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 the Journal of Theological Studies (old
series) can be found here:

https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles jts-os 01.php

pdfs are named: [Volume]_[15 page of article]


https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles_jts-os_01.php
https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

398 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

NOTES AND STUDIES

THE GREEK TRANSLATORS OF EZEKIEL!.

IN the last number of the JourNaL I drew attention to the difference
in style and vocabulary between the first and the second half of the
Greek Jeremiah. Iattempted to show that the most probable explanation
of this difference was the employment of two translators, the former of
whom undertook the rendering of i-xxviii, while the latter transiated
xxix-1i; the final chapter, it was suggested, might possibly be the wark
of yet a third hand. I found that there was a certain mixture of the
two vocabularies in the middle of the book, immediately before and
immediately after the point where the work of the first translator ended,
and that this mixture was also apparent to some extent in the later
chapters of the second portion. It was further shown that the hand of
the second translator of Jeremiah reappeared in the book of Baruch®
With greater hesitation I hazarded the conjecture that this division of
the Greek book into two parts might be traceable to an older division
of the Hebrew Jeremiah into two books, and might afford an explanation
of the different position assigned to certain chapters in the Greek and
in the Massoretic texts. I pointed out that some critics, who had
failed to notice the change in the style and vocabulary of the Greek
version, had nevertheless, on other, though perhaps insufficient, grounds,
been led to the conjecture that there were in pre-Christian times two
distinct Hebrew collections of the prophecies of Jeremiah. Lastly, it

! I had intended to follow up my previous paper with some remarks on the affinity
existing between the Greek versions of Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Minor Prophets,
and the contrast which they present to the Greek Isaiah. But the discovery of the two
bhands in Ezekiel seemed to deserve separate treatment, A few notes on the Greek
versions of the Prophets considered collectively are reserved for a later number of
the JoURNAL,

? Dr. Nestle has drawn my attention to the explanation which he has given of the
statement in the Syro-hexaplar text that certain words in Baruch are ‘pot in
the Hebrew,” namely that the Hebrew of Deuteronomy, not of Baruch, is intended
(see his article SxpruacINT in Hastings, B.D. iv 450 note 2). I am not yet con-
vinced that there was never a Hebrew original of the first half of Baruch: if
however, that view is correct, the second of the jeremiah translators scems to
bave been the author of Baruch (part I),
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was shown that the Codex Alexandrinus contained a slight indication
that the close of the twenty-eighth chapter was at one time regarded as
the conclusion of a book.

It was not until the proofs of my previous paper had been printed and
revised that I discovered that the Greek version of Ezekiel presented
certain features closely analogous to those which I had detected in the
Greek Jeremiah. Although I was able to refer to this discovery in
the final revise of my paper, and to some extent to modify what I had
written, I must confess that some parts of that paper might have been
otherwise worded, had the evidence as to Ezekiel been before me when
it was first undertaken.

As I have already briefly stated in my former paper, the Greek of
Ezekiel, as tested by style and vocabulary, falls into three parts:
(1) i—xxvii, which I shall call Ezek. a, (2) xxviii-xxxix, here referred
to as Ezek. 8, (3) xl-xlviii, here termed Ezek. y. Instead of the two
main divisions which we found in Jeremiah, we here find a threefold
division. But, as I hope to show, there are here, as in Jeremiah (excluding
the appendix), two translators and two only. While the second portion

of Ezekiel presents certain features peculiar to itself, in the third portion
we find a recurrence of the a phrases, which are absent from the 8
portion. In other words, the hand which translated Ezek. y is, in my
opinion, identical with the hand which translated Ezek. . The book
appears, like Jeremiah, to have been divided, for purposes of translation,
into two nearly equal parts, but, instead of the second hand continuing
to the end, as was the case in Jeremiah, the first translator resumed the
task when the difficult concluding section, containing the account of
the vision of the Temple, was reached. Even here there is not wanting
a slight parallel in Jeremiah, in that a certain mixture of the two
vocabularies may be traced in chapters xxxix to li of that book.

Table III, which follows, shows the most noteworthy differences
between Ezek. a and Ezek. 8. The size of the page would hardly admit
of the addition of another column devoted to the renderings in Ezek. .

But such a column is the less needed, as most of the Hebrew words and
phrases included in this table are, owing to the totally distinct subject-
matter of Ezek. y, entirely absent from that portion. It should be stated
that none of the 8 renderings shown in this table occur in y; where the
Hebrew word occurs at all in the y portion, it is the Greek version of q,
not of 8, that is employed. At the end of the table I have added lists
of (1) other peculiarities of Ezek. 8, (2) renderings common to Ezek. a
and Ezek. y, but absent from Ezek. 8, (3) the few instances of note-
worthy coincidence in the renderings of Ezek. a (mostly in xxvi-xxvii)
and Ezek. 8.  An asterisk indicates that the word or phrase to which it
s affixed is not found in the LXX except in the passages cited. The
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break, it will be seen, comes in the middle of the depunciation of, and
lamentation over Tyre (xxvi-xxviii), where the prophet turns from the
city itself to denounce its ‘ prince.’ Indeed it was the difference between
the appellation of the city in the earlier part of this section, where it is
rendered 24p, and that in the later part, where it becomes Tipos, that
first drew my attention to the change in the Greek style. The use of
certain distinctive prepositions and conjunctions by 8 on the one hand
and a and y on the other should be specially noted, as it is in these minos
parts of speech that the difference between writers or translators is wont
to reveal itself.

Tasre IIL
PHRAsES,
Hebrew Esgekiel a (i-xxvii) Esekiel 8 (xxviii—xxxix)
‘1. ‘(Prophesy  (spopirevcor mni) dpeis (wpodrfrevoos xal) elwdv 13
and) say’ alwaystoxxviiz[g4or  times from xxviii 13 o
(nnow) s times in 8] ; eiwérin xXxXiX I
arenders the imperat.
oR
2. ‘(They) shall lnyvéo(o'm)}&&n yréo(orra)) 3 dyd dm
know that yréo(orras) |} &n Képtos from xxviii 23
I am the dyd Képwos to xxvi 6 AQ to xxxix 28 passim
Lord’ (>  passim
Y K ’Breywborer is used along  "Emywédarardoes notocowr
with ysséeaxewr to render except twice as a 0. L
yT in Jer. q, Ez. aand in A
Min. Proph.
Auri is common in Jer.a, Awdrt occurs four times
Ez. a and y, Min. only after a verb, in
Proph. each case with a nar.
Ject. 3ri: omoce (xxxiv
11) without v, Z at the
opening of a sentence
Elw is regularly omitted Elu is regularly inserted
in the above-named  (omitted in xxxvi 38 B,
phrase in a xxxvii 14)
PLACE-NAMES.
3.0, MY Iép 10 times in xxvi- Tdpos xxvili-xxix. So in

xxvii
Only else in Jer, xxi 13
(Heb. =)

Jer. 8, Min. Proph., &c.
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4- ‘Tubal and 4 olpmaca xal T8 wapa- Méooy xal @cPd\ xxxii 26,

Meshech’

relvovra xxvii 13
Cf. Na.i § j ovpraca 230

xxxvili 2 (Méocoy BQ),
xxxix 1 (Méooy B, 8o8ép
A)

PrEPOSITIONS, CONJUNCTIONS, &C.

s. m330  and [xéxhw, xuxhéfev occurin  wepikdkAw 10 times from

cognate
words

6. (ox pr) e
7. (1 Sv) b

8. &b bN (in
oathsand as-
severations)

9. 3 ‘when’

VOL. 1V.

Ez.aB 1]

[40" S a B 4]

(82 Toéro in a 8 v]

In a and y 84 with ac-
cusative is only used
in the phrase 3 roiro

ddv pf xvii 16, 19, XX
33 A (§ pi» Q om. B)

o ph v 11 AQ (o ppv B)

usually & r¢ c. inf.

pd

xxvili 23 to xxxix 17.
Only else in Prophets
inIs. iv 5

*dweprdxhy xxxii 23 A

drri 1ol c. inf 5 times
from xxix g to xxxvi 6

drri rodrou xxviil 7, xxxiv
9. The use of dvri for
‘because’ (‘because of’)
—apart from its use in
the phrase d&vf &v—is
confined in the Pro-
phets to Ez. 8

In B b« with accusative,
apart from its use in
8. rotro, OCCUTS 1 4times
(xxviii 17-xxxix 25) as
the rendering of 3, , 5,
511, &c. These examples
include 3 instances of
& 1 (uf) c. inf.

e pfv 5 times from
xxxiii 27 to xxxviii 19.
(See Deissmann, Bible
Studies 205 = Neue
Bibelstudien 33.) The
phrase does not occur
again in the Prophetical
books except as a v. Z
in Is. xlv 23 and Ez. v
11 (see opp.)

Wrica &v xxxii g, xxxiii 33,
(xxxv 11 =WKI). Hrixa
does not occur else-
where in Ez, and it is
absent from Jer. and
Min. Prophets
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10. D'BIN
‘bands’

I1. NLLY, DO
and cognates

nann, 3Tn

1z, (M) N

na

13. T pi. ni.

4. YIp

15. W

16. n>1

MISCELLANEOUS.
ol drrihapBardpero xii 14

wapdrafis xvii 21
ddarviler iv 19, xx 26,
XXV 3
[Also xxx 7 (B jen
I‘“I‘-): xx 14 A (B
drodd), xxxvi 4 (roic
npnp.  kal Nparou.),
and in B8 xxxvi 34
&is, 35 dis, 36)
ddaropds g or 10 times
(iv—xxiii) [xxix 12 A]
&epnpoly vi 6, xii 20, xix
7 [xxxvi 4 B]

Buapwayh xxiii 46, xxv 7

Siapwdfewr vii 21 (dia-
Pleiper A)

THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

ol wepl (rwm) xxxviii 6 s,
g, Xxxix 4

oi perd (rivor) xxxviii 22

dpnpoiv xxix 12, xxx 7 bis,
xxxii 15, xxxiii 28, 2y,
XXXV 3, 7

épnpos 10 times (xxix-
xxxv)

éprpia xxxv 9

dwdlea xxix 9, 10, I3,
xxxii 1§

dpnpoir [xxvi 2, 19 and]
7 times (xxix-xxxviii)

dpmpla xxxv 4

oxdlor xxix 19, xxXViD
12 f.

oxvhederr [xxvi 12] xxix
19, xxxviii 312 £, xxxix
10

Cf. the renderings of Yow by oxidor, mporvopus), & posopeten.

Siaowelpawr  (v-xxii) 5
times. This verb in
8 usu. = PB
Siaonopwilew (v vi). In
aBy= 1q)
aloBéxeadas xi 17, xx 34,
41, xxii 19, 20 &is
émaurdyer xvi 37* B
(ovvdyer AQ)

xalds xvii 8, xx 25 (mpoo-
rdypara ob &), XXiv 4
[xxxiv 18]

Afipe xvii 6, 7, 23, xix
11 (and elsewhere for
other Heb. words)

Mrpdy XXiX 12, XXX 23, 26,
xxxvi 19 [xxvi 4 = al ]

owdyew [xvi 37 A, 37%]
xxviil 25, xxix 1 3, xxxi¥
13, xxxvii 21, xxxviii 8,
XXxix 17, 27

BB* 48poilew xxxvi 24

dyabés xxxiv 14 515, xxxvi
31 (ra émrpdeipara ipar
ri i dy.)

x\dBos xxxi 7, 9, 12 (and
elsewhere for other
Heb. words)

1 T use BB to denote the section xxxvi 24-38, on which see below.
! See below.

N e
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17. pm, pm xparaids iii g, 14, xx 33 f. loxupés [xxvi 17 AQ a
Suwvards iii 8 Hexaplaric  addition]
XXX 22, XXXiv 4, 16.

18. DW ‘to wepuéyew xvi §7 dripdler xxviii 24, 26,
contemn’ tmxaipar xxv 6 (?), 15 (?) xxxvi § (drpdoavres
(Aram.) (émix. éx Yuxijs) Yruxds)

BN’ ¢ con-
tempt’
19. 370 §idos xvi 40, xxili 47 pdxaipa 33 times from
[Bopdala o g0 circa] xxviii 7 to xxxix 23.
[Also v 2, 12, xxvi 6, 8,
9, 11]
20. %5n [tpavpatias a and 8] TerpavpaTiopéros Xxviii 23,
XXX 4, xxxii 28, 30 A,
xxxv 8
21. XY dmepnaria vii 20, xvi 49, IBpis xxx 6, 18, xxxii 12,
56 xxxiii 28

Other instances of words and usages in Esekiel peculiar fo the 8
portion, or practically peculiar to it (all instances occurring in the other
portions are noted) are as follows.

Tiyas® = M2 (M2 58) in xxxii and xxxix (other LXX renderings
are loxupds, e.g. in Jer. a and B, paxyris in Jer. a and Min. Proph,,
duvards, &c.): Boidos® = T2Y (mais in Ez. xlvi 17): ifeAéobm® = by, vbn
(a has cdfeav®: éifehéoba in vii 19 A is 2 Hexaplaric addition): foxaros®
{cf. the use of wépas in a): xaraBiBdfes* (and in xxvi 20): xaradovhoiw ?:
xarepyd{eofai® : rarowifew” (and in xxvi 20): Aourds ?® (xardhoumos a and 8):
use of the comparative mAelwr (= 39) in xxix 15 (Heb. M), xxxiii 24,
xxxvili 8: pipa’ = "31: oxém® = by, Yy (oxid aB): rapdooar® (in xxvi
18 A it occurs in a Hexaplaric addition): imd c. gen.®: ¢dpayf® (also in
vi 3). Another feature of the 8 portion, also found in the last two chapters
of the a portion, is the practice of placing a dependent genitive pronoun or
noun (oov, alrod, &c.) before sts governing moun. 1 do not find any
instances of this transposition before xxvi 11. From that point onwards
we have oov mdoas tés mhareias’ (xxVi 11), oov 7 Teixn (12), gov 70 xdAhos
(xxvii 11), oov # a,dia (xxviii 2), els yis Bdfos (xxxi 14, XxXii 24), év péoe
baxaipas rpavparidy (xxxii 20 : Heb. ‘them that are slain by the sword’:
contrast 21), of dedwxsres abrav pdBor (xxxii 24 : contrast 26 év 4B, atrav),
Hov 78 grdpa (xxxiil 22), oov rd pipara (32), pov rd mpdBara (xxxiv 6), tpav
vé pviuara (xxxvii 12), xal abroi uov éoovras Aads (27, pyb »)., Under

the same category may be placed certain slight deviations from the
Hebrew order such as xxvii 2 (vli dvfpdmov, xai ot), xxxiii 21 (FAbev &
dracwbels mpoe pé), XXXiv 24 (¢ péop abrév dpxwv), XXXV 8 (dmhfow Tov
Tpavparior Bovrols), XXXVi 2 (7uiv éyemifn: ?to avoid hiatus): but similar
Dda
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slight deviations occur occasionally in Ez. a and y. In the case of the
dependent genitive pronoun it should be noted that the transposed
order is only found intermittently, the position of the pronoun after its
governing noun being quite common even in Ez. 8. Later scribes may
however have replaced the more usual order in some of these passages ;
this is generally done in the MSS A and Q in the passages quoted above.

The following are some of the words and usages common to the a and y
portions, but absent from the B portion *.

*To aifpior (ix, x)* (x1, xlvii)%, dnévarrs (i-xxvi, xl, xlii), dmyolmeror
(xi-xxii, xlv ff.}, *3aohacidferr (xxi 14, xliii 2), éyyifer (vii-xxiii, xb—xlv:
usu, = W), domopedecbm (viii~xxvi, xlii-xlvi: = N), idiverr, éfaipesr,
éxdpavos -ov -a (i-xi, xlii~xlviii), fyodueros (a® y*), xard c. gen. (a® ¥°), xarérarr:
(i, i, xi, xl-xlvii), *xdhaois = Svap (xiv, xviii, xliv), xspn (a'y*: not else
in Prophets), xopvpi = N1 (o® ¥), rd »pipa (v-xx, xlili-xliv), & rpézos
(x—xxv, xl-xlviii), épaces, doris (a® y*: also once in 8 fws Srov = TY), Syns,
8 wapdmar c. neg. (a* y*: no Heb. equivalent), mapamupaivery, wapéf, the
historic present in the phrase wiwre dwt wpbowméy pov (ii-xi, xliii—xliv),
wpébupoy = NNB  (viii-xi, xliji=xlvii), woAn = Y@ (viii-xxvi, xl-xbwiii),
oxevos =903 (Ix-xxvii, xl: &mor in xxxii 27), ovwwreker usu. =V pi.
(iv-xxiii, xlii f.: owriea usu. =nd is confined to Ez. a, xi-xxii),
rdooay = DWW or DWW (iv-xxiv, xl-xliv), roixes = %p (iv-xxiii, xl-xliii),
tpiocds = (xxiii, xlii: only twice elsewhere in LXX) and rpiocoes
(xvi, xli : only 4 times else in LXX), imép and imepdrm, Umordrader (imoxdre
in aBy), iwboraoss,

There are also numerous instances, which need not be enumerated, of
words found only in the a portion ; their absence from the y portion is
due in most cases to the non-occurrence of the Hebrew phrase in the
concluding chapters, where the subject-matter is quite distinct from that
of the rest of the book.

So far I think I may claim to have established that the first twenty-
seven and the last nine chapters have been rendered into Greek by
a single hand, and that a second hand appears in the twelve chapters
xxviii-xxxix. The list last given includes some quite rare words, the use
of the historic present in one and the same phrase in the middle of
past tenses?, beside some not uncommon prepositions and other words
which are absent from the middle portion of the book. The reappearance
of the first style at the close of the book makes untenable, I think, the
hypothesis that the translator laid down his pen for a time and then on
resuming his work adopted a completely different style.

! Several of the Hebrew phrases, it is true, are absent from the 8 portion. But
this list is merely intended to prove the identity of translators a and +.
* The only other instances of the historic present in this book which I have noted

are viii 16 (spogavrotow) and ! xvii 8 (maiverar).
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There is only one noteworthy instance of an apparent difference
between the portions which I have called a and y. This difference
is found in the rendering of the Divine name ‘the Lord Gop’ ("™
). This title is characteristic of Ezekiel, in which book it is found
in the M. T. no less than 228 times. It appears, however, that in a very
large number of these cases the Hebrew which the translators had before
them contained only the single word mm!. The following table will
show the LXX renderings according to the A and B texts in the three

parts of the book.

Ez a Ez 8 Ez. y
B fext.
xs passim s x5
xs ks about 15 ks xs 35 times or
times or upwards upwards

(beginning at xii 10)
[(?) & & 85 dpar xx

[dauval xs in the

% () 6 about 16

5, xxi 24, 26] Pentecostal  lesson times (the article in-
xxxvi 32, 33, 37] serted in xliii, xliv,
omitted in xlv f.)
A Zlext.
ddwral xs 61 times ddawal ks 22 times d3aral xs only xlvi
(Hexaplaric). Also with the same vari- 16 &s é 65 (usually)
x5 xs ations as in a
xs 605

s # & 65 (doublet)
(?) s & s t-q—k
The B text is certainly the nearest to the original, and the result of
the table is to show that 8 rendered the double name by &s &5, y by «s
(8) 85, while q, in so far as his Hebrew contained the double name at all,
agreed rather with 8 than with y in his rendering of it. The difference
in this respect between the earlier and the later portions of the book
has, however, been noted already by Cornill, and he has argued that &»
(¢) 6s in the last part is the rendering not of *37% m™, but of B¥dX M,
and that Ezekiel by the use of the latter phrase at the end of his book
intended to bring his account of the new Jerusalem into connexion with
the story of Paradise in the early chapters of Genesis, of which that
combination of names is a distinctive feature (9. 7. p. 174). If Cornill
is right, there is no difference of rendering between a and y. In any
case there are a few instances in Ezek. o (B text) and several in the A text
of the rendering s é 6, and the phrase is one in which other parts of the
' See on this phrase Cornill, Das Buch des Proph. Esechiel (1886), pp. 172 fI.

In a and ¥ together he reckons that Codex B has &5 &5 58 times only as compared
with 301 instances of the double name in the M. T.
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LXX show a strange diversity of rendering. Thus in Amos we find
*s, Xs ks, ks 0 Us, xs ks 6 Os intermixed in an inextricable fashion. There
is certainly no reason here sufficient to overthrow the other numerous
reasons which have been put forward to prove that Ezek. e and Ezek y
are the work of one and the same hand.

In concluding these somewhat tedious but necessary lists, I must add
yet a further list of the few snstances where a peculiar word or plhrase fs
common fo the a and the B portions. (There are no noteworthy instances
of coincidence between the 8 and y portions.) The cases of coincidence
between the 8 portion and the chapters in the a portion earlier than the
twenty-sixth which seem to deserve notice only amount to four or five.
These are *dpporia (xxiii 42, a sort of transliteration of pon, ‘a multitude,’
and xxxvii 7, a paraphrastic rendering of DYY, ‘a bone’): éxdrepos
? = é&aoros (i 11 f. and xxxvii 7: N.B. these two a words occur in
immediate proximity in 8): *éxxevoiv pdyaipar, éxx. popcpaiar (v 2, 12, xii 14,
xxviii 7, xxx 11): *méAry (xxiii 24, xxvii 10, xxxViii 4 {., XXXiX Q) : FTHPiler
ro mpbowmor (a® 8°: but in xxxv 2 émorpéper 76 mpda.). These few instances
may be accounted for without difficulty. More numerous are the
instances of coincidence between the last two chapters of the a portion
(xxvi, xxvii) and the 8 portion. We have already noted an instance of
this in the position of the genitive pronoun, and others will be found
above in Table III. Here may be added dw’ o xxvi 2 B, xxviii 2 B
(the usual phrase is dvf’ &», which AQ read here also): émoyier xxvii
9+8%: xaraxalimrew Xxvi 10, 19, Xxxii 7, xxxviii 9: *orvymifer — DOT
xxvii 35, xxviii 19 AQ (B orerifew), xxxii 10 : owaywy? = 5p (rendered
dxhos in xvi, xvii, xxiii) xxvi, xxvii, xxxii~xxxviii : *xpnerés (Aifos) = =p*

xxvii 22 B (éehexrds A), xxviii 13. Were it not for the more striking
examples given in Table III, notably exx. 1 and 3 (the name of Tyre),
indicating that the division comes at the end of chapter xxvii, it might
be thought that we should rather place it at the end of chapter xxv.
The true explanation of this mixture of the two vocabularies in xxvi and
xxvii (to which a close parallel is to be traced in the central chapters
of Jeremiah) appears rather to be something like this. The second
translator, before beginning his own work, read over the last portion of
the work of his predecessor, starting not unnaturally at the opening
of the denunciation upon Tyre, the translation of which had been left
for him to complete. While reading over these pages, he introduced
some corrections of his own ; in particular, he was something of a stylist
with a nice ear for order of words, and objected to the too frequent
conclusion of a clause with a genitive pronoun. In these cases he
improved the rhythm of the sentence by a slight transposition.

It must not be supposed that either of the translators is entirely
consistent in his renderings. Exact consistency, such as was aimed at

|

i
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by the revisers of our English Authorised Version of the N. T., must not
be expected. I have already noted and suggested an explanation of
some inconsistencies in the closing chapters of Ezek. a. A similar
diversity of rendering may possibly be detected in its opening chapters,
as also in the opening chapters of Jer. a. At any rate it is only in the
opening of Ezek. a that we meet with éar dpa (== DN : ii 5, 7, iii 11 4f5),
dpiorepds (i 10, iv 4, but also in xxxix 3: eddrupos in xvi 46, xxi 16),
Badiewr (= 15.1: 19, iii 4, 11 : elsewhere mopetesfas in a and B, including
i and iii).

In Ez. 8 there is one section where the Greek markedly stands out
from that of its immediate context. It is the passage containing God’s
promise to give His people a new heart in place of their stony heart
(xxxvi 24-38). I shall refer to this section as 88. The following are the
distinctive features which I have noted in it.

xxxvi 24 dfpoivw = P3p pi. The Greek word occurs here only in
Ezek. For the renderings of the Hebrew word in a and 8 see Table
III, 14. The Hebrew is rendered by dépoi{err in Theodotion and
Symmachus in Ezek. xx 34, and in other books of the LXX in
dod.

Jb. yudy = PR, Taia here only in Ezekiel: the plur. of yax is
elsewhere rendered by x&pa:. But o'0’¢’ have ér rais yaias in Ezek.
xXix 12.

32 d3wral Kipios Bab 08 (xipios Kipios B®, xipios & Beds A), 33 and 37
ddoral Kipios B (xipios & 8eds and xipios Kipios & feds A) == mid TN
Throughout Ezek. a and 8 the constant rendering of the Hebrew phrase
in Cod. B is, as we have seen, xvpwos Kipios. Here only does this MS
introduce the Hexaplaric rendering. ‘A8ww»al Kipios is the rendering of
a'o’d in Ezek. vii g, xviii 23: in ii 4 § has d3wral IIIII.

34 &9 bvéro = wN nnn. The ordinary Greek phrase in Ezekiel for
‘because’ is the simple dv»f & : the compound phrase only occurs again
in the LXX in Deut. xxviii 6z and twice each in 2 and 4 Kingdoms,
where it is perbaps a Hexaplaric intrusion. It is used by Theodotion,
e.g. in Jer. xxxvi 19, 25.

34 mapodeVovros B (Biodetiorros A) = 73p. Hapodeliew is not used again in
the translated books of the LXX : but it renders 2y in ¢" e. g. in Ezek.
xxxiii 28. Awdeder (not attested in «'o’#) is similarly used in the LXX
in Ezek. v 14, xiv 15 and elsewhere : wdpodos (= mapedirns) occurs in

Ezek. xvi 15, 25.
35 mimos Tpuiis = P 1. Kimoes does not occur again in Ezek., which
uses mapddeioos instead (xxviii 13, xxxi 8 &5, 9). Knmos is, however, the
rendering of # in Ezek. xxviii 13 and of 4'¢ in xxxi 8.

38 yréaovrar 51 éyd (A éye elws) Kipios. The omission of elu in cod. B
is contrary to the regular practice of Ezek. 8 (Table III, 2). Contrast,
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just before the section 88, xxxvi 23, and, just after it, xxxvii 6, 13 (in 1.4
there should be no stop after the first Kipeos).

In this section then, in the text of the Vatican MS, we appear to
have a clear case of the influence of some other version, resembling that
of Theodotion. It had occurred to me that the appearance of this
fragment of another version in the middle of the LXX might be due to
lectionary usage, and it is satisfactory to discover some confirmation for
this conjecture. In a Lectionary in the British Museum of about the
eleventh century (Add. 11841 = Gregory Lect. Apost. 79) I find on
fol. 4770 the passage Ezek. xxxvi 24—28 given as the third of three lessons
for evensong on the day of Pentecost. The two lessons which precede
it are taken from Numb. xi 16-29 and Joel ii 23-32'. The Ezekiel
passage opens with the introductory formula Tdd¢ Aéye: Kopios, which takes
the place of the first «ai in verse 24. Otherwise the text agrees with that
of Codex Vaticanus save for slight differences, viz. yevear for yaior in verse
24 (so H. and P. 26 and 36), xofapiv G8wp for 3. xaf. in 25, & omitted
in 26, Only the first five out of the fifteen verses make up the lesson :
but doubtless the practice varied, and the following ten verses were
sometimes read. Indeed it appears that the whole passage with eight
more verses at the beginning (Ezek. xxxvi 16-38) was read at a very
early time as a lesson in the Jewish synagogue® The reading of
a prophetical lesson or Haphtara is considered by critics to have been
begun in the time of the Maccabees: at the end of every three verses
a translation in the language of the country was given. Is it too bold
to conjecture that a very early version of this section, resembling that of
Theodotion *, and used for lectionary purposes in the Jewish synagogue,
was incorporated by the translators? An alternative, but (to my mind)
a less satisfactory suggestion, is that the version of Theodotion, or one
resembling it, was used in the lessons of the Christian Church, and
that in some unexplained way the lesson for Pentecost has in this passage
supplanted the older version of the translators. The conjecture here
made may possibly throw light on other cases of mixture of texts in the
LXX.

! In our Prayer-book Ez. xxxvi 35-end is an alternative lesson for the evening
of Whit-Sunday. The passages from Numbers and Joel are read on the Monday
and Tuesday in Whitsun-week.

* See the art, ¢ Haftara’ in Hamburger, Real-Encyclopidie fiir Bibel und Talswud,
ii p. 337, The lesson is given as the one read ‘am Sabbat-Para’ (which seems to
be the second sabbath before the Passover). The use of three lessons from the
O.T., and none from the N.T,, on the evening of Pentecost, as attested in the
British Museum Lectionary, appears to have come down from a time when the Old
Testament was the only source from which lessons were drawn.

> We know that for some books of the O. T. such a version existed in pre-
Cbristian times,

Y
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We must return from this unique section to the consideration of the
main divisions of the Greek book, which, as we have seen, falls into three
parts. ‘There is the break at the end of xxvii and the break at the end
of xxxix. The second of these breaks coincides with a distinct change
in subject-matter. There-is an interval of over twelve years between
the date given in xl 1 and the last date previously mentioned (xxxiii 21).
The description of the Temple must at all times have been regarded as
a distinct section, and may have at one time formed a separate book '.

The case as regards the other dividing-line is different. The two

chapters which close Ezek. a, and the one which opens Ezek. 8, all
three being concerned with Tyre, would seem to be inseparable parts
of a single whole. There is no break in the subject-matter®. We
are not, however, without manuscript evidence for this point being
regarded, for whatever reason, as one where a fresh departure is made.
The Codex Marchalianus contains two early chapter-numberings in this
book. According to one of these arrangements (found also in Cod.
Vaticanus) the book is divided into fifty-six parts, according to the
other into twenty-five réuos. The end of our chapter xxvii coincides
with the close of a section in both these arrangements. According to
one system Ezek. a contains thirty-three sections or chapters, according
to the other thirteen. Moreover, in this MS the last words of chapter
xxvii are followed by two slanting lines, apparently indicating a pause.
1t will be noted that, with the division into twenty-five réuoi, a break at
the end of the thirteenth represents the nearest possible division of the
book into two parts containing an equal number of rduor.

It appears, then, that the break at the end of Ezekiel xxvii represents

a division of the book into two nearly equal parts, made without strict
regard to subject-matter. If we turn back again to Jeremiah, we are
struck by the fact that there too the break comes nearly at the halfway
point. If we take the pages of the Cambridge manual edition of the

LXX and those of the R. V. (minion 8vo, 1885) as a test, we get the
following result :

! Hastings, Dict. of the Bible, art. ¢ Ezekiel * (i 818) : ¢ This remarkable prophecy
[xxxviii f.], representing the utmost limit of E(2ekiel]’s prophetic vision, has the
appearance of being intended as a conclusion to the book. This fact, taken in con-
nexion with the long period of silence which follows, and a certain change of view
manifested in xI fl,, strongly suggests that the first edition of the prophecies really
ended here, the remaining section having been added afterwards as an appendix.’

? One small section, however (xxix 17-31), dated ‘in the seven and twentieth
Yyear,’ and recognizing error in a previous prediction (xxvi 12), is clearly later
than the rest. The dates given in Ezekiel are i 1 (the thirtieth year), i 2 (fifth
Year of Jehoiachin's captivity), viil 1 (sixth year), xx 1 (seventh), xxiv 1 (ninth),
xxvi 1 (eleventh), xxix 1 (tenth, LXX twelfth), xxix 17 (twenty-seventh), xxxi 1
(eleventh), xxxii 1 and 17 (twelfth), xxxiii 21 (twelfth ¢ of our captivity"), x! 1
(twenty-fifth ¢ of our captivity ').
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{]a’.a = 66 pp. Camb. LXX = 23} pp. R.V.
JCY.B+1=6O ” ’” 21%‘ ” ”»
{ EL a = 58 ” ” ’I% 123 ”
Ez. 8+y =53 , » 19* » 9
The coincidence can hardly be accidental. It suggests that the trans-
lators of these two books were guided by the same principle in the
apportionment of their work: and if that is the case, it is further
suggested that the translations were parts of 2 common undertaking,
and were made at the same time. In the case of Ezekiel, as we find
that one and the same hand has translated the beginning and . the end
of the book, while a second hand intervenes in the middle, it becomes
practically certain that these two Ezekiel translators were contempo-
raries. And the same is probably true of Jeremiah. The parallel
between the two cases leads me now to abandon the suggestion, pre-
viously made, that there may have been an interval of time between
the translations of Jer. a and Jer. 8.

We arrive at the result, then, that with a view to expediting the trans-
lation of these two prophetical books, each book was divided into two
parts, and two translators were set on to the work simultaneously.
Whether the translators already found a break in the middle of their
Hebrew texts, in other words, whether the Hebrew books were trans-
cribed on two separate rolls', must remain doubtful. I have given
some reasons for believing that such was the case in Jeremiah. The
translator who undertook the earlier part of each book appears to have
been the recognized leader and the more competent of the two. In
Jeremiah we have seen that the second worker was lacking in skill and
knowledge*®. Towards the end of his work we may perhaps trace indi-
cations of a revision by the first hand. In Ezekiel, although the
seoond hand is not so markedly inferior to the first, it is to be noticed
that the first translator took to himself the hardest portions of the book,
namely the chariot-vision in the first chapter, and the final section
which I have called y. These portions were, as Jerome tells us, con-
sidered so obscure that a Jew was not allowed to read them until he
had reached his thirtieth year?3,

! Some interesting remarks as to the influence of the length of the roll on the
division of Biblical books are to be found in Blau, Studien sum althebrdssches
Buchwesen und sur bibl, Lstf. (Strassburg, 190a).

* Witness his employment of Greek words of similar sound to the Hebrew,
where he was ignorant of the meaning of the latter. Ai3e, oi3e represent 171
(xxxi 33, xxxii 16); xepddas = wr vp (xxxi 31, 36); Tipwpiar = DYON (¢ guide-
posts,’ xxxviii 21); fws §3ov = jw v (xli 5, rightly rendered ofuos ¥¥me in xxii 18).

? Ep. liii ad Paulinum, ¢ Tertius [the third of the greater prophets] principia et
finem tantis habet obscuritatibus involuta ut apud Hebraeos istaec partes cum
exordio Geneseos ante annos triginta non legantur.' The same statement is
repeated in the short preface to his Commentary on Ezekicl.

LY
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It appears, after all, so far at least as these two books are concerned,
that there is some truth in the statement of Epiphanius! that #4¢ #rans-
éators mworked in pairs. The greater part of the story told by that
Father * of the translation and the cells is wildly extravagant and impro-
bable. But his statements with regard to the pairs of translators
deserve quotation. They were, he says, shut up two and two in thirty-
six cells (ér rpuixorra xai ¥ oixiokois, {vy) {vy) kara olkioxov) : the cells were
double (3irhois re alrods moujoas 3o 3o évéxhaoer): each pair had two
servants to cook for them, and shorthand writers, and so on. Then
comes the noteworthy statement that fo every pair was assigned one
book : éxdary ¥ (vyp BiBhos pia émedidoro, bs eimeiv §) Bifros s Tov xbopov
Tevéigews pud {vyy, 1 "Efodos radr vidy "lopajh 1 dAAp {vyf, 10 Aeviricdr 1§ ANp
xal xaBefis Ay Bifdos 7y MAp. He goes on to say that each Hebrew
book was circulated in turn to every pair (xard mepiodor éxdory {vyp dpun-
vevror émdidduerar), so that thirty-six independent renderings of the whole
Bible were produced, which were found to agree in the minutest
details ! In spite of the fabulous accretions which are attached to it,
it certainly looks as if in the statement that ‘to each pair was assigned
one book’ we have a tradition, with an element of truth in it, which
survived into the fourth century. How far the statement may be

applicable to other books of the Greek Bible is a question which awaits
further investigation.

H. St. J. THACKERAY.

ON SOME EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE
GREGORIANUM.

THE notes on which the following paper is based were taken during
the first half of the year 1895, a considerable portion of which was
devoted to a minute examination of the mass-books of an earlier date
than the tenth century in the Vatican Library, the Bibliothdque
Nationale, and at Cambrai. The object was personal: viz, if possible
to satisfy my mind in regard to a certain number of questions on
the answers to which must depend the history of public worship and
sacred rites in Western Europe from the sixth century to the tenth. As,
for instance, these: (1) is it possible to recognize with certainty the
Gregorianum in the actual state in which it was sent by Pope Hadrian
to Charles, and to define with exactness its contents? (2) If so, what

! Dr. Redpath recalled the story to my mind.

* In De mens. et pond. 3. A fragment only of the story is quoted by Wendland
in his edition of Aristeas, p. 139.



