any book or group
of books in the LXX, there are two facts in particular which one must
bear in mind. The first is that the translators did not, for the most
part, rigidly render each Hebrew word by a single Greek equivalent.
The rendering varies in the same book and in the same context?,
Indeed, in the Pentateuch, variety of rendering in the same context
seems to be the rule with the translators, who sought thereby to avoid
the monotony of the Hebrew?. The second fact to be taken into
account is the cortupt state of the text, due to the mixture of several
types of text, and particularly to the intrusion into the LXX of the
renderings of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion from the parallel
columns in Origen’s Hexapla. If, however, after making due allowance
for these two facts, we find that the same Hebrew word is rendered
with fair consistency in one way in one part of a book, and in another
way in another part, we are justified in inferring a change of translators.
And this is what we find in the Greek Jeremiah.

The indications that more than one hand was employed in the
rendering of this book into Greek have not escaped notice®. But

1 Swete, Introd. 10 O, T p. 317.

2 Thiersch, De Pentateuchi Vers. Alex. libri tres, pp. 52 ff. His list of examples
might easily be increased. They cannot, I think, be entirely accounted for by
Hexaplaric influence. .

3 See e, g. Streane, The double text of Jeremiak, p. 1 and passim ; Workman, The
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"the commentators appear to consider that this variety of rendering is
spread over the whole translation, and have failed, so far as I am
aware, to observe that the change in style and vocabulary takes place
at a definite point in the middle of the book. I find that the two
portions of the translation are composed of chaps. i-xxviii (according to
the Greek arrangement of chapters) and chaps. xxix-li, which I shall
call respectively Jeremiah a and Jeremiah 8. The final chapter lii forms
an appendix and the Greek is probably by a third hand (y): of this
I will speak later. It will be worth while to indicate by a rough plan
the portions into which the Greek translation falls and the different
arrangement of matter in the Greek and in the Hebrew.

Greek. Hebrew.
a. (1) i-xxv 13 Prophecies mostly of an early i-xxvi14==a(r)of Greek
date, forming the oldest nucleus (i—xx):
prophecies of various dates against kings
of Judah and false prophets (xxi~xxv 13).
(2) xxv 14-xxvili, Against Elam, Egypt, xxv 15-xlv =8 (2) of
Babylon Greek
B. (1) xxix—xxxi. Philistines, Edom, Ammon,
Kedar, Damascus, Moab
(2) xxxii~li. Summary list of the nations xlvi-li =a (2), 8 (1) of
to whom ‘the cup of fury’ js to be sent. Greek, the prophecies
Prophecies mostly of the period preced- being in this order:
ing the taking of Jerusalem intermixed Egypt,  Philistines,
with history of the same period. Sup- Moab,Ammon,Edom,

plementary prophecy to Baruch (li). Damascus, Kedar and
Hazor, Elam, Babylon
v. lii Historical Appendix (=2 Kings xxiv, lii=y of the Greek.
XxV)

It will be seen that, in regard to structure, the difference between the
Greek and Hebrew texts consists in the position assigned to the group
of prophecies against the foreign nations, and the arrangement of these
prophecies among themselves. In the Greek they are placed in the
middle of the book, immediately after the words in xxv 13, And I will
bring on that land [Babylon] all my words which I have pronounced

text of Jeremiah, p. xxvii ¢ Although in general this book is characterized by great
consistency in the use of many specific terms, yet sufficient irregularity appears in
certain portions of it to justify the supposition that several persons were employed
in making the Greek version’ ; Kneucker, Das Buch Baruch, p. 83 (note), remarks
that the Greek of Jeremiah ‘appears to be translated by at least two hands’;
Scholz, Der masoret. Text u. die LXX Uebersetsung des Buches Jeremias, p. 14, gives
a useful list of examples; Frankl, Siudien diber dic Sepluaginta w. Peschito su
Jeremia, pp. 5 .
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against it, even all that is written in this book’; in the Hebrew they
are relegated to the end of the book, being followed only by the
historical appendix. In the Greek they appear to be arranged accord-
ing to no system; in the Hebrew they are arranged in an orderly
geographical sequence, beginning with Egypt and continuing eastwards
to Babylon. There are, of course, also considerable differences of ex?
between the Greek and Hebrew books, the Greek text being much the
shorter of the two ; into these differences I do not propose to enter.

As regards the divisions into which the Greek translation falls, it may
be noted at once that the break does not come at the point (xxv 13)
where the Hebrew and Greek arrangement of chapters diverges, but
rather later. ‘Jeremiah a’ includes a small group of three prophecies
against foreign nations.

In the following table I give the renderings of various Hebrew words
and phrases in the two parts of the translation, placing first those which
most clearly indicate the point where the break comes. Some of the
instances are selected from the list of Hebrew expressions characteristic of
Jeremiah given by Dr. Driver’. I have placed in square brackets those
passages where an « rendering occurs also in the 8 portion or vice ersa,
and have generally noted the renderings of the Hebrew word in the
other prophetical books of the LXX. The references, where it seemed
necessary to give them, are to the chapters and verses of the Greek text
as edited by Dr. Swete.

TABLE 1
Hebrew Jeremiak a (i—xxviii) Jeremiak 8 (xxix-li)
I. MM R N tdde Néyee Kipios passim  odrws  elmev  Kipros
about 6o times in chaps. passim about 7o
fi—~xxviii times (xxx 1-1i 34)
[Also xxix 1, 8, 13 AQ] tdde elwev K. xxix
So Is. Ez. Min. 13 B

In chap. xxix we thus get a combination of the e and 8 renderings,
and two instances of the a rendering. It might be thought from this
instance that we should place the break in the middle of chap. xxix..
Other usages, however, go to show that no part of that chapter belonged
to the a portion. A certain amount of mixture of the two vocabularies
is seen in the three opening chapters (xxix-xxxi) of the 8 portion. Apart
from these passages in chap. xxix, 3¢ does not occur in Jer. 8, except
as an equivalent for the similar-sounding 99 (xxxi 33 aide, xxxii 16
oide), where the Greek may be a corruption of an original transliteration
aidas.

! Introd. to O. T2 pp. 257 ff.



248

 Hebrew Jeremiak a (i—xxviii)
- 2. ‘to make de- tdogew eis dpaviopdy
solate’
(M) ow - Tdooew 8 times ii 15-xix 8
Ez" Min." (not Is. thus)
(Moww) ey dpaviopds 18 times ix 11~

xxviii 62
Ez.!* Min.* (not Is.)

THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

Jeremiah 8 (xxix-li)

Ti0évar (Sl.86va.|.) els
&Barov

[rbévas, Biddvar occur
in both groups]

&Batos (-ov) 13 times
xxix 14-1i 22

The word &Baros occurs four times in a, but always as an adj. with y7
or émpos; in B (except in two passages) it is used almost as an abstract

noun. Cf. the verb dBaroiv xxix 21.

3 (aev) Mo B T8 pdy dwdpyew Vil 32
¢ without (rdmov)xxviig (xarowoivras)
(inhabit- Kkal pi) karoweiofar abriy Xxviii
ant)’ 29

mapd 78 pY) xatowkeiobar iv 7
(mapd Té piii 15,ix 10 ff.=
oap)

cf. Zeph. iii 6 wapa r6 pndéva
Umr. pndé xaroixeiv

4wd dvowkoldvTov xxXi
9 A (mfﬁev €voikos
of B is a cor-
ruption) xxxiii 9
A (dnd xar. B) i 2
A Q* (amd évolkww
B)

amé karowovyrev xli 22

[mapd 18 pn elvar x1
10, 12]

Under this head it may be noted that the verbs émdpxew and évoweiv

are confined respectively to Jer. a and Jer. 8.
dmdpxew iv 14, v 13, Vil 32,
xxvi 19, xxvii 20

4. N¥* hi dvdpw =wip kal karagpdyeras
(Berar) xvii 27, xxi 14,
xxvii 32

dvdnrev also in chaps. ix, xi,
xxd, xxvii [xxxi g A]

Lam. Ez. Min.

SétaoBac wadelay ii 30, v 3,

vii 28, xvii 23
Zeph?

taofat? (chaps. iii, vi, xv,

xvii, xix, xxviii)
Lam. Min.

5. "OW mpd

6. 8B

dvowkely xxix 2 A, 10,
XXX I, Xxxi 9 A,
xxxiil g A, xxxiv 9,
xxxviii 24, xlix 17,
liz A 8RA

kalow wip kai karad,
XXX 16

xaievrendersdifferent
Hebrew words in
aand in B

AaBetv waidelay xxxix

33, xlii 13

tarpedew?
xxxvii, x1).

(chaps.
[Also
xxviil ¢ latpeboapey

. kai otk idﬂr)]



A Hebrew
7. ny
8. 1w

9. (NWw) M

10, AN

11. bys hi.

12. ‘hissoulshall
be for a
prey’
(b5

13. W

™Y, W

14. DNLY
nww}
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Seremiak a (i-xxviii) Jeremiak B (xxix-li)

karpés? (from ii 27 to xxviii  xpévos xxix 8, xxxvii

18) », xxxviii 1 (xlv 28

=nD")

keTaoknvodv*t (vii 12, xvii 6, kataNdew (chaps.
xxili 6, xxviii 13) XXiX, XXX, XXXii)

vop® (chaps. x, xxiii, xxvii)  témos[xxvii44 AQ=]
? 7piPos ix 10 AXix 20, XXxil 16

xatdhupa x1 12
, kard\uois Xxix 21
véros xiii 19 (6. al mpds wér.), vdyef xxxix 44=xl

xvii 26 13 (év moheaw Tiis .)
mapopyilew vii 18 £, vili 19;  mukpaivew xxxix 32 B,
xi 17, Xxv 6 xl g, xliv 15
Ez° Min.® Tapamikpaively XXXix
29, 32 RA
&orar ) Yuxy abrd els oxiha  &orar i Y. (alrod) els
Xxi 9 elpepa xlv 2, xlvi
(ef. els mpovapsy xxvii 10) 18, 1i 35

Takaimopely iv 13 (odal fuiv  \huobar xxix 11, XXX

81t raaimwpodper), 20 bi5,ix 3, xxxi 1 (odal émi
19, x 20 (érakaurdpnae, N. &rc dhero), 135,
d\ero ; a doublet), xii 12 18, 20, xxxviii 2
(xxviii 48 Qme) Verb only elsewhere
Min.” in Job and Prov.

Pr\jocew xxx 6 Q
[SheBpeterv, Efohebpedery are used in both parts to
render this word, d\. in v. 6, xxxii 22, éfok. in
xxviil 53, 55, XXix 4]
Tehawwepla (iv 20="12), vi  3\ebpos xxxi 3, 8 (Ffe
7, 26 (ffer Tal.), xv 8, XX ), 32
8, xxviii 35, 56
Ez! Mind
Xepd xv 16, xvi g, XXV I0 xappoaim (xappori)
xxxi 33 (-povq no.8
Q), xxxviii 13 Q
(-povi BR), xl 11
(-povy A)

In the following instances the distinction between the two portions
of the book is not quite so well marked. We here find one of two
renderings confined to the a or 8 portion, while the second is represented
throughout the book ; and again we have some peculiar rendering, almost
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if not quite unique in the LXX, confined to the chapters xxix-xxxviii,
while the a rendering reappears towards the end of the 8 portion.

Hebrew
15. N

16. Various

17. ‘my servants’
(the prophets:
93y)

18. usu. IpD

usu. 1P

1. MY

20. R0 W0

21, 37

Jeremiak a
Bpaxiwv
xvii 5, xxi 25, xxvili 14
[xxxix 17, 21]

BiaokopmiLew 10
(from ix 16 to xxviii 23)
8obot pou
vii 25, XXV 4, xxvi 26 (3. pov
"Taxd3)
Ez.® Min.® Is. (last part)

&dwkelv only in @ 16 times
(v 9—xxviii 52)

Ez.* Min.?
éxdixnars only in « 12 times
Ez.ress. Min.?
[&ré\\egfar in both parts,

a!s, Bll]
Ez Min.
od éya émdyw v 15, Vi 10,
xi 11, xix 3, 15 [li 35]

@dvaros xiv 12, xxi 6,7, xxiv
toxli 17, i 13 A]

Jeremiak B

70 émiyepov (=‘arm’)
xxxi 25, xxxiv 4
(Bpax- Q) _

The Lexicons
(Schleusner excep-
ted) only quote the
plural, meaning
‘wages.” In the
only other pas-
sage where the
word occurs in the
LXX (2 Macc. xv
33 Ta émixeipa TS
dvolas) the context
makes it probable
that the meaning
intended is ‘arm’
(Vulg. manum)

[Staomeiperr in both
parts]

maidés pov [xxvi 28
wais pov Taxd [xxxii
5, xlii 15 BR (8ou).
AQ) i 4 (8ov. A)

Bar.® Is. (i-lii) pass.
not in Ez. Min.

[E’mcxémeoeat
throughout the
book, ¢ times in
each part]

Ez.* Min.”

ouvrrdooeww 8 times

(chaps. xxxiii-xliv)
not in Ez. Min,
b éydr $pépw xxx 5,
xlil 17, xlvi 16
Bod éyd &yw xxxviii 8
dmooToh xxxix,36
(& payaipg kai év

Ap kul év am.)



- 22,

23.

24.

25.

26,

2.

28.
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Hebrew Jeremiak a

m37 pi. O%®)  [Aaeivthroughout the book]

pryni. petavoety iv 28, viii 6, xviii
8, 1o [xxxviii 19)
Min.
'} whnelor 13 times in chaps. v~
xxvi [xxxviii 34 A = ni.
xli 15, 17, xliii 16]
Is. Ez. Min, &c.
N [wpodtimms passim in both
parts]
]vDL) [tva in both parts]
'nbab [r06 pf in both parts]
Anarthrous infinitive rare:

inf. with rod usual.

251

Jeremiak B
Only else thus in
Bar. ii 25 év Aypd
xat év popdaia xai év
am.,
xpnpatilew (of utter-
ances of God and
of His prophets)
xxxii 16 &rs, xxxiii
2 bis, xxxvi 23,
xxxvii 2, xliii 2
AQme (Aar. BR),
4 AQ (Aa). BY)
waderfar (dmd) xxxiii
3, I3, 19, XXxviii
15 (éni) B* (mwapa-
xApbiva al.)
dvamaderdar(Enl) (dnd
®A) xlix 10. Verb
used four times in
the 8 portion
mokims  (=*fellow-
citizen ’) xxxvi 23,
xxxviii 34
Only else in Prov.?
VeuSompodms (‘Mid-
rashic,’Streane) [vi
13], xxxiii 7, 8, 11,
16, xxxiv 7, XXXV
I, xxxvi 1, 8
Only else in Zech.!
mpds T6 only in xxxiv
. I2, xxxix 29, 35,
xliii 25
mpds 18 pA only in
xxxix 4o, xli g, xlii
8 f, 14, xlv 26,
xlix 13, li 5, 7
Anarthrous inf. com-
mon, but inf. with
Tod is also used,
esp. from chap.
xxxix onwards.
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This list of instances may be considered needlessly long; it might
easily be increased. A glance at any part of the Oxford Concordance
will show numerous examples of words which are represented only up to
the end of the twenty-eighth chapter, and of others which only make
their appearance after that point !, There is not; indeed, as we have
seen, quite the same uniformity of rendering in the B8 portion as there
is in the « portion. But I think it will be admitted that it has been
established beyond a doubt that that point marks the end of one trans-
lator’s work and the beginning of the work of a second.

The only other explanation which might conceivably account for the
facts is that of Hexaplaric influence. The words used in Jer. a
generally have some Hexaplaric support, whereas those in Jer. 8 do
not. It might be argued that, owing to the different arrangement of
chapters in the Greek and the Hebrew, the Greek text had been revised
or corrupted up to a certain point only by the Hexapla, and that the
Hexaplaric rendering, at first written in the margin, had then ousted
the original Septuagint rendering. But, as we have seen, the point
where the vocabulary alters is not the point where the Greek and
Hebrew arrangement of chapters diverges. Nor is it at all probable
that, if such a revision or corruption took place, the Hexaplaric readings
should have so entirely superseded the original text. That the influence
of the Hexapla will not account for the facts may, I think, be shown
by a single instance. Aquila renders ny by kaipés in the first half of the
book, but at xxxvii 7 he with Symmachus agrees with the LXX in reading
xpdvos. Such an alteration in a translator who is usually consistent can
only be due to his following his LXX text, which therefore presumably
contained the same double vocabulary which we find in our text.
Moreover, the difference in the vocabulary of the two parts existed in the
Greek text from which the Old Latin version was made. That version,
for instance, has ¢ Haec dicit Dominus’ in the earlier chapters, *Sic
dicit Dominus’ in the later (cf. Tyconius, Rules, ed. Burkitt, p. 49
with p. 53)

If it is granted, then, that the evidence clearly points to the Greek
Jeremiah being the work of at least two translators, we may go on to inquire
whether any reason can be traced to account for this division of labour.
Do the translations form parts of a single undertaking, or are they quite
independent renderings, possibly separated by some distance of time,
and afterwards welded into a single whole? Was the Hebrew Jeremiah,

! Among the a words may be noted doeBeiv* and doéBea?, Sapfeipev* and
Sagpfopdt, Soripdlev’ and Sompactés!, saxia'®, kaxomoteiv?, kdxwoisd, karadvvaoTedent,
sAqpovopla Y, gopés”, boel”. Of B words attention may be called to dmoxAalestau?,
dmotpéxewv s (xli-xlvii), BopBeiv?, yévos®, Slvams® (at), Svvarést (from xxxix),
#yepdv 1 (from xlv = -w, elsewhere rendered dpxow), ka9d * (from xxxix), ¢éBos?
(xxx-xxxix),
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for the purposes of translation, divided more or less at haphazard into
two nearly equal parts, which were then assigned to different translators ?
In favour of a haphazard division may be urged the parallel case of the
LXX of Ezekiel. Since I first became aware of the distinction between
the two portions of the Greek Jeremiah, further investigation has
revealed the interesting fact that the LXX of Ezekiel also is not homo-
geneous.” Here again the hand of a second translator makes its appear-
ance half-way through the book, in the middle of the long prophecy
against Tyre. This second hand begins at Ezek. xxviii 1 and continues
to the end of Ezek. xxxix, where the first hand apparently resumes the
task. The proofs of this statement must be reserved till later. Itis

sufficient to note here the remarkable fact that a break occurs at almost
~ the same point in the Greek versions of each of these two prophetical
books. The facts are, however, not quite identical in the two cases.
In Jeremiah the work of the first translator seems to represent a distinct
whole ; he ends with the denunciation of Babylon, a section which,
‘when the chapters came to be rearranged (as I believe they were) by
the Massoretes, was still Kept as the most suitable conclusion for the
whole book. There are, as we shall see, other phenomena to be
accounted for here, and it may be argued that the division in this case
was not merely an arrangement made for convenience and expedition
in translation, but that we have in the LXX of Jeremiah a testimony to
at least two collections of his prophecies.

I have suggested that the evidence points to the existence of af leas# fwo
collections of prophecies of Jeremiah. For the portion which I have
called Jeremiah 8 almost certainly embraces more than one collection
of Hebrew matter, and it is just possible that some of these smaller
collections had been rendered into Greek independently, and that these
earlier renderings were made use of by the redactor of the whole Greek
collection ‘Jeremiah 8. Roughly speaking, the subdivisions of
Jeremiah 8 may be said to be (1) xxix—xxxi, (2) xxxii—xxxviii, (3) xxxix—
li. (1) is the second group of prophecies against foreign nations. This
group forms a kind of link between the two collections. While there is
a general agreement with the 8 vocabulary, many of the words charac-
teristic of the a portion also reappear. But it may be noted that the
use of these words is often differentiated in some way from their use in
a, as if the translator of chapters xxix—xxxi had read the existing render-
ing of the first twenty-eight chapters, and had imitated its vocabulary.
An instance of this is the use of the word *irapia ' (xxix 17 lrapia xapdias,
XXX 4 BUyarep iraplas), which is confined in the LXX to these chapters.
The word *irapds, as the rendering of ™3y, is confined in the LXX

! I use an asterisk to denote that a word occurs in the LXX only in the passages
referred to,
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to Jeremiah a (vi 23, xxvii 42). The substantive is due to imitation of
Jeremiah a: it does not appear to be due to identity of translator,
because the equivalent in a for 32w, rendered (fiyarep) irapias in xxx 4,
is (viol) dpearydres (iii 14) or émorpéporres (iii 22). Other instances of a
words occurring in 8 (1) are *dpdodor (xvii 27, xxx 27), *ovpyar (xxii 19,
xxix 21, Xxxi 33), rpurahid (a® and, representing another Hebrew word,
xxix 17). But I cannot claim to have satisfactorily worked out the
divisions of the second half of Jeremiah in the Greek, if such exist : and
it is possible to carry such arguments from style too far. The two
main divisions of the book are well marked, and a certain amount of
mixture of the two styles was inevitable when they came to be welded
together, and the difference of the styles was noted by redactors or
scribes.

Turning to the question of the priority of the Hebrew or Greek text
in the position and arrangement of the ‘foreign nations,’ I would call
attention to certain introductory clauses and editorial notes occurring
in the Massoretic text (and partially in the LXX), which, I believe, find
their true explanation in the arrangement of chapters in the Greek text.
These are as follows :—

Hebrew Greek

xlvi 1. The word of the Lord which came to  xxv 14
Jeremiah the prophet concerning the nations.
Of Egypt : concerning the army of Pharaoh-  xxvi 2
neco, &c.

13. The word that the Lord spake to J.  xxvi 13
the prophet, how that Neb. king of Bab.
should come and smite the land of Egypt.
xlvii 1. The word of the Lord that came to J. xxix 1 (beginning of

the prophet concerning the Philistines, before Jer. 8) 'Emi rovs dA-
that Pharaoh smote Gaza. Aopihovs
xlviii 1. Of Moab. xxxi 1

47. Thus far is the judgement of Moab. (not in the Greek:
’ Moab is the last of
the nations in the

LXX)
xlix 1. Of the children of Ammon, XXX I
7. Of Edom. xxix 8
23. Of Damascus. XXX 12

28. Of Kedar and of the kingdoms of xxx 6
Hazor which Neb. king of Bab. smote.

34. The word of the Lord that came to J.  xxvi 1
the prophet concerning Elam in the begin-
ning of the reign of Zedekiah king of Judah.
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Hebrew Greek
1 1. The word that the Lord spake con- xxviiI
cerning Babylon, concerning the land of the
Chaldaeans, by J. the prophet.
Yi 64. Thus far are the words of Jevemiak. . (clause not in the
Greek; end of
Jeremiah aq)

The points to which I would call attention are (1) that the introduc-
tory clause, *The word of the Lord which came’ or ‘the word that
the Lord spake ? is only found in the case of the three prophecies-(Elam,
Egypt, Babylon), which belong to Jeremiah a, and (in the Hebrew, but .
‘not in the LXX) in the section concerning the Philistines which opens
Jeremiah 8: (2) that the two glosses in the M. F., no doubt emanating
from the same hand, which indicate the end of the judgement of Moab
and the end of the words of Jeremiah, coincide in the Greek with the
close of the second group of foreign nations, and with the close of
Jeremiah a respectively. The inference to be drawn from this is that
the section-headings came into existence when the chapters were
arranged as in the LXX, and that the LXX arrangement, explaining, as
it does, these short prologues and epilogues, is older than the arrange-
ment of the M. T.

It is somewhat remarkable that at the very point in the Greek, at the
close of the denunciation of Babylon, where we have found that the
vocabulary alters, the M.T. appends the words, ‘And they shall be
weary. Thus far are the words of Jeremiah.’ If is true that in the
M. T. the denunciation of Babylon is placed practically at the close of
the whole book, being followed only by the historical appendix (chap.
lii), which appears to be taken from the end of the second book of
Kings. The note would therefore appear to stand in an appropriate
place in the M. T., and to indicate that, in the opinion of the editor or
redactor who added it, this historical appendix was no part of the work
of Jeremiah (Streane, Camb. Bible: Payne Smith, Speaker's Commentary).
The words ¢ And they shall be weary’ are out of place here, but they
occur just before in verse 58 ; this would seem to show that at one time
the note occurred after verse 58, and that the brief notice of the send-
ing of the book of ‘the words that are written concerning Babylon’ to
that city, and the symbolical sinking of it in the river Euphrates was,
along with chapter lii, excluded by the editor from the writings properly
belonging to Jeremiah (see Streane, Double text, p. 305 : Driver, Intro-
duction®, p. 252). But the scholion must be considered together with
the only other note of the kind which we find in the whole hook,
namely that occurring in the M. T. at the end of chap. xlviii Heb.
(xxxi Greek) ‘Thus far is the judgement of Moab.” There is no
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particular reason in the M.T. why the close of the prophecy against
Moab, which there stands third among the prophecies against the
nations, should be so carefully marked. But, as we have seen, in the
Greek Moab is the last-of the nations. Since, then, we have found that
the subscription to the Moab prophecy is more intelligible with the
LXX order of chapters, I venture to think that the explanation of the
similar note at the end of the Babylon prophecy is also to be sought in
the LXX.

The theory, then, which I would tentatively suggest to account for the
facts is as follows. In the third century B.c. the prophecies of Jeremiah
had been collected into two main groups. The first of these (i—xxviii in
the Greek) comprised prophecies mostly of an early date, to which had
been appended the prophecies directed against the three world-powers
Elam, Egypt, and Babylon. The second (xxxii-li in the Greek) contained
the prophecies and historical narratives for the most part belonging to
the latter part of Jeremiah’s life, and referring to the capture and the
events preceding the capture of Jerusalem. The second collection
was specially connected with Baruch ; it closed with the brief prophecy
addressed to him, and the older portion of the book of Baruch was
attached to it by way of appendix. The prophecies against the lesser
nations probably at first circulated separately, and were afterwards
grouped together without regard to systematic arrangement and prefixed
to the second collection. When the Greek translation of the prophetical
books was undertaken, at Alexandria, probably in the second centusy 8.c.,
these two main collections had not yet become united. The two Hebrew
collections were rendered by different translators. These translations
may have been made at the same time as parts of a single undertaking,
or possibly the second translation may have been made at a slightly
later date than the first. But it is not necessary to suppose that the
Greek Jeremiah was ever in circulation in the form of two distinct
books. The second translator’s work would probably, as soon as it
was made, be attached to the other portion. The second collection
was rendered from a text considerably shorter than the Massoretic
text! by an unskilled translator® employing a peculiar phraseology,
which is illustrated most often (where any Biblical illustration is found
at all) by the sapiential and other late books of the LXX. In the
second group of foreign nations (xxix-xxxi) he seems to have had before
him a Greek translation made by some one who was acquainted with the
first collection (i-xxviii), and to have incorporated it with slight altera-
tion in his own work. The note ‘hitherto are the words of Jeremiah’

! The divergences between Hebrew and Greek are most marked in the second
half of Jeremiah, especially in chaps, xxxiv-xxxvi (Streane, Double text, p. 194).
? Streane, ibid. p. 211, ’
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was added at the end of the first Hebrew collection whilst it still
circulated as a separate book, and a similar note was appended at the
end of the group of prophecies against the lesser nations. When
the collections were fused together, these notes remained in some
copies of the Hebrew text. The Massoretes, finding the first of these
-glosses standing in the middle of the book, naturally supposed that
there had been a disarrangement of subject-matter and transported the
denunciation of Babylon to the close of the whole book. This carried
with it the rest of the prophecies on foreign nations, and the opportunity
was at the same time taken to rearrange these in a more systematic
order. . :

I am aware that the latter part of this theory, as regards the editorial
note in chap. xxviii (li), is open to objection, but some such theory is
required to account for the facts. My proposed solution explains the
somewhat singular fact that a fresh translator begins at the very point
where a note in the M. T. states that the prophecy ends, and it offers an
explanation of the relegation of the ‘foreign nations’ to the end of the
book in the M. T. It does not, it is true, carry us back to the earliest
collections of Jeremiah’s prophecies. The prophecy on Babylon, which
closes the first collection, was, according to all recent critics, not the
work of Jeremiah (see e. g. Driver, /ntroduction®, pp. 250 f.). It may be
noticed that each group has its appropriate conclusion. The first ended
with the anathema upon Babylon and the story of the symbolical act by
which its doom was foretold. The second ended with the prophecy to
Baruch, the scribe and reputed literary executor of the prophet.

The theory that our book of Jeremiah is a compilation from older
collections is no new one. The opening verses of the book, as
commentators point out, bear witness to its gradual growth. ‘The
words of Jeremiah . . . to whom the word of the Lord came in the
days of Josiah the son of Amon, king of Judah, in the thirteenth year
of his reign. It came also in the days of Jehoiakim the son of Josiah,
king of Judah, unto the end of the eleventh year of Zedekiah the son of
Josiah, king of Judah ; unto the carrying away of Jerusalem captive in
the fifth month’ (i 1~3). The third verse or the last part of it may have
been added when the two main collections were united’. Dr. Driver
says ‘the large amount of variation between the LXX and the Massoretic
text may be most readily explained by the supposition that in some cases
Jeremiah’s writings were in circulation for a while as single prophecies, or
small groups of prophecies, in which variations might more easily arise
than after they were collected into a volume’ (Jn#rod. 254 f.).

Nor is the theory of two (or three) main collections entirely new,

! Bertholdt regards the verses as introductory to the first twenty-four chapters
only. But verse 3 b finds its explanation in xIvi 2, lii 5, 12.
VOL. 1V. S
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though the passages which have been adduced from Josephus and
Rabbinical writings to support it are of very doubtful validity.

Already in the eighteenth century J. G. Eichhorn had been led by the
differences between the arrangement of chapters in the Hebrew and
the LXX to maintain that the prophecies of Jeremiah were divided
into two books. These consisted, according to Eichhomn, of (1) chaps.
i—xxiv (of the Greek) followed by the ‘foreign nations’ group and
(2) chaps. xxxii-li: he thus included the whole of the ‘foreign nations’
group in the first book . Eichhorn’s theory was followed in the main by
Bertholdt®. The latter critic writes (op. cit. pp. 1457 f.) * There are some
very clear traces to hand that before the bringing together and edit-
ing of the present book of Jeremiah three separate collections of these
were already in existence, and that by the conglomeration (Zusammen-
JSiigung) of these with the addition of a few separate pieces the present
book has arisen, and moreover in a twofold form, as represented in the
Hebrew text and in the Alexandrian version. Down to Origen’s time
the prophecies of Jeremiah according to the Alexandrian version con-
sisted of two distinct parts, of which the first comprised chaps. i-xxiv,
and the second the rest of the book in the order of the Alexandrian
version. Hence Josephus speaks of two books of prophecies of Jeremiah.’
He goes on to argue that the division was not first made by the Greek
translators, but was found by them in their Hebrew original. His t&ree
earlier collections are (1) chaps. i—xxiv, (2) the foreign nations (two
different collections made in different places), (3) chaps. xxxii-li; the
later additions were chaps. xxv 1-13 and %xxii (=xxv 15-38 of the
Heb.). I cannot find what evidence Eichhorn and Bertholdt adduce
for the statement that a twofold division existed in the LXX down to
Origen’s time. But the theory of such a division finds a remarkable
confirmation in the double vocabulary, which appears to have escaped
their notice. This confirmatory evidence is a strong testimony to the
acuteness of these older critics.

The passage in Josephus, on which both Eichhorn and Bertholdt rely,
occurs in Anl. Jud. x 5. 1. After describing the death of Josiah the
historian proceeds: ‘lepepias 8¢ 6 mponrns émuhdeiov adrod guvérufe pélos
[fpnvnricdv], & kai péxpe viv Siapéves. ofros & mpodimys xai & péMhovra 7§
méher dewd mpoexnpufev év ypdppacs xataNrdy kal Ty viv ép’ fHudv yevopévny

1 Repertorium fiir biblische u. mo lindische Lilteratur, Leipzig, 1777, pp. 160
ff. ; Eichhorn, E¢nl, in das A. T., Lelpzlg, 1803, pt. iii, pp. 146 ff. See also Encye.
szl vol. ii, art. ¢ Jeremiah’ (to whlch I owe these references). The writer of that
article seems to be wrong in giving Eichhorn’s divisions as chaps. i-xxiv and
xxv-lii.

* Historisch-kritische Esnlestung in . . . Schriften des A. u. N. T, Erlangen,
18.3, pt. ii, pp. 1411-Y8.
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Aeecw tiv Te BaBulbros alpeaiv, 6\’; pévoy 8¢ ofros npaebéomice Tavra Tois
dxhos, AAAG kal & npodirys “Lelexinhos, s [39 om. SLVE Lat-] mpdrTos mept
roltwy 8lo BifBhovs ypdfras karéhumev. foav 8¢ of dlo g yéver iepeis, dAN' & pév
‘Iepeptins 'év ‘lepooorvpois dijyev kr.h. The passage appears to state that
Ezckiel wrote two books concerning the captivity and the fate of
Babylon, and that he wrote before Jeremiah (mparos). But the difficulty
of this interpretation is that Josephus could not have considered Ezekiel
the earlier writer of the two, nor can the reference be to the early division
of Ezekiel into chaps. i—xxxix and x]-xlviii, as the latter chapters contain
no reference to the exile. The writer of the article ¢ Jeremiah” in the
Encyl. Bibl thinks it probable that the words are a later gloss, but:
_ the phrase ypdyras xaréAimes recalls the style of the historian rather than
of the glossator. The difficulty of referring thé words to Ezekiel has
convinced Eichhorn and Bertholdt that Jeremiah is the subject of the
verb xaréhurer.  Eichhorn would accordingly regard ob pévoy 8¢ . . . 'Te(e
xiphos as a parenthesis. The meaning of the passage is very obscure, and
* it can only be adduced with very great hesitation in support of the theory
"of the division of Jeremiah into two books. Still, in the absence of any
satisfactory explanation of the words as referred to Ezekiel, I should be
inclined to think that Eichhorn’s explanation is not impossible, either
adopting his punctuation or regarding é mpéros as a corruption.

A passage in the Midrash entitled Sifré,” a commentary on Numbers
and Deuteronomy dating from the second century A.D., has also been
quoted in support of the theory which is here advocated. Edersheim in
his article on Josephus in the Dict. of Christian Biography (vol. iii,
P. 454), after referring to the passage in Josephus which we have been
considering, says, ‘A similar arrangement of Jeremiah into two books is
also mentioned in Jewish tradition (Sifré, ed. Friedmann, 64 a), although
it is difficult to explain the division, as the Rabbinists do, on the same
ground as that of the book of Ezekiel’ (. e. as a division of the prophecies
into those which predicted destruction and those which conveyed hope
and comfort). The passage in Sifré is a commentary on Deut. i 1,
*These are the words which Moses spake,’” &c., and the writer is arguing
that wherever the phrase ‘ these are the words of ’ such and such a person
occurs in Scripture, it always refers to a rebuke. After quoting Amos
i 1, the Sifré proceeds? ¢ Huic simile tu dicis, Et haec sunt verba quae
locutus est Jeremias super Israel et super Jehuda (= xxx 4, Heb.). Num
haec duntaxat prophetavit Jeremias? Nonne duos libros scripsit Jeremias
(o= an> o™ed 2 Nsrn)? Dictum est enim, Huc usque verba Jeremiae
(=li. 64 Heb.). Et cur dictum est “Haec sunt verba”? Sed hinc

* Scharer, H. J. P. i 1. 145.
* I quote from the Latin version in Ugolini, Thesaurus Ant. Sacr. vol. xv, col.
cccel (= Friedmann (®) 70).
S 2
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docemur fuisse verba increpationum. Dictum est enim, Vocem terroris
.« . ex ipsa salvabitur’ (= xxx 5, 6 Heb.). It was at first sight rather
remarkable, in view of the evidence of the LXX given above, to find
the passage ¢ Hitherto are the words of Jeremiah’ apparently quoted in
support of the statement that Jeremiah wrote two books. I have, how-
ever, had the advantage at this point of the opinion of Mr. Israel
Abrahams, Reader in Talmudic at Cambridge, who has kindly gone
into the whole passage of Sifré and a parallel passage in the Midrash
Yalkut, and has convinced me that the reference here is not to any
division of the prophecy of Jeremiah, but to the two books traditionally
assigned to him, viz. the prophecy and Lamentations. The passage
li 64 appears to be cited because it contains a definite statement that
Jeremiah wrote much more than is contained in chapter xxx, and not in
support of the statement about two books, the words b™mp 3 85m
MR 2N being as it were in parenthesis.

But though external evidence is lacking, I think the internal evidence
given above for the division into two books has considerable weight. It
must, however, be admitted that the parallel case of the two translators
employed in the rendering of Ezekiel, where the break does not coincide
with a break in the subject-matter, renders the interpretation here given
of the facts somewhat doubtful.

In concluding this part of my subject, I would add a few words with
regard to chap. lii. ‘The Greek of this chapter is, I am inclined to think,
by yet another (a third) translator’. The chapter is evidently in the -
nature of an appendix, being placed at the end of both Hebrew and
Greek texts. It is wanting in Cod. 41 of Holmes and Parsons, a MS of
the ninth or tenth century. The Hebrew has little in common with
the rest of the book of Jeremiah, so that a comparison of renderings
in this chapter and in the other parts of the book is difficult. But
I would call attention to the use of the Attic v in the verb ¢uhdrrew,
which occurs in this form only in this chapter in the whole of the LXX
(verse 24 in MS B, verse 31 A), and to the rendering of 733 by oA in
verse 33 : it is rendered by {udriov in chaps. xliii, xlviii and 1. It should
be added that the Greek is not taken from the Greek of 2 K. xxiv, xxv.

PS. I find that the Codex Alexandrinus contains a slight indication
of a break at the end of Jeremiah a. The closing words of chap. xxviii
do not occupy a whole line, and the remainder of the line is occupied
by a rough arabesque thus:

ENATWENAYTHN > > > > > > > > D
These arabesques are usually inserted only at the end of a book, not at
the end of an ordinary section. Codex A has them, however, in Jeremiah
also at xli 11, xlii fin., xlvi fin.; I do not find any other instances of

them in this book. :
1 So Bertholdt (op. cit. p. 1478),
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(2.) THE RELATION OF THE GREEK JEREMIAH TO THE
Book oF BarucH.

The book of Baruch, although only five chapters in length, is clearly
a composite work. It falls into two main sections i 1-iii 8 and iii 9-v g.
The former of these sections is a translation from a lost Hebrew original.
This is shown not only by the style and by the occurrence of mistaken
renderings which can only be explained by retranslation into Hebrew,
but also by the express mention of a Hebrew original in certain marginal
notes in the Syro-hexaplar text, stating that words in i 17 and ii 3 are
‘not in the Hebrew®’ On the other hand, there can be little doubt.
. that in the second part of the book the Greek is original. Schiirer’s
conclusion as to the formation of the book is that ¢its first half was
originally composed in Hebrew, then translated into Greek, and com-
pleted by the addition of the second half®’ Dr. Ryle and Dr. James
have shown, I think conclusively, that in the closing section of Baruch
(iv 36-v 9) use is made of the fifth of the Psalms of Solomon, the Greek
version of which is assigned by them to the last decade of the first
century B.c. They have thus been led to place the ‘re-edition’ or final
reduction of the book of Baruch to its present form in the period
following the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus®. The date of the first
portion is more doubtful. From the apparent use made of the book of
Daniel * it would seem to be not earlier than the Maccabean period,
to which date many commentators would assign it. Ewald, however,
followed by J. T. Marshall (art. ¢ Baruch’ in Hastings’ Bib/e Dict.), would
place it as early as 320 B.C., while on the other hand Schiirer, Kneucker
and others place it after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 a.Dp,, i.e. at
about the same time at which the latter portion was written and the
whole book was re-edited. It is, however, much more likely, and in
accordance with the practice of the time, that a writer wishing to console
his countrymen after the events of A.D. 70 would select an older and
not a contemporary writing to which to append his own composition ;
and moreover the early and unhesitating acceptance of the book by
Christian writers is difficult to explain, unless some portion at least of
the work is earlier than the close of the first century A.D.° I should then
on a priori grounds be inclined to assign to the first portion of Baruch
a date considerably earlier than that given by Schiirer and Kneucker.

} Ceriani, Monum. Sacra et Profana, tom. i, fasc. i (Milan, 1861).

® H. J. P. div. ii, vol. iii, 191I.

* The Psalms of Solomon, 1xxii ff,

* This, however, is disputed by J. T. Marshall (art. ‘Baruch,’ Hastings’ Bible
Dset.), who finds merely 'a use of an ancient form of prayer which has been incor-
porated in Daniel ix,

¢ Swete, Introduction to O. T. p. 275.
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The following evidence will, I think, prove that the Greek of Baruch
(first part) must be at least a century earlier.

The affinity between the Greek of the first portion of Baruch and the
Greek version of Jeremiah has been pointed out by several critics,
e.g. Nestle!, J. T. Marshall % and Kneucker?, the only question being
whether this is due to identity of translator or to imitation. What
has not been noticed is that the resemblance is practically confined to
that portion of the Greek Jeremiah which I have called Jeremiah B.
To show this I have appended what is, I think, a fairly complete list
of the LXX passages which illustrate the first two chapters of Baruch.

TasLe II.

Bar. i 9. The verse is almost identical with the LXX of Jer. xxiv 1,
except that reds Suvareis takes the place of rods mhovaiovs (mAnoiovs B*),
and the words «xai vév Aadw rijs yis are added. Awvards in Jer. only
occurs in the 8 portion (4 times in chaps. xxxix-li), as does also
the phrase ¢ Aadés ris yis (xl 9, xliv 2, lii 6, 25 &is). Aecopdrys
is a misrendering of =bL (‘locksmith’) occurring also in Jer.
XXxvi 2.

10. pdwa = [ as in Jer. [xvii 26] xlviii 5, but in the former
passage (xai fumdpara xal pdwa) the words xai pdvra are possibly
a doublet. Elsewhere the usual transliteration is pavad.

I11. NaBovy. .. kai .. Bakragdp viot alrov. Cf. Dan. v 2 ff.

13. odk dnéarperer 6 fupds K. Cf. Jer. xxiii 2o0.

14. éfayopevgar. Cf. Dan. €' ix 20.

15-18. The opening of the confession reads like a fusion of
Daniel ix 7-r10 (with some of Theodotion’s renderings) with Jer.
xlii 13 (dvfpdmg Tovda kal rois xarowx. 'Lep.: in Jer. a [five times, also
in xxxix 32] the phrase is ddpes 'L kai of xarowx, év ’Iep.) and Jer.
XXxXix 32 (xai rois {epedow fp. kal rols mpo. fpdv, not in Dan.).

17. (aloxbvy . .) Gy dpdpropev. Cf. Jer. li 23 dmd mpooédmov v
npdprere.

19. Cf. Dt. ix 7: 24 (dmeifodvres fre).

mpds & pi dr. Tis Pevis abrod (also in ii 5): Jer. xlix 13. For
mpods 76 pi (peculiar to Jer. B) see Table 1.

axedud¢ew not in LXX, used by Polyb. and Diod. in the sense
of ‘to be negligent.’

T Swete, fntroduction to O. T. p. 276, note 1, ¢ Dr. Nestle points out that Baruch
and Jeremiah seem to have been translated by the same hand, unless the translator
of Baruch deliberately copied the translator of Jeremiah.’

* Hastings’ B. D. ¢ There can be little doubt that he who translated Jeremiah
also translated Baruch i 1-iii 8, and probably found it in Hebrew attached to
Jeremiah.’ -

* Das Buch Baruck (1879), p. 83.
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20. éko\\#fy . . 7 dpd: cf. Dt. xxix 20. dpd: Jer. B (xlix 18, li 22).
Mave, radi abrod (cf. ii 20, 24, 28): Jer. B uses mdis in this connexion,
but Jer. a 8othos (Table I). The Pentateuch uses Oepdnwv. Sotva

. @s # #p. adrp: the anarthrous inf. is characteristic of Jer. 8.
Contrast Jer, xi 5 rob 8oivac , . kafbs (bs A) 7 7p. abm.

22. duwolg: in Jer. only at xxxviii 33. Contrast Jer. xxiii 17
mopedeaba: Tois JeNjpaoew abrdy (mhdvy kapdias abrov). épyd{eabar Beois
(l'i‘ZI f, 24 ¢ Bao, BnBuAﬁvo:):'lJp: so Jer. B (xxxiv 579 bis, 10,
XXXV 14, xxxvii 8., xli 14, xlvii 9). Jer. a uses dovAevew,
~(Cf. ii 24, 35) orioar Tdv Adyov: Jer. xxxv 6. .

2. xafd (also in i 6, ii 28): peculiar in Jer. to B portion (xxxix
42, xl 11 A, Ii 17, 30).

3. 70D ayely fuas dvlpwmor xr.: cf. ]er. xix g (where however
éaoros is used for v*x). Also Lev. xxvi 29, Dt. xxviii 35,

4. Omoxelpios: Jer. xlix 18.  eis dvaidioudy xal d8arov: a use of dB.
pecullar to Jer. 8 (Table I) ob déomep, abr. éxei (ii 13, 29): Jer.
XXXiX 37,

5. moxdre xai otk émdvw : cf. Dt. xxviii 13.

6. Dan. ix 7.

7. & édinoev K. éP’ Nuis, mdvra Ta kaxd rabra & f\Bev ép’ fpds. For
the relative sentence standing without any construction, cf. Jer.
xlix 19 & éAdA. K. é¢’ duas kT

8. 8ecigfar Tob wpoodmov Kuplov : J. xxxiii 19.

9. ypwyopewv émi (c. dat): J. v 6, xxxviii 28 i (c. acc.).

10. =i 18 repeated.

11. Kai viv Kipie: J. xliv 20. 85 ééfyayes . . abm: J. xxxix 21, 20.

12. fpdpr, foeB. 2. : Dan. ix 5 (LXX).

13. 8re kareheipbnuer SAiyo ; J. xlix 2.

14. 8énous: Jer. a® (not B).

15. 76 dv. gov émexhify éni’l. kai émi 16 yévos abrou (cf. ii 26 én’ abrg):
J. xxxix 34 and xli 15 (éni c. dat.). 76 yévos 'Topagh (= ) : J. xxxvi
32, xxxviii 1, 35, 37, xliii 31 [xlviii 1]; but in Jer. a (xxiii 8) o
onéppa L.

16. Dt. xxvi 15, Is. xxxvii 17 = 4 K. xix 16. c\ivew 1d ofs: Jer.
#°, also in xvii 22. In Jer. a the usual rendering of the Hebrew is
mpooéxew 15 ods (rois doiv), vii 24, 26, XXV 4.

18. ol 3f. oi &Kk, kal § Yuxh § mewdoa: from Dt. xxviii 65, but
with the reading mewdoa (as in J. xxxviii 25) in place of mxopémy
of Dt.

19. raraBdé\hew v fAeov: cf. mimrew (rd) #FAeos J. xliii 7, xliv 2o,
xlix 2, pinrew tov (rd) Eeov J. xlv 26, Dan. ix 20 (¢). This use of
éeos (= AN ‘supplication’) is confined in Jeremiah to the 8
portion,
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21. Ofrws elmev Kipios: in Jer. confined to B portion (Table I).
épyéleodas : see above.

23. éxheipew mojow : Cf. J. XxVi 28 momjaw éxhimeiv. €k woA. "lotda
xai e£wbev "Tep.—poviy vipdns : cf. Jer. xl 10f.  #wber = NIM (‘in
the streets’) in Jer. B (xl 10, li 6, 9, 17, 21), also in xi 6 (cf. xxviii
4); in Jer. a the Hebrew is usually correctly rendered by diodoc (or
680l) "lep. (i 28, v 1, vii 34, xiv 16). Xappooiwy: Jer. 8 (Table I).
eis &Barov dwd dvowotyrev=7J. xxxi g (A).

24. Tov éfevexfivar kTN, : a definite reference to J. viii 1, but with
the variant reading rémov for rdgwr of Jer.

25 a: J. xlili 30. & Apg xai év popep. kai év dmoarodjj : dmooTols
only thus (= 727) in J. xxxix 36 (Table I). ’Ev ouc. xai év X.: J.
xlv 2, xlix 17, 22, li 12, 18, 27. In Jer. a the phrase is év payaipa
xal év Apcs kal év avdre (xiv 12, &c.).

28. év fuépa évreirapévou cov. For the construction of participle
with pronoun dependent on juépa cf. J. xxxviii 32 év fjuépa émMaBo-
pévav pov, xliil 2 dop’ fis npépas Naknoavrds pov (sic), xIviii 4 7 Gpuépa i
Sevrépa mardfavros adrot ; and contrast J. xi 4 év fiuépa 7 dviyayov.

29. Boufinois is a dmaf Aeyduevov: the cognate verb BouSeiv is only
found in LXX in J. xxxi 36, xxxviii 35, and once in 1 Chron.

30. Aads okhgporpdxnhos: Ex. Dt.  dmowwousés in LXX only else-
where in Jer. [xxvi 19], xxxi 11,1 11 ; dnowia, which is also com-
mon in Jer. B, occurs below in Bar. iii 7, 8.

34. The first half of the verse is taken from Jer. xxxvii 3 with
the insertion of the names of the patriarchs ; with the latter half
cf. J. xxxvi-6 (oppivew there only in LXX).

35. Cf. J. xxxiv 40, xxxviii 33.

After this point in Baruch the only noteworthy coincidences with the
LXX of Jeremiah seem to be xappooiwy iv 23 and dyavpiapa iv 34 (the
latter word also occurs in Isaiah and Job). The Greek of the latter
part of Baruch is of an entirely different character, and is certainly by
another hand.

What we find then in the first half of Baruch is that it contains
a large number®of peculiar or mistaken renderings which are tonfined
to the latter half of Jeremiah. Where Jeremiah « and 8 have rendered
a constantly recurring phrase in different ways, it is always the 8 render-
ing which is selected by the Baruch translator. Not only so, but the
peculiar constructions of Jeremiah 8 (Bar. ii 7, 28), and its particles
(xadd) are repeated, and a derivative of a rare word in Jer. 8 is created
(B6uBnais). Even where the writer of the Hebrew Baruch is borrowing
from the first part of Jeremiah, the translator introduces words charac-
teristic of the second part (Bar. i g), or indicates a variant reading
(ii24). He inserts-a phrase of Jer.8 into a quotation from Deuteronomy



NOTES AND STUDIES 265

(ii 18). The phenomena admit, I think, of but one solution, namely
that the translator of Baruch is identical with the translator of the second
portion of Jeremiah. It must be remembered that he had before hifn a
Hebrew original which was a mosaic of phrases taken from Jeremiah.
It is out of the question to suppose that in the course of his work he
_carefully consulted an existing Greek version of the prophet to see how
every phrase had already been rendered. It is no doubt conceivable
that he might have made a very close study of the Greek version and
could produce a very faithful imitation of the style from memory. But
even so it remains unexplained why the imitation should be confined
to the latter part of Jeremiah, unless the version which he knew was
restricted to that portion of the prophet; and it is highly improbable
that the imitation should have extended to constructions such as we
find in Baruch ii 7 and 28, and to such a phrase as olrws elmey
Kipios 1,

If, then, as T think must be acknowledged, the translator of Baruch
(part I) is identical with the second of the translators of Jeremiah, we
have a clue to guide us towards the date when the Greek Jeremiah was
completed. The writer of Baruch was, I think it must be admitted,
acquainted with the book of Daniel, and the translator seems to have
" used a Greek version of Dan. ix 5—10. This brings our translator down
to about the close of the second century B.Cc. A certain lerminus ad
guem is afforded by the long quotation from Jer. xxxviii 31 ff. in the
Epistle to the Hebrews (viii 8 ff.). The writer of the Prologue to
Ecclesiasticus (about 132z B.c.) makes an indirect allusion to the exis-
tence of a translation of ‘the prophecies’ in his day?, but we are left in
doubt as to the extent of the collection. The second half of Jeremiah
may have been just rendered when the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus was
written : at any rate it was probably completed and attached to the
other portion not very long after that date®.

! Kneucker (p. 84) denies the identity of the translators of Jeremiah and Baruch.
But he has failed to distinguish the two translators of Jeremiah, and most of the
instances which he quotes are therefore not to the point. The most noteworthy
instance of dissimilarity quoted by him is kAlvew Tév dpov (Bar. ii 21) as contrasted
with elodyew (épBdArew) Tov TpdxnAov Jer. xxxiv 6, g, &c.

2 ob pdvov 82 TabTa, GAAG Kal adTds 6 ¥épos Kal al mpogpryTeias kal TA Aomd 1@V BiBAiwy
ob pukpdy Exer TAw Sagopdv &v EavTols Aeydpeva.

3 The absence of early quotations from the second part of Jeremiah is somewhat
remarkable, In the N. T, besides the passage in Hebrews the only certain refer-
ence is Matt. ii 18 (= Jer. xxxviii 15, with variants from the LXX text). In the
Apostolic Fathers, according to the index in the smaller edition of Lightfoot and
Harmer, there is no quotation from any chapter later than the twenty-fourth,
Justin only quotes from the earlier chapters. Clement of Alexandria and Irenaeus,
while quoting freely from the first part, have about five quotations each from the
second part.
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Whatever date we assign to the latter half of the book of Baruch, we
must, it seems, give a much earlier date to the first portion than that
proposed by Kneucker and Schiirer.

H. ST. JOEN THACKERAY.

(70 be continued.)

A MISUNDERSTOOD PASSAGE (ISAIAH xli 5-7).

8 The isles saw, and feared ; the ends of the carth trembled : they drew
near, and came. °They kelped every one kis neighbour ; and every one said
2o kis brother, Be of good courage. " So the carpenter encouraged the gold-
smith, and ke that smootheth with the hammer him that smiteth the anvil,
saying of the soldering, It is good: and ke fastened it with nails, that it
showld not be moved.

LAGARDE's conjecture that the passage Isa. xli 6, 7 is misplaced in all
our present texts, and that its original context is to be found in ch. xl
18—20, has of late met with marked favour. Profs. Duhm (2nd edit.,
1902) and Marti (19oo0) accept it without hesitation in their commen-
taries ; Dr. Cheyne follows it, with some corrections of reading, in his
Critical Edition of the Hebrew Text of Isaiak, 1899 ; and Prof. Skinner
in the Cambridge Bible (1898), who does not adopt it, shows plainly
that it appears to him to be a suggestion of weight.

And yet there is much to be said in favour of the present position of
the two verses, and possibly not all has yet been urged which might be
reasonably urged against their transposition. In the first place, though
hospitality may be found for Isa. xli 6, 7 with the earlier passage, xl 18-
20, it cannot be said that the new position provides a perfectly obvious
context. There is, indeed, no gap for these verses to occupy; the
Dutch scholar Oort and Dr. T. K. Abbott placed them gffer xl 20
(Cheyne, Jntroduction, p. 299), but the present tendency is to place them
before that verse. But neither position can they take without discomfort ;
the words b &5 (“ not be moved’) have an awkward sound at the end
of successive verses, and Dr. Cheyne accordingly omits them from xli 4
in his Critical Text. Moreover, on the theory that the passage xli 6, 7
originally stood after xl 1g or 2o no good reason can be given for its
removal to its present place. Presumably it was a pure accident with
nothing to explain it.

One more difficulty—a serious one—remains, Zx Aypothesi xli 5 is
an insertion the purpose of which is to connect the misplaced verses
(6, ) with their new context. But I hope to show later on that on the
one hand ver. 5 stands in a definite relation to ver. 2z, and on the other
that it is followed very appropriately by verses 6, 7. If ver. 5 be an



