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THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 

PROLEGOMENA TO THE TESTIMONIA OF 
ST CYPRIAN. II. 

(SeeJ. T.S. vi [January 1905] 246-270.) 

§ 6. THE OLD LATIN rORMS FOR THE NAMES EZEltIEL AND DANIItL. 

I COMMENCE this second portion of prolegomena with a supplemen­
tary note bearing on points raised in the first instalment of the 
series. 

In § I (pp. 252, 253), I stated my belief that St Cyprian quoted the 
Book of Daniel with the formula C apud Danihelum' (' Danielum '). and 
expressed a suspicion that the well marked variants C Ezechielem t. 
'Ezechiel' might represent two separate attempts to get rid of a third 
and unfamiliar form C Ezechielum', since the latter appears to have been 
the reading of the lost Verona MS, V. I should like now to call atten­
tion to the evidence of the MSS of some other Latin fathers, which seems 
to me to prove the point to demonstration in the case of Daniel, and 
in the case of Ezekiel at least to justify the enquiry. 

In the Greek the forms of the two names are of course indeclinable, 
'If'fju~~ A4V&~ (the form 8&4 A4V&7}MV in codex Bezae, Matt. xxiv IS. 
is doubtless due to the influence of the Latin column C per Danielum • ) : 
and when the Latin translators of the Bible had to introduce the riames 
into a new language, the proverbial three courses were open to them. 
They might either leave them, as in the Greek, without any distinction 
of case-endings: or they might Latinize them as proper names of the 
second declension, Ezechielum,l Ezechieli, Ezechielo, Danielum, Danieli, 
Danielo: or again in the third declension, Ezechielem, Ezechielis, 
Ezechieli, Ezechiele, Danielem, Danielis, Daniel~ Daniele. And com­
bination of these variations is so far possible that individual writers will 
as a matter of fact be found to use the name of the one propbet with 
case-endings, and of the other in the indeclinable form. • 

(I) In the New Testament the name Ezekiel never occurs, and that 
of Daniel only once, Matt. xxiv 15 C the abomination of desolation, 
spoken of by Daniel the prophet': for in the parallel passage of St Mark, 
xiii 140 the true reading omits the reference to the name of Daniel, and 
it is not found in either the Vulgate or the leading Old Latin MSS. 

• Let it be noted once for all that, eveD where the cases are dediDed. the 
nomiaative always reproduces the Greek form: Ezechielus, Danielus, are neftl' 
(ouDd. It may be well to make it dear farther that I am OD this occ:asion taltiDg DO 

notice ohariaDtI in orthograpby. 
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NOTES AND STUDIES 

. For St Matthew the authorities are as follows (k is not extant 
here) :-

a Daniel a I I. 
per Daniel e, !ren. t/. 
a Danielo I It g 1 Vulg. 
per Danielum tl k Iren. l /. 

The statement of authorities in this single passage is already enough to 
create the presumption that both the indeclinable form and those of the 
second declension are older than the forms of the third declension. 
Yd, owing I suppose to the influence of the VUlgate Old Testament, 
the editors of the Fathers have hitherto almost with unanimity refused 
to admit the second declension to a place in the text. Even in the case 
of the most modem editions, it is ordinarily from the apparatus rather 
than &om the text that the following considerable body of evidence 
has been amassed. I have no reason to suppose that the forms of the 
third declension are not original in Augustine and J erome: but in the 
eleven authorities that I now proceed to cite they find singularly scanty 
support.1 . 

(2) Cyprian (outside the Testimonia): 
till FIWhlIUIhIm § 8 (Hartel 329. 9) 'apud Ezechiel'. 
'I. bix § J2 (761. n) • per Ezechielem ' E M P ex sile"ho, 'per Ezeciel ' 

Q. • per Ezechielum' B. 
'I. 1xx § 1 (767. 16) I per Ezechielem ' L M P Q ex s;l .. I per Ezechielum' 

CR. 

1 It would not be candid to pus over without notice or discusaion the evidence 
ofTertu1lian: but it seems to me so entirely"'; gmnU that it will best be treated 
iD a note. So far as the evidence of moat of Ihe MSS can be trutted, Tertullian 
certaiDly ued the forms of the third declension (I quote only those treatiseI which 
have appared In the Vienna ~ vols. u, xlvii) : tM _1Iio 9 ' redeo ad DaDielem 
• • • dedit dens Danieli', 'Daniel in Iacu leonum esurienti', 10 I suadet Danielis 
'l1IOque arrumentum': tl. orwIioIN 25 • quod Danibeli legimus observatum': '" __ ..s 'trina iDa cum Daniele fratemitas': tM ptuliGlitJ 7 'poto Ezechielil est 
'0&': ,. ___ ~ 23 'secundum lohelem et Danihelem', 29 'accipe 
Eaecbielem " 30 • Ezechieli revelatur': tul"".". Jillm-Ift iv 10 'ipsi Danihel 
reYeIatus &lius • • • ex inltrumento Danihelil . • • apod DaDihelis prophetiam' , 
jy 16 ' per Ezechielem " iv 17 'sequentia EzechieUs'. But there are three thinp to 
lie said: (t) iD two cases, '" Ni"". 9, _. MlitT. iv 10, the indeclinable' Daniel' 
is cnen in the MSS for the dative: (3) in the only fintt class MS ofTertullian, the 
tocIa Agobardinns (PariLIat. J6aa), though it is true • cum Daniele' is found once, 
• __ ..s, yet 'Danihelum' is also found once, ~ 8 'Danihelum .•• feritas 
Ieonum devorasset': (3) Tertullian's general fondness for giviDg to HebRW names 
c.e-endings aceording to the third declension robs bis evidence of much of its 
weight. We find in him • ItnheU.'. ' Israhele ' • • Aaronem " • Samuelem " • Saulis,' 
'SioDia', and the like, which can hardly have been ever in general use in Latin 
CIaristiu cirda, aDd were certainly not used by St Cyprian. 
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64 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 

el. luv § 3 (81 I. 21) '&ecbielem et Danielem' E I M u sil, 'Ezechie.. 
lem et Danihelum' Q.I 

[Test. ill 20 (137. 30 S. IS: a passage found only in W, therefore not 
genuine, but doubtless a very early addition) 'Danihelum I tw W, 
, Danielem' *' HarteL] 

(3) tU PastAa tf»llPllhu, of A.D. 243, § 13 (Hartel, appendix 261. I) 

• aagelum Dei meminimus Danielo dixisse'. 
(4) Irenaeus, Latin version of, according to the readings of the ClennOllt 

MS (the oldest and by far the best MS of Irenaeus: the editors give 
c:onsistently the third declension) : 
1IIifJ. ""w. IV xx 10' per Aezechiel'. 

I xix 2 'et Danihelum autem hoc idem significare'. 
IV xx 11' sicut in Danielo scriptum est '. 

xxvi I ' Danihelo propbetae dicebatur'. 
'quemadmodum dictum est a Danihelo '. 

V xxv 2 'pe! Danihel prophetam' Matt. xxiv IS. 
DV 5 'quae a Danibelo propbetata sunt '. 

, per Danihelum [Danihelo C·] propbetam I 
Matt. xxiv IS. 

'Danihelo autem angelus Gabrihel exsolutionem 
uisionum fecit '. 

xxvi I 'quae a Danihelo uisa sunt'. 
(5) Lucifer (ed. Hartel: vol. xiv of the Vienna CorpIIs &rill. Eal. 

Lal.). The solitary MS is Vat. Reg. 133, saec. ix-x. 
227. 16 'dicit Deus ad Ezechielem I. 
229. 13 'percurre reliqua Ezechiel propbetae'. 
164. 8 ' accipe quae referat Danihel liber' (' Danihel' is 

InsllmaIJly gmitiw, and ""I ~, Aen). 
24 'praestitit . . Danihelo deuotissimo suo '. 

165. 28 'numquid uel hos ••. per Danihelem Spiritus sanctus 
inauditos damnauit ? legimus etenim gloriosum 
Danihel dixisse '. 

167. 5 'per Danihel audierunt'. 
273. 18 'considera . . . sanctissimi etiam prophetae Danihelis 

librum'. 
It may be doubted whether the vagaries of usage here are due to 

scribes or to the author himself: I rather suspect that Lucifer wrote 

1 I may illustrate the defectivenea of our printed texts from tk op. " n. § I I 

(HuteI 382. 8), where the editor prints 'DanieU', though the apparatus notes 
, Daniel 5, Danihel W G ': I can add from my own inspection of F, the fifth· 
century MS at Turin (G v 37)-1 do not know whether or no it has survived the 
fire-tbat it too has 'Daniel', though Hmel's silence would have suggested that 
it read' DanieU '. 
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• Eaechiel ' and 'Danihel ' indeclinably throughout, and not only, as the 
MS makes him do, in four out of the eight passages. 

(6) Hilary, if we may generalize from the very small number of 
instances I have been able to find in the Commentary of the Psalms-­
the only part of Hilary that is yet published in the Vienna COI'pIIs 
(101. uii}-used the indeclinable form for Ezekiel, the forms of the 
second declension for Daniel. 

ill ps. In § 15 (259. II) 'ad Ezechiel'. 
cxviii PHE § 3 (50S. 2) 'ad Danielum '. 
cu § 4 (s61. 14) 'secundum Danielum'. 
czxiv § 3 (s990 7) • in Danielo '. 
cxuviii § 44 (77s. S) 'in Ezechiel dictum I'. 

b) Optatus (ed. Ziwsa: vol. xxvi of the Vienna Corpus). 
The construction of a consistent text for Optatus is particularly diffi­

cult, because only one of the older MSS, Remensis 221, saec. ix ineunt. 
(It), is complete: a Petersburg MS, saec. v-vi (P), contains the first 
two books: an Orleans fragment, saec. vii (A), the first part of the 
seventh book: a Paris MS, saec. xi (C), half the sixth and the whole 
of the seventh. But it will be seen that the net balapce of evidence 
in fa'fOUJ' of the forms of the second declension is incontestable. 
i 2 (4- I I) 'per Ezechielum prophetam ' P. 
ii 5 (40' IS) 'in Ezechielo propheta • PR. 
ii 24 (61. 13) 'in Ezechielo [Ezechilo p.] profeta' P. 

z6 (66. 10) 'per Ezechielem prophetam' P ex silentio. 
iii 3, 10 (75. IS. 76. S. 94. 13) R alone is extant of the four MSS 

named, and gives on each occasion (as it does elsewhere for Ezekiel, 
except 40. IS) the third declension. 

tU I (I64. 7) 'per Ezechielum prophetam' A C. 
(164. 16) 'per Ezechielum' A C. 

iD 3 (79. IS, 21; So. IS, 16, 21): in these passages, the only ones 
which help us with Daniel, R is again the only older MS extant, 
but this time its evidence is preponderant for the forms of the 
second declension: ' Danihelo' ablative, , Danihelo ' dative, 
'Danielis' (ex silentio) genitive, 'Danihelo' dative, 'Danihelo' 
ablative. 

To sum up the evidence for Optatus: P '1., A Ill' C 1/ .. give Ezekiel in 
the second declension, against R 1/,; but R itself gives Daniel 'I. in the 
same declension, and we cannot doubt that Optatus, in spite of his 
editor, used the forms of the second declension for the names of both 
prophets. 

J It is iastructive to note that the Benedictine editor of Hilary was struck by the 
IllUUlCript evidence for • Danielum', • Danielo': compare his notes lid 10«. rill_ 
(ed. Veroaa, i 387, 427,4:;3). 

VOL. IX. F 
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(8) Ambrose apparently used the indeclinable forms: see for instance 
in Schenkl's edition of the commentary on St Luke's Gospel (voL xxxii, 
part 4t of the Vienna Ctwp"s) 234. 18 'ad Ezechiel " 463. 7 'secundum 
Danihel'. 

(9) Tyconius Li!Jw Repla",,,. (ed. Burkitt in Tuts awJ ShIdies 
III i). The two MSS used by the editor are Remensis lat. 364, saec. 
ix (R), and Vaticanus Reginae 590, saec. x (V): the former he is no 
doubt right in preferring on the whole, but he appears to have unduly 
depreciated the value of the latter. 
p. 32 1. 13 Ezechielum V Hiezechielum RS ( ••• zechielem R*) 

34 15 Ezechielo V* Hiezechielo R I SII}' nu : Ezecbiel V-
40 13 Ezecbielo V Hiezechielo R 
43 30 Ezecbielum V* Ezechihelum R VS 
65 16 Ezechihel V Hiezechiel R 
73 11 Ezechihelum V Hiezechielem R 
74 11 Ezechihelum V Ezechielem R 
74 16 Ezechihelum V Ezechielem R 
77 15 Ezechihelum V Ezechielem R 

p. 2 1. 15 rubric IN DANIELO R 
67 9 Danihelum V Danihelem R (quotation from Matt. xxiv 15) 
77 19 Danihelo V Danihele R (quotation from Ezech.xxviii 3) 
79 7 Danihelo V Danihele R" It .. 

79 7/Jis Danihelo V Danihele R 
Here the one MS gives both prophets regularly in the second declen­
sion, with occasional support from the other; and considering the obvious 
tendency for the substitution of the better known forms (better known, 
that is, at the time the MSS were copied), it may confidently be claimed 
that, like his Mrican contemporary Optatus, Tyconius used the forms 
in the second declension only. The editor, however, has preferred the 
third declension throughout. 

(10) Speculum or ". (ed. Weihrich, vol. xii of the Vienna Cwp.u). 
For Daniel the form • Danihelo' is supported by all the MSS, and is 
beyond question: for Ezekiel the MSS, as so often in the SjImIl"".. 
fall into two groups, S (which is, it may be noted, the same MS as A of 
St Cyprian's Teshmo"ia) always supporting the indeclinable' Ezechiel " 
while the other MSS alternate between 'Ezechiel' and 'Ezechielo·. 
But in no case is there any question of the forms of the third declension. 

(11) Eucherius (ed. Wotke, vol. xxxi of the Vienna CorjIIs). The 
oldest MS of the Fo"""lae, S-Sessorianus lxxvii, now in the Biblioteca 
Vittorio Emanuele-gives once (with one other MS) 'in Ezechielo' 
22. 7, though once also it appears to support the 'in Ezecbiele' 
of the rest, 59. 22. 

(12) The Alte,~alio Simoms et Tlleoplzi/j (ed. Bratke, vol. xlv of the 
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Vieuna CtwpllS) gives clear evidence of the survival of the older usage 
well on into the fifth century: 34. 12 'Ezechielum prophetam': 13. 1 

'auctorem Danihelum', 42. 9 'apud Danihelum', 52. 4 'lege Dani­
he1um'. 

The net result of this enquiry is, up to a certain point, very clear. 
Not till after the middle of the fourth century-if we except the confused 
and uncertain evidence of the MSS of Tertullian-do any indubitable 
baces of the forms in the third declension emerge. Perhaps Ambrosiaster 
is the earliest author that can be cited on this side I: it is not till the fifth 
century that the new type predominates. Of older authors the inde­
clinable usage is that of Lucifer and Ambrose, in other words of Italy in 
the fourth century. On the other hand the tk Rase/uJ annpuhu, the 
Latin translator of Irenaeus, Optatus, Hilary, the Speculum, and prob­
ably Tyconius, use the second declension in the case of Daniel, and 
I cannot doubt that we ought to add St Cyprian to this list: for Ezekiel 
the indeclinable form seems to be that of Irenaeus and Hilary, but the 
second declension has the support of the Mricans Optatus and Tyconius, 
and this consideration must exercise a reflex effect on our estimate of the 
probabilities of its correctness in St Cyprian. 

On the whole, then, in the case of Daniel the evidence, both in the 
Cyprianic MSS and in the early Latin fathers generally, in favour of 
the forms in the second declension is sufficient to remove all ground for 
hesitation. In the case of Ezekiel the evidence for the parallel forms, 
whether in 5t Cyprian or outside, is definitely less: it is possible that 
other authors besides 5t Hilary and the translator of 5t Irenaeus used 
the second declension for the name Daniel without doing the same 
thing for Ezekiel: and though I think it probable that St Cyprian 
wrote 'Ezechielum " I should still a little doubt whether the conclusion 
is certain enough to warrant an editor in introducing this form into 
thetext. 

'7. ORTHOGRAPHY OF PROPER NAMES IN THE BIBLICAL TEXT OF 

THE TESTIMONIA.' 

[Since the publication of the first part of these Prolegomena I have 
re-collated myself the Crawford-Manchester MS (X), and have added 

I I Ieana from Mr Souter that there is evidence both for the indeclinable form 
'Ezechiel' iD the ablative, QuaM. xli I, cvi 9, and for the second declension 
• DaaibeJo ' in the dative, in Ro ... iii 31, QuMst. xliv 14. 

I Names occ:arriDg only in the formulae of quotation of biblical books are excluded, 
IS having already been dealt with in § I of these Prolegomena. References riven 
witbiu aquare brackets are to passages where the names are given in St Cyprian's 
IIIIIUqe and not in a definite quotation. 

FZ 
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to my list \vi 247, 248) the reaamgs of a SQ.;OIlU .)x.ord S, ,-1.U __ 

'18C 10 sa . X 

V-"OIl' see '.Aron' 
A'udetlageJ \Dan. in 14, nom.il& ve) 21. 4: ALJen __ .Ig U 
A: 11 r S. , mi .tiv 1- '"1l Ul C -""!U al! in St r..prllD in 

oblique cases without case-endings: accusative 421. 24, 660. 6, 668_ 4· 
AWlln B6. {I ~'g. i , n iLtiv I 84 I. A m r' 'blJ 
zi 'R'Ab 'nn er'U.I 
Abraham, Abrahae. 

om ..ab • br. am [4 I ~ 4 18.' A '8.1l R I2 9 r 5 
(' Hab-mr 'X*)· 166 6" Ab"".ha.' P 'Habraham' X). 

vocative' Abraham' 67. 8: 134. 10 (' abl ... UUu' X ). 
:c\I tiv' ral m 4. : [7. :'A rali \' ')]: 2 19 "H 

braham' X). 
genitive. (I] A .ah...e' .. 4. (' ab ha L ' ab __ le M, 

3. (' --l1.b ha T*'. ')' br 'la " Iy' th p"~e' of Abta-
ham, Isaac, and ]acob', and therefore probably by assimdatlon to the 

o dec na er_me . 8 1 ,EXt~. i 6: A lh: ' 'H br. am 
*) 4 3.1 UC 'DC 7:' Ab h 'P' Habmh'UIl 'X} 

dative • Abmbae' 44- 3 (' Habrahe M): [52. ISJ. 
lae bha 44ALh' .1 

Ar-on other early authoriti~, k has' Abr.lh:am· in the ablative '/" 
'AbrarUle in the gemtlve and uative, excep Mc. xi 6 b . ...hA 

Le co·, us m y I 'ee' g 'th t pri-n, n ~llia" 
anin the genitive is' Abrahae' except in tract, ii (37, IS) 'deus Abraham 

eus S8.l. de I b, is dis net n ic h es pE th 
tic of he ew 'r"kI- u s r ~ la 'fIa and vi ' tes 'iUl otherwise 

valuable collection of matenal. 
In y ni th a ti is Ab ha • I 1. urk t 2 1 I - th 
niti ea d (I .. tive regnlarl 'Abl'ahlle ',' The Lyons Heptateuch gives 

'Abrahae usually, Abmhwn' ucC8.:slonally, for t e genitive ill. d.. 've, 

A a A .as 3' (I vi' 0: ,cc' 'A ha A* * u' 'A har' 
o U • Ahas' M 'Achoz' B 'Achaz' AI V P T W X ' Achab' R: 74, I 

( s, vu 12 ,no ,) c ' 'A cru._' A 'A has M ~V/ 'A az 
'B P W " ch 
It might be doubted here whether ' Achas' was not rather the right 

I Hartel should, I think, have pnnted the words • et appeIlauit nomen ei 
n zer 'd I 's ili or' a uo ion T 'pis ux:'" to 'vw-

actually in use as an equivalent of Al90s .,.olllJOfIflw 1I proved by Jerome s notIce in 
v io f seb' s's pl 1'''' trii wo I'QII A ez q , rp laW 

lapis adiutorii [the Vulgate phrue] siue lapis auxiliator', 
I lie I e tic on xc tio bu c ot Y h d 0 it. 

I, I reckon tbe numbers to be for the genitive Abraham '/1 .. Abrahae 11/1" (or the 
IV br e m bra m I. 

gili; by IL IX 
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rtIding than • Acba ': but the analogy of • Iona' ·and 'Iuda' is in 
favour of the latter alternative. On the other hand 'Achas' is found 
iD je PaSlAa lIIIIIprdws § 11, and in Matt. i 9 according to j • lothas 
pIluit Acbaos et Achas genuitEzecian I ('Acbaz' afVulg.: def.ltle).l 
The oldest (sixth century) MS of Eucherius of Lyons-voL xxxi of the 
Vienaa emp.s, 142. 21-giVes 'Abac " perhaps for' Acha '. 

Adam nominative [45. 20]: 152.9 Ins. 
MX:US&tive I SS. 4-

There appear to be no passages from which the form of the genitive 
and dative can be established: but presumably' Abraham' 'Abrahae' 
fouDd its parallel in 'Adam' • Adae'. The ablative 'Adam' occun 
Bo.t. 17· 

Aegptua 39. I (' Egipt.' T): 39. 9: 46• 23·: 68. 15: 69. 13 
('Aegipt.' W): 75.2: 90.16. 

A8&biopum 68. 15 (' Ethiopum I P). 
Ama1eo or Amaleoh [83. 14]: [83. 16]: [89. 10]: S9- 12: 89· IS: 

8g. 19: go. 2. ' Amalech' is the form always given by A LOT. 
'Amalec' by X and (where extant) P : R U give now one, now the other. 
'Amalec' is also given by S (cod. Paris. lat. 10592, saec. vi) in the fill 
FlrbtIllJlMIII.330. [IS], 23. 331.3,6: so too the Lyons Heptateuch with 
110 ezception that I have noticed except Num. xiii 30. 

Compare' Enoc ' and • Melchisedech '. 
AnDa: accusative ' Annam ' [53. 5]. 
ADDaniM 151. 2. So ALP R T W: 'Ananias' only in BM 0 U X. 

'ADnanias'is the name of the Damascene Christian of Acts ix 10-16 
iD the Fleury palimpsest. 

AlOIl [38. 22]: 89. 17. The reading' Aron' rests on few. but those 
the most ancient, authorities: in the first case A V, in the second A, in 
the u FtJrlullllium (331. I) S. With these agree not only the Lyons 
lleptateuch, but also the Munich and Wiirzburg fragments of the O. T.: 
so too the sixth-century MS of Eucherius (42. 2). As in the case 
.. Isaac, BeelzebuI, Bethleem, I believe the first Latin translators 
ilstinctively avoided the double vowel, as alien to the genius of their 
IIagaage. An alternative form, prompted as I think by the same instinct, 
is' Aharon " which is found in the earliest MS of Optatus (ed. Ziwsa 24. I, 
60·7) and at least sometimes in the unique MS of Lucifer {ed. Hartel 
210. IS, 211. I}. 

AllJriaram 69' 12 (' Asyriorum' R). 
Aaari.u 151. 2. 

Bahal 39. 11: 39. 12. In the former instance' Bahal ' is supported 
by A B M pt U (V), in the latter by A P U (V). The other MSS have 
'Baal', except R·, which both times gives 'Bal' [' in ltala et in 

1 Add from tbe n.-..... ~ WiIt_ JordaDes R_ Sf 52, 53-
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vetustioribus codicibus fere semper Bahal scribitur ' nu. lUre. 
laI.]. 

The Lyons Heptateuch has always 'Bahalim' or 'Bahal': 'BabaI' 
also in Priscillian (19. 13), Lucifer (94. 21, 95. 19: 218. 2 'serum 
Babal': 224.3 'excelso illi Bahal': but 223. 19 'Bahali et soli et 
lunae'). 

Balllebul 172. 2. So AOV and possibly L*: 'Beizebul' U 
, Belzezul ' B 'Beelzebul' R W 'Belzebub' L' P X 'Beelzebub' M T, 

'Be1zebul'is read by."" in this passage (Matt. x 25), 'Velzebul' 
by", 'Bee1zebul' by aj. Similarly the Greek authorities, so far as we 
have them, are divided only between Bff'.POOA. and BffACqloUA.: if 
St Jerome in the Vulgate, and the Syriac Versions, agree independently 
in the rendering 'Beelzebub', this must be treated as an intentional 
departure from the Greek on the ground of the Hebrew form. Any 
occurrence of the form 'Beelzebub' in Latin may confidently be 
ascribed to the influence of the Vulgate. The TMsaIIl"US indeed quotes 
Tertulliarl athJ. Mardonem iv 26 'quem Beelzebub • • • dixerat '. It 
ought, I think, to have been possible to divine the truth even before the 
appearance of the Vienna edition (1906): in any case we now know 
that throughout the passage Tertullian wrote 'Belzebulem' 'Belzebu1e'.1 

Bathel 68. 12. 'Betheel ' P, 'Betlem' R, 'Bethleem' W. 
Batblem. SoAOPR in [60. 21]: LM P RX in[n. 3]: LM PR 

TUX in 77. 4: PU in 77. 8: ATUWX (and L 'Behtlem') in 98. 15· 
A X, wherever they do not give' Bethlem " give' Bet1em '. ' Bethleem ' 
(theVulgate form) is only supported by LUWB in [60.21], OTU 
in [77. 3], BO in 77. 4t LMOR TB in 77.8, MO in 98. IS. For 
'Bethlehem' the evidence is slighter still, M in [60. 2I], B in [77· 31 
BRin98· IS. 

" has 'Bethlem' '1., 'Bethleem ' I 11: e 'Bethlem' (once 'Vethlem ') 1/.: 
a 'Bethlem ' (once ' Baethlem ') 1/8:.It 'Bethlem' , / It 'Bethleem' 1/,. 
It seems safe to conclude that, as in the case of 'Belzebul " the earliest 
Latin translators avoided the double e as contrary to the custom of their 
language: but the correction to 'Bethleem' was made early, for it is 
found in ". Lucifer. Note that St Cyprian is more consistently correct 
in this case than ",' 

1 Similarly in all the editions hitherto printed Ambrosiaater, !}utu.tiUnus cDVii, 
is made to say 'in Beelzebub eiciebat daemonia': but Mr Souter, in his forth· 
coming edition for the Vienna Academy, prints' Belzebul 'with one MS only, bat 
that the best, of his author. 

• The T"'rNI adds for' Bethlem' 1';.,.,.;_ B,,~ p. 598 and HiIar7 
i"l6. c:uxi 13 : in the passage cited from Paulinus of Nola'l- :aid § 3 the oldelt 
MS abo gives • Bethlem '. The Latin lrenaeus IV xmii 11 is quoted for' Betb' 
leem': but I notice that in III xvi 4 the C1ermont MS ha • in Bethlem natus est 
ludeae " while the editions give • in Betbleem natus est ludae '. 
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DaDiel155. IS: also, for the title of the book, [42. IS]: [84.5]: [92. 
I 7]: [121. 13]. For the form in the oblique cases see § I of these 
Prolegomena, and § 6 supra (p. 62). The balance of evidence appears 
to favour the form 'Daniel' in St Cyprian without an aspirate (so in 
155. IS A M P U WX: 'Danihel' LO R T) 1: and so too Priscillian 'I •. 
On the other hand in the oblique cases the preponderance of evidence 
is for the aspirate, both in St Cyprian, see § I above, and in most 
other early writers. See below, 'Emmanuel,' 'Gabriel,' 'Rafael,' etc. 

Dauid nominative [83. 21]: accusative 146. 5: genitive [60. 20], 
72. IS, 72. 21, 73· 2, 74· 3, [75· 19], 76. 15,77. I: dative 49.8,75.21, 
76. 9. In no instance is there any variant in the orthography of the 
name, or any case-ending. 

lIfrata or:Btn.tha 77. 4 (Mic. v I [.]). Here again the variations 
are puzzling, and the decision between them difficult: A has ' Efreta " 
R 'Efrata', 0 'Efratha', P X (and T in ,.as) 'Ephrata', L M U B 
• Ephratha ': W is defective: why Hartel prints ' Effi'ata' I cannot say. 
The AlIercatiIJ (20. I) copies St Cyprian at this point, but its MSS are 
divided between' Efratha' (probably right), 'Eft'ratha', 'Eufrata', and 
'Euftiata '. 

The Weingarten MS of the Prophets has 'Efrata': in Hilary in 
Is. cxui the editor gives' Ephrata " but the oldest MSS either' Efrata ' 
or 'Efratba': similarly in Ambrose tie IaeolJ ii 7 the edition has 
'Epbratba " the earliest MSS 'Efrata', 'Effi'ata', or 'Effi'atba'. 

lIfHm or lIfINm 54. IS: 54.16: 69. 16. Hartel gives' Effraim' 
each time, but apparently without any sort of authority: the only doubt 
is between 'Efrem' (so always A P T* : and on the first occasion L R W, 
on the second R U, on the third B L 0 U X) and 'Eft'rem' (so always 
V " ~: and on the first occasion B X, on the second B L M W X, on 
the third MW). 

The Lyons Heptateuch uses predominantly the form' Ephrem'j but 
that in St Cyprian has no more authority than M 1/. 0 'I. R in I"llS 1/ •• 
PrisciIlian gives' Efrem ' 'Is. Hatch-Redpath's Concordance to the LXX 
cites Old Latin authorities for 'Efrem' 'Ephrem' 'Eufrem' 'Aefrem 
'Ephraem' 'Efrain '-but for the last four there is only one instance 
apiece. The very rarity of the form 'Effrem' inclined me to believe 
it genuine in St Cyprian: I had found it elsewhere only in one MS of 
theAltwlatilJSifll()1lis et TMoplUli{ed. Bratke 53.5: in 23. I all the MSS 
have • Efrem '), which here as often elsewhere is copying the Testimonia. 
On the other hand I now see that in St Ambrose de IostJ" § 7 'Efrem' 
is the reading of the oldest MSS, 'Effrem' of the later MSS: the 
Vienna edition still gives 'Ephraem '. . 

I Compare also tlu/>. ,h'. IJ (382. 8), where the two oldest 1155, FS, both have 
• Daaiel': HarteI wrongly leaves it to be inferred that F has ' Danieli '. 
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Bleuar 165. 10 (Luc. xvi 25). So LO* PUVWX: 'et Lazarus' 
M, 'Lazarus' A B R (and T in ras): compare the fuller statement of 
evidence collected by me inJ. T. S. ii 600-602, Cypr. EI.lix § 3, Test 
tie itIol § 13, tie a"i"", § 7, Iren. (cod. C) 11 xxxiv I, III xiv 3, Paulinus 
of Nola Ell. xiii, xxxiv, Cann. xxxi 584, Prudentius in e%Wpliis t1efo,,­
&Ioru", 1. 38, and among MSS c e as well as the two Spanish MSS C T 
of the Vulgate. To these I can now add evidence from MSS of 
Eucherius of Lyons (33. 20, 'Eleazarus' one good MS: 113. 26, 
, Eleazaro' the oldest MS). 

It is interesting to note that where Hartel does give the fOrDJS 
, Eleazar' 'Eleazarum '-for the Eleazar of 2 Maccabees, ad Fori. 341. 
20,342. I-the oldest MSS have' Eliezer' 'Eliezerum '. 

lilliaa or Heliaa [40. 7: 3 Reg. xix 10]. A has 'Haelias' (so ca in 
10. i 25): L'M PT' Helias': L* 0 R U X 'Elias', and this form is so 
uncommon that it must probably be original. It cannot have come in 
from the Vulgate, for in the New Testament at any rate the aspilate 
is almost universal in Vulgate MSS. Even among the Old Latin )(SS 

, Elias' is exttaordinarily rare: it is never found in a or tI, once in.f 
(Matt. xvi 14). once inffs (Matt. xxvii 49), possibly once in j (Marc. viii 
28), three times in I, four times in e. Nor is it in Priscillian, who so 
often agrees with the best orthography in St Cyprian: tract. iii (47. 8) 
'Helias in Regnorum ait'. But on the other side the fifth-amtury 
fragment of the tie open ,t elnMsynis (Turin G v 37) has 'Helias' 
once (382. 7), if I may trust my notes. but' Elias' certainly three 
times (386. 17. 19. 25)-a fact not mentioned by HarteL 

[Bliaabeth ('Elisabet' PV) 73. 9 (Luc. i 41). But the name is 
omitted by LX(U* 1), and is therefore probably not genuine inStCyprian's 
text. In view of the controversy which has raged round the names 
.' Mary , and 'Elisabeth • in Luc. i 46. it is important to notice the perhaps 
not unrelated variations in verse 41. 'Elisabeth' is given twice in the 
ordinary texts, but the witnesses are divided as to the exact point where 
the first occurrence should be marked: KIll lyfvETO ~ '1- ft" 
dmnur";'" ~ Mapiall ~ "E>..urtJ.fJer [al. ~ 'EAuTJ.{Jer ~cW dmnurpJw rijIl 
MapiClIl]. ItT~fV ,.0 /Jplf/loll Iv rQ IC0tJ.4 a~. _1 br>"~ """';p.a:rvs 
d.ylau ~ 'ENuJ.{Jer. Codex D, however. adds both in the Greek and 
Latin a third mention of the name Elisabeth by substituting, for the 
middle clause, ItTIC{fY"ItTW Iv rQ /COWl, ~ 'ENuJ.{Jd ,.0 /Jplf/loll atmjll. 
, exultauit in utero Elisabet infans eias': while on the other hand the 
African Latin. as represented by both e and St Cyprian, omits the name 
after 'impleta est Spiritu sancto'. and as represented by St Cyprian 
omits it (as 'we have just seen) on the first occasion also. Now if the 
original Latin version omitted the personal names so frequently in this 
narrative. it becomes possible that the name Mary may have been 
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omitted by it in verse 46; and the name Elisabeth may then have been 
inserted there, as in verse 41, at the second stage in the history of the 
version. This would, it seems to me, entirely explain the presence of 
the name Elisabeth in verse 46 in a 6 Iren. Iat. Niceta. Certainly in 
verse 46 the name Elisabeth is not found in the earliest Latin version, 
any more than in the earliest Syriac: it has no claim to be considered 
a 'Western' reading of the best attestation.] 

lbnmanuel 71. 14 (Matt. i 23): 74. 6 (Is. vii 14). In the first case 
the evidence is clearly preponderant for this form: 'Emmanuhel' is 
given in the first case only by LT (against A MOP U V W X), in 
the second by A L 0 (against M PT U V X 6). R has both times 
'Enmanuhel '. Hartel's' Emanuel' in the second case is doubtless a 
misprint. 

In Matt. i 23 'Emmanuhel' appears to be the best attested form in 
the Vulgate, 'Emmanuel' in the Old Latin (so a6f" Priscillian 1/.: 
• Immanuel' Priscill. lit, 'Inmanuel' tI). 

lbaoo [45. 21]: 158. II. So both times A P X, and in the first 
instance R, in the second U·: the rest have 'Enoch '. In de moria/ita. 
23 (311. 16, 18) Hartel gives 'Enoch' without variant. 

The Old Latin has 'Enoc' in Luc. iii 37 (a6elff.: dhas' Aenox', D 
~, where 'Enoch' is the Vulgate form. Priscillian too has 
'Enac' '/ •• 

_u68.13· 
Buua 152. 9 (I Tim. ii 13). So A P, and apparently W: 0 X have 

, Aeua', the rest' Eua '. Priscillian has' Euua' '1.: and so too the best 
)(S of the Quaestiones of Ambrosiaster. See also' Leuui'. 

PannaD. [53. 5: 1 Reg. i 2 .cm£ya]. So LOP U V W: 'Gennana' 
A, 'Fennena ' M B, 'Fennenna' X, 'Fenenana' R. Hartel (against all 
his MSS) 'Fenenna'. 

mppua 151. 6 (Act. viii 37) A X: 'Philippus' LP R T U, 'Phylip­
PUS'O. 

The form 'Philippus' is not only that of the Vulgate, but of most 
Old Latin MSS of the Gospels and Acts. Yet there appear to be 
traces of a very early stage when the Greek • was represented by the 
ltrDacular Latin F. So the Fleury palimpsest in Acts vi 5 : ,,11. (Matt. 
13)," 1/. (Matt. x 3): d once only (Mc .. iii 18): ff. once only 00. xiv 
8: but 'Pilippus' twice Jo. xiv 22): 6 f sporadically in the episode 
)0. i 43-48: and I believe this to be genuine in St Cyprian. 

Gabriel [72. 14]: [75. 10]. So on the first occasion A 0 U X, on 
the second APT U: 'Gabribel' the first time LP R T, the second 
LORX. . 

The name occurs only twice in N. T., Luc. i 19, 26: a 6 d aD have 
'Gabriel', e 'Gmbriel', ff. 'Grabiel'. 

Digitized by Google 



74 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 

Gog 75. I (Num. xxiv 7). The phrase' exaltabitur quam Gog ipsum 
regnum'is the exact equivalent of the LXX ~_ ~ r~ ~ 
[4~], but it caused difficulty both to Hartel, who obelized 'quam', 
and to the scribes of several of our MSS: thus for 'Gog' we have, 
besides the 'Cogi' of X, in R 'Quod " in B 'Gens " in M' 'Gygans't 
in 0' 'quia Magog '. 

Goliae (genitive) [83. 21]. 
Gomora 44. 13 (Is. i 10): 146. 16 (Gen. xix 24). For the case­

endings see below under 'Sodoma'. In the orthography there are 
three variant forms, 'Gomorra' (= Greek), 'Gomora', and' Gomurra ' : 
(I) 'Gomurra' AX, 'Gomora' V, 'Gomorra' the rest: (2) 'Gomurra' 
A, 'Gomora' R, 'Gomorra' the rest. The authority for the single r is 
in appearance slight; but it is so markedly confirmed by the best Old 
Latin witnesses that I have little hesitation in replacing it in St Cyprian's 
text. For the Lyons Heptateucb has 'Gomora' 'Gomoram " 'I.: It 
'Gomore' III (Matt. XIS): Priscillian 'Gomora' III (trad. i: 7. 25). 

Heloma. [53. 4: I Reg. i I]. So LP R T: 'Elcana' A, 'Helcbana ' 
BM*OUWX. 

Hell [50' 17]' 'Eli' M R: 'Elin' apparently 0 (possibly 'Eli4' 
0·): 'Heliam'U. 

Helias: see 'Elias'. 
Herodis in the genitive twice, 77. 8: 98. IS. In the former passage 

M· gives ' Herodes '. 
Biericho: see' Iericho '. 

{ Hie1'08Olima. 77. 9 (Matt. ii I): 98. 16 (Matt. ii I again). 
HieroaolimiB 86. 3 (10. iii 28: the words 'eis qui missi sunt ab 

Hierosolimis ad me' are found in e Cyprian, but in no other authorities). 
For the feminine form' Hierosolymam', though Hartel prints it both 

in 77. 9 and in 98. 16, there is little to be said: the ending in -ma 
is found in a!Jdjk, the ending in -mam is the reading of the Vulgate. 
And the presumption thus created is borne out by the grouping of the 
Cyprian MSS: for the neuter we have in 77.9 ABL· or '0· PU, in 
98. 16 ALOUVX: for the feminine in 77. 9 L· or 'MO'R TX, 
in 98.16 BMRTW. 

Hierua.lem vocative 44· 14: accusative [37· 13], [44· 5], 45. 10, 

85. 22, 90. 6: genitive 85· 14: ablative 46. 11, 46. I4t 57. 21, 84- 25· 
As between the declinable and the indeclinable forms of the name, 
St Cyprian's bible no doubt simply followed the variations of the Greek 
text between 'I,povcraA~p. and 'I~vp.a.. The indeclinable form is 
that which he himself employed, as the two references [37. 13], [44· 5] 
suffice to shew. 

Priscillian uses only' Hierusalem' (1/. from the bible, 'I. in his own 
references). 
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With regard to the orthography, there can be little doubt that i is 

conect in the penultimate as against y: it has in its favour 77. 9 ABO 
R X, 86.3 A L M 0 R X, 98. r6 A L 0 R W X (in the first two passages 
W is not extant). And though the Old Latin MSS of the Gospels for the 
most part give consistently' Hierosolyma " k on the other hand gives 
, Hierosolima' '/Ir It is more difficult to decide between 0 and u in 
the third syllable: u has, I think, little authority outside St Cyprian in 
our earliest witnesses, and is perhaps due to assimilation to the form 
, Hierusalem " but it has the support of A M X in 77. 9, of A M in 
86. 3, and of W X in 98. 16. 

B1I1': see 'Or '. 
Iaoob 46. 7: [52. 18]: 5+ 8: 58. 16: [67. 12]: 68. 11 : 69. 8: 74. 

18: 76. IS: [83. 8]: 84· 23: 85. 7: 87. 2: 108.4: 145.4. All cases, 
eu=ept the vocative, are represented: nor is there any variation to 
record. 

Ie:richo 86. I lOOS. V 13). So B 0 P T X and ex silentio V : 'Ierico' 
M*: 'Hiericho' A L M'R U. The combination A L is rarely not 
decisive: but 'Hiericho' is clearly the later (Vulgate and some Old 
Luin), 'Iericho' the earlier, orthography, at least in the Gospels. 
'Iericho' is supported by a 1/,6 1/, d'/a e S/.!'/, k 1/11. 1/. ('Iherico' 
I/J. and by the Lyons Heptateuch as well. [Jerome tie situ et nomini/Jus 
ranks 'Iericho' under the letter ~ but then he does the same thing with 
'Ierusalem '; so that he may have been simply copying the Greek 
arrangement of the names under iota.] 

188118 56. 5: 76. 5. ' Iessae' O· or I P R in the first instance, LP R 
in the second. 

188118 {188UDl, leau}. 
(I) lesus Naue. (nom.) 82. 19: [83. 14]: 86. II: 86. 15: 89' 19. 

(ace.) [45. 16]: 45. 16: [82. 17]: [86. 7]: 89. 12.1 
(gen.) 90. 2; but' eius ' is perhaps right here, see note S further on. 
(abl.)[83' 16]: [89. 11]. 

(2) lesus sacerdos. (nom.) 78. 19. (acc.) 78. 17. (gen.) 
82. IS. 

(3) Dominus lesus Christus. (nom.) 70. 11: 73. 2: 77. 7: 79. 8 : 98. 
14: 98. 191 : 99. 3: Ill. IS: 111.18: 113· 6: 149· 19: 159· 5: 
173. +1 

(acc.) 72. 17: 73. IS: 76. 13: 82. 2: 124· 5· 

1 The words • dixit lIoyaes ad Iesum • in fig. 11 are part of the quotation: in 
ProIeaomeua i 3 (J. T. S. vi 263) I wrongly gave them (following Hartel) as part 
0( tile 1nrmM. The same is true of gB. 19' dixit lesus' (Jo. xviii 36), and 173 ... 
'dbit Iesus' (Jo. xix 11): in both cases I has' dixit' with St Cyprian for the Greek 4_""" 
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(gen.) 79. 7: 83· 2 : 124- 8: 149. 17: 165. 13: 168.4 1 : 169. x X : 

174- 14· 
(abl.) 94. 14: 159. 6. 

In all instances of the nominative the form 'Iesus' is certain, and in 
all of the genitive and ablative the form' Iesu '.' For the accusative 
the form' lesum' is equally certain in aD instances under (2) and (3). 
and so too in the two instances under (I) which belong to the biblical 
text 'ad Iesum', 45. 16 and Sg. 12: but in the formu1ae of quotation 
from the book of Joshua, 'apud Iesu Naue' was shewn to be right in 
Prolegomena § 1 (J. T. S. vi 248). 

PriscilIian has in the nominative once' Hiesu Naue' hY:It1. i (31. 6). 
once'Iesus Naue' hY:It1. iv (61.3). 

lob 127.8. J 10haDDis or lohalmee, nom. [47. 16]: 82.2 (Jo. i 29): 87· 3 (Jo. 

t i. 26). 
lohalmem or Iolwmen, accusative 46. 8 (Matt. xi 13)' 
For the nominative A gives in each case 'Iobannis' (but Hartel is 

wrong in citing L for the same form in [47. 16]): and tlohannis' may 
possibly be right, for though k has it only once (Matt. xi 18), it is the 
predominant form in e, and Priscillian has it • / r 

, Iobannen ' is the form of the accusative given by M* T* in 46. 8 : see 
further Prolegomena § 2 (J. T. S. vi 258), on the formula' cata Ioban­
nem' or 'cata Iohannen'. 

Iona, nominative, and 1011&8, genitive, 92. 12 (Matt. xii 39. 40). 
For the genitive' lonae' there is no variant: for the nominative L X are 
alone (P is defective) with' Iona', as against' Ionas' of the rest. But 
« Iona' is read here by k, and in verse 41 by the best MSS of Irenaeus 

I The opportunity may be taken here in passing of riddiag 5t CypriaD's text of 
Hartel's strange readiag (which the apparatus critic:us shews to be no misprint) 
'Domini lesu nostri Christi '. LOP R T U X 11 read «Domini lesu Christi': All 
B (V) , Domini nostri lesu Christi '. 

, In 8a· 14 A reads' Hiesum Nauae' for 'Iesus Naue' ; and in 149- 19 the same 
MS has ihas for' lesus '_pparently correcting 'ihii' into 'ihi'. In go. 2 L B 0 
TU X read' eius' for' lesu '. I am afraid I have not exhaustively noted the exce~ 
tioos to the normal contractions ihi iha ihiD : but my impression is that the scn"bet 
meant to distinguish the sacred name (rom the others by confining to it the uae of 
the contracted forms. Certainly for Joshua the name is generally written in run, 
and at least in most of the Jl5S (I can speak definitely (or L) in the form 'Ictus '. 
I do not th ink • Ihesus' ever occurs. 

But all that is here written must be tentative until we are in possession o( the 
final word on the subject in Dr Ludwig Traube's treatise on the Nt1MM4 .s.n.. 
Of what Dr Traube's too early death means to his (riends and to the c:auae of 
1 arning, I cannot trust myself to speak: it is some small satisfaction to know 
that the treatise to which I have referred was left by him all but read,. (or 
publication. 
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(H.".. III ui 8 'plus quam Salomon aut plus quam Iona habere' 
codd. A C, IV ix 2 'plus quam Salomon et plus quam Iona donat 
homiDibus' codd. A C, IV xxxiii 4 'plus quam Solomon aut plus quam 
laaa babebat '): and I do not doubt that it is the true reading in 
5t Cyprian. Compare' Acha' (' Achas ') and 'Iuda' (' ludas '). 

IClldaDen or Imdauem, accusative, 56. 8 (Is. viii 23 [ix I]), 'Ior­
daDem' A W X, 'Iordanen' L MOP R T U. The ending in -en is 
snpported in the Gospels by d k and predominantly by a" e I ff. as well, 
in the Heptateuch by the Lyons MS, and, though it is true that in 
orthography A W X is a strong combination, is perhaps right here. But, 
if so, the reading -em requires explanation: and I am inclined to believe 
that 'Iordanem' is the true reading in ~e Vulgate, though nowhere 
accepted by Bishop Wordsworth. The evidence is as follows: Matt. 
iii 5 F of the Vulgate and the best MS of Augustine de &DtUeMIl etJIInp­
IistanItIJ 1: ill 13 L M X* of the VuJpte and Aug.: iv 15 BE J(H Q) 
of the Vulg.: iv 25 B J Q and the best MS of Aug.: xix I M and the 
St GaD fragments (saec. v-vi) of Vulg. and the best MS of Aug.: Marc.' 
iii8GMX (not St Gall) ofVulg.: xiGMRTV Ept.ofVuIg.: Jo. 
t 28 G M of Vulg.: ill 26 B G M of Vulg.: x 40 G J M of Vulg. The 
authorities are few but weighty: for M J and the St Gall fragments are 
the oldest Italian MSS of the Vulgate Gospels, and the combination 
G M is a particularly good one. It seems possible that St Jerome tried 
to introduce the Latin form of the declension, but that custom, in this 
IS in other small matters, ultimately proved too strong for the change. 

loaepb. nom. 54- 14: 54- 16: 54- 17· voc. 72. 14· acc. [53· 3]: 
[72. 14~ P ordinarily gives • losef'; L in the Old Testament references 
(pp. 53. 54) • losep', X three or four times (but not always in the same 
places as L) the same form. Priscillian, however, has • loseph' both in 
O. T. and N. T.: and the Lyons Heptateuch appears to have • losep , 
ooIy 0DCe. • losep' is found in one MS (Reichenau, saec. viii) of Pri­
masios in Apoc. vii 8: and also (I owe the reference to Haussleiter's 
Primasius) in the pseudo-Cyprianic de IIIIIfle marlyrii 29 (Hartel 
appendix So. 10) according to our MSS L Q. 

Iaao [52.17] AMO*P: 54-8AL*MO*T*: 58.I6AOPRT: 
8,.1 APT*: 127.20ALPR: 145. 4ART: [166.8] AO*P. So 
also our oldest MS (S) in de 1Jon. Pal. 10 (Hartel 404. 5). Compare 
above • Aron '. 

There can be little doubt that the form • lsac', given consistently 
by A, is genuine in St Cyprian. It is found also in the fifth-century 
palimpsest of Leptogenesis, Milan Ambros. C 73 inf. (p. 79) • et dixit 

I Pro£. Suratt has pointed out that this treatise, composed about 400 A. D., uses 
tbe Valpte text of the GcepeJs: and it is now accessible in a critical edition in the 
VieDna ew,..s vol. xliii. 
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Isac '. The Lyons Heptateuch has it always: so has Priscillian • / r 
I notice it once in Lucifer (211. 31) and in one (7th cenL) MS of Euche­
rius (I I I. 9: 173. 7). More than once the diorthota of the best MS of 
Tyconius substitutes 'Issac' for 'Isaac' (13. 10, 20: 29.25). Of the 
Old Latin MSS of N. T., a 6 de j (ffJ and the FJeury palimpsest have 
, lsac' wherever they are extant: If and the Vu1gate have 'Isaac'­
that the St Gall fragments of the VuIgate Gospels have 'Isac' SIR is 
a mark of the traditional spelling surviving in an early Vulgate MS. 

The Jew lsaac, contemporary of pope Damasus, probably spelt his 
name 'Isac', for 'Isatis' is found in the genitive, 'Hisacem' in the 
accusative, in references to him: Morin, RerJUe d'llistoin et de liltlrabln 
nligierues (1899) iv 101 n. I. 

Ietrahel 39. 8: 39. 11: 40. 9: 40. 19: 41. 2: 44- 20: 45· z 7 : 
46. 10: [66. 14, 66. 16, 67. 5]1: 67. 17: 68. 19: 69. 8: 72. 19: 
74- 19: 77. 6: 81. 2: 82. 23: 83· I: [83· 25]: 89. IS: 126. J: 1 : 
152. 13. All cases except the vocative occur, and there are no 
instances of case-endings. The speIling 'Istrahel' is given consistently 
by A (save where the abbreviation IsW is employed, 41. 2, 44- 20, 

67. 5, 67· 17, 72. 19, 152• 13), though the second hand has corrected 
to 'Israhel' in 68. 19, 69. 8, 74- 19, 77. 6, 81. I: but I do not think 
, Istrahel' is found in any other MS. 'Israhel' is regular in L 0 
PR U X, 'Israel' in Hartel. 

• Istrahel' is universal, I think, in the Lyons Heptateuch, in Pris­
cillian, in a and 6: d varies between 'Istrahel ' and 'Israhel '. r has 
'Istrahel' It /.. • Strahel' once (Luc. iv 25) and 'Israel' thrice. The 
speciaIly Mrican authorities for the Gospels appear to affect • d ' rather 
than 't': for while the FJeury palimpsest has 'Istrael' • /" e has regularly 
'Isdrahel', while j varies curiously between 'Isdrael' '/11' 'Isdrahel' • / u' 
'Isdraehel' l/n, 'Istrael' l/n, 'Istrahel' lino In Eucherius of Lyons 
88. I, 160. 23, the sixth-century MS has 'Istrahel': and the same form 
occurs twice in the Karlsruhe MS of Pelagius on St Paul (Souter TM 
COIIIme"tary oj.Pe/agius p. IS). 

Ietrahelitae 70. IS A*: 'Israhelitae' AI LO P R T{U). See pre­
ceding paragraph. The Lyons Heptateuch gives always 'Istrahelitae' ; 
in 10. i 47 a 6 have 'Istrahelita', e 'Isdrahelites '. 

luda or Iudaa, patriarcha. nom. 148. 19. vOC. 54- 21: 55.1. 
gen. 45. 10: 46. 20: 77· I: 77· 5: 85. 14· abl. SS. 3. In all the 

1 These three references come from a passqe which is of doubtful authenticity, 
as it is absent from the MSS LP R V X B. It is, I think, the only pusqe in the 
TuIi_itJ about which it is impossible to ay oll'-band that it is genuine or 
spurious. It diatinguishes itself from the obvious interpolations, not only by the 
relative number of MSS which contain it, but by the presence of the proper key­
word of the chapter, in this cue' manus Domini' (67· 4). 
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oblique cases the form I luda' is without variant. and I have assumed 
that in SS. I I catulus leonis luda' (where all MSS, including V, give 
this form) the case meant is vocative. If so, the only instance of 
the nominative is in 148. 19 (Gen. xxxviii IS), and here P alone gives 
'Iuda', the rest 'Iudas' (A* "iudicas'). In spite of the adverse 
testimony of the best MSS, I suspect I luda' may be right: compare 
, Iona' (and perhaps' Acha ') above. 

The Lyons Heptateuch has 'Iuda' (in the nominative) once only, 
Gen. DXVii 26: elsewhere always I ludas '. Priscillian ap. Orosium 
(eo.""",ilorilt", § 2, 153. 20) has I I uda' nom.: in his own tradahls he 
happens to use only the genitive (' ludae' 11" 'Iuda' '1,) and ablative. 

Iudu traditor. nom. 80. 4: dat. [173, 9]. In the former passage 
'ludas', in the latter 'Iudae' are witl-tout variant. 

Iudaea (Iadeae). gen. 77.8: 98. IS (both Matt. ii I). abl. 57. 2I 

(Is. iii I). In the ablative the termination in ·aea is certain (so 
ALP U X): in the two other passages, 'Bethlehem of J udaea,' there 
is more variety of text. Some MSS-in 77. 8 M P X; in 98• 15 
M 0 R W XI-give 'Iudae', which is certainly wrong and perhaps 
derived from Vulgate MSS, in which 'Iudae' is a common reading. 
'Iudaeae,' on the other hand, is hardly represented at all either in the 
MSS of St Cyprian or of the Vulgate: it would seem that there was 
an instinctive aversion to the four vowels or double diphthong. In 
77.8 L, in 98. IS X, give' Iudaee': but the converse reading' Iudeae' 
appears to be right both in the VUlgate (A B F H J T Y Z*) and in 
St Cyprian (77. 8 ABO TU: 98. IS A LT UI). If V" are quoted 
in both places from Latini's notes in favour of 'Iudaeae', this is 
decisive as against their reading 'Iudae', but not decisive in the 
matter of orthography between I ludeae' and I Iudaeae '. 

At the same time the evidence of the older Old Latin MSS is 
rather in favour in this passage of' Iudaeae' (a ti k) than of I Iudeae' 
(IffJ)· 

Lasara8: see I Eleazar '. 
Leuui (157.17: Mal. iii 3). So AP: and see above on 'Euua'. 

The rest have I Leui '. 
Lugd. gives I Leuui' in Exodus, I Leui' in Num. Deut. Jos.: in 

Genesis both forms appear. I have found I Leuui' also in f at 
Luc. ill 29. and of the apostle in one early MS of Eucherius (144.4): 
it occurs also in the best MS of Ambrosiaster's Quaestiones. 

Lia [53. I]. Most of our MSS read here 'Liam' ("Lia' 0), but 
M P T* 'Lian', which may possibly be right. But Lugd. gives the 
accusative 'Liam '. 

llaJmuae gen. 54. 17 (Gen. xlviii 17). The MSS vary: A' Man· 
nasse', P 'Manasses', X • Manassem', L M 0 R T U I Manasse '. 
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The double n is given by A only of our MSS: but it corresponds 
to the Greek M~ of the codex Alexandrinus of the LXX, and 
appears in two of the three forms, 'Mannasse' 'Manasse' '¥annase', 
used by the Lyons Heptateuch. The case-endings in the Lyons 
Heptateuch are very puzzling: outside Genesis only the genitive is 
found, and that always in -e: but in Genesis we have nom. 'Manasses"/., 
acc. 'Manassem' '1" 'Manasse' 11" genitive 'Manasses' • I. (or if 
, Manasse' in Gen. xlvi 20 is genitive and not dative, ·1.). In Priscillian 
the nominative is in -ell (101. 13), ablative in -e (102. 4), genitive in -e 
(51. 5: but this refers to Manasse king of J udah). 

)[aria (1Iariam, Ilariae). voe. 76. J2: ace. 72. IS, [75. 11]: 
gen. 73· 9· 

.elohi8edeoh. [45. 24]: 50. 17. In the former passage P has 
, Melchisedhaec': in the latter W 'Melchysedech', P U X 'Mel­
chisedec', T 'Mechisedec '. See also 'Amalec' 'Enoe '. 

Jliaao 121. 14. B' Misach '. 
Mi88.he1 151. 3 . 
• 01188 nom. [38. 3] LX*: 38.23 'L: [39· I] L: 43· I L: [45. 13] L: 

[51. 5] L: 51. 16 L: [83. 13] L: [86. 18] L: 86. 22 L: 88. 17 L: 
89. 11 L: 89. 14 L: 145. 2 LP. All other MSS have' Moyses ' . 

• 088 voe. 86. 24 (Exod. iD 4) L T*: 'Moyse' X. 'Moysen' U, 
, Moyses' the rest . 

• 0IIeD. ace. [37. 18] I~ ('Mosem' X): 39.5 L: [46. 3] L: [51.8] L: 
[80.23] L: [89. I1] L: 90. I L ('Moysem' X*): [90' 13] L: 92.7 L: 
[106.20] LT* ('Moysin' X*): 126.8 (not L): [178.9] L. The rest 
'Moysen' . 

• oeet gen. 43. 5 (' Mosy' L): 89. 16 L (' Moysei ' W): 89. 18 L' 
('Moses'L* 'Moysis' 0* 'Moysei' X). The rest'Moysi' . 

• osi. dat. SI. 17 LR: [146. I] L. The rest' Moysi '. 
No name in the Testi1lllHlia is more doubtful than this, the 

commonest of them all. After much hesitation I have elected to 
follow what is practically the consistent testimony of 1., reinforced very 
occasionally by some other MS,' 

With regard to the spelling, 'Moyses' predominates not only in Old 
Latin but in VuIgate MSS: and we can therefore hardly explain the 
• Moses' of L as due to VuIgate inftuence. But' Moses' is universaI 
in j '1,: and Bishop Wordsworth shews that it was the original reading 
of the Vulgate, though it is represented only in a minority of the MSS.' 
We have therefore here the not very usual phenomenon of a feature 
of the earliest Latin version, obliterated in all later forms of the 

I In the spelling of the name of Cyprian's correspondent, the Roman presbyter 
and conr-r, the • Moses' of L is supported also by '2: see 545. a, 565. 4t 576, 2. 

I To those used by Bp. Wordsworth I CAn add the St Gall fragments '/". 
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Old Latin but reproduced by St Jerome. And on the strength of 
the agreement with A I venture to think that L here represents alone 
the true text of St Cyprian. 

Having followed L in the orthography, it was natural to follow it 
in the case-endings. Only the vocative and genitive come here into 
question: about the nominative in -es, the accusative in -en, and the 
dative in -i there is no doubt, and the ablative is not represented in 
St Cyprian's quotations. For the vocative in -e, L is supported by T* X, 
and this form agrees with the Greek: but the Lyons Heptateuch has 
• Moyses ': I do not know any other authorities which cite the vocative 
case. For the genitive in -cri, L has again support from W X, and the 
form is occasionally found in the Old Latin MSS-e in Matt. xxiii 2, 

t! in Lue. xxiv H. 
Perhaps it may be worth while to add something about the varieties 

of declension under which the name 'Moses' (' Moyses ') appears in 
Latin authorities. 

(I) Ais quite unique with nom. 'Moses' ('Mosei' I/.~ gen. 'Moseos', 
dat. 'Mosi', able • Mose '. 

(2) The other Old Latin authorities are, except in regard to the 
ablative (there is no instance of the vocative in N. T.), more or less 
consistent with one another in the following declension-

nom. 'Moyses' (' Moysi' e in Luc. ix 30: 'Moeses' 6 in Mc. xii 19: 
'Moises' oldest MS of Eucherius). 

ace. • Moysen' (Fleury palimpsest • Moosen ' in Act. vi I I, ' Mossem ' 
in Act. vii 44). 

gen. 'Moysi' (' Moysei ' e in Matt. xxiii 2, tI in Luc. xxiv 44: 'Moysis' 
'" in Matt. xxiii 2: 'Moysen' Lugd. '/U, Num, ill I, x 29). 

dat. 'Moysi '. 
abL 'Moysen' (11/ .. 6 ' /., tll/. (and 'Mosen' 1/.~ e 1/., ff. '/., 

Lugd. • / .. F1eury palimpsest 1/1: 'Moysi' (Ill It Lugd. 1/.: 'Moyse' 6 Ill' 
dl/.fl/ .. ff. 1/ .. Priscillian (but not in quotations) '/r 

(3) The Vulgate has systematically the declension' Moses', 'Mosen', 
'Mosi', 'Mosi', 'Mose', 

The two most remarkable features of this evidence are the ablative 
form 'Moysen', and the genitive' Moysi '-the latter so persistent and 
universal as to have been left unaltered even by St J erome. What the 
explanation of this form is, I am quite unable to say. 

As to the orthography in -0 and -oy, it corresponds of course to the 
difference between the Greek forms MIIICJ"ijr and M~, On Dr Hort's 
principles there could be no doubt that the latter is the correct form 
in the Greek Testament: in the Gospels and Acts MIIICT. is given 
by A C pretty regularly, by H L occasionally, but by B only thrice 
(Le. xvi 31, Jo. ix 28, Act. xxvi 22) and by D only thrice. On the 
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other band, there can be equally little doubt that M-ic corresponds 
more closely to the Hebrew Masheh. This correspondence would 
of course explain sufficiently the appearance of ' Moses' in the VuJgate : 
5t Jerome may have restored it frOm the Hebrew, as in the case of 
, Beelzebub '. But it leaves unexplained the"' Moses' of of (and, if 
I am right in relying here on L, of 8t Cyprian): are we in presence once 
more of a case of the original reading of the Greek Testament having 
to be restored from the African Latin ? 1 

lfabuoodoDoaGr 121. 14 (Dan. ill 16). So AW: the rest 'Nabumo­
donosor', except X (and C in Ep. vi § 3 [483.13]) 'NabugodonOSOl". 
In all Forl. § 11 (337. 12) 8 has 'Nabucodonosor', R 'Nabuco­
donossor' (and so also in Ep. vi), V apparently' Nabucchodonosor '. 

lfatham ace. 49. 7, 75. 20 (both quotations = 2 Reg. vii 4). This 
reading is only that of R in 49. 7, A R in 75. 20, as against' Nathan ' 
(' Natan' 1/1 X) of the rest: but it is supported by Priscillian tmd. ill, 
50.13 'Natham profetam' (cf. 50.21 'in uerbis Nathae profetae'). 

lfuoreua or lfua.r81l8 83. 2 (Act. iv 10): 165. 13 (Act. iii 6). 
For 'Nazoreus' we have in 83. 2 A· T· U 6, in 165. 13 A: for 
'Nazareus' (-aeus L) in 83. 2 LMOPB, in 165. 13 LMOPUBT· 
V WI: for 'Nazarenus' in both places apparently R T-, and also in 
165. 13 W· (yet I suspect that 'Nazoreus' may have been W's original 
reading): it is clear, therefore, that Hartel's ' Nazarenus' cannot 
stand, and the problem is to decide between the two other forms. 
But this cannot be done without looking somewhat further into the 
whole question. 

Four Latin variations of the name occur: 'Nazoreus' 'Nazareus' 
, Nazorenus' 'Nazarenus '. Of these the second and third are inde­
pendent attempts at conflation between the other two: N~wpcUos and 
Nalap7lVOs are the only ultimate Greek originals. The triumph of the 
form 'Nazarene' has been so complete both in Latin and English 
that it is not easy to realize that not only do both forms go back to 
the New Testament writers themselves, but that two out of the four 
Evangelists used exclusively, and a third by preference, the form 
Nall.OpcUor. Our Authorized Version, indeed, paraphrases with the 
noun 'of Nazareth', except in Matt. ii 23 'he shall· be called a 
Nazarene' and Acts xxiv 5 'the sect of the Nazarenes': the Revised 
Version" is less consistent, adopting 'Nazarene' also in Matt. xxvi 71, 
Mc. xiv 67, xvi 6, but leaving 'of Nazareth' elsewhere. But it is to 
the VUlgate that we really owe the word' Nazarene': and St Jerom.e 
uses 'Nazarenus' to the exclusion of all other forms, save in Matt. 

1 lIy colleague, IIr A. E. Cowley, tells me that the form _~ 111&7 be due to tile 
erroneous et)'alology from the Coptic (IIMI - water: ."" - IUc:1a ... ~ 1Ilved) 
fOUDd in JOIepbUl Alii. II is 6, et """"' AI. i 31. 
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ii 23, 'Nazareus,' where we may suppose that his knowledge of the 
Hebrew bible led him to reproduce the exact form used by the 
Evangelist, rather than definitely to interpret the word as equal in 
meaning to 'Nazarene '. For tbe rest the conjecture may be permitted 
that he wished to make a distinction between 'Nazarenus ,_" Naza­
rene' in the literal and biblical sense, 'of Nazareth '-and 'Nazareus', 
the form which he was in the habit of employing in reference to the 
contemporary J udaeo-Christian secL 1 

But, as has already been indicated, there is no such uniformity in 
the Greek text of the Gospels. St Matthew (ii 23: xxvi 71), St John 
(xviii 5,7: xix 19) as well as the Acts (ii 22: iii 6: iv 10: vi 14: [ix s] : 
xxii 8: xxiv 5: xxvi 9) use invariably NalCllpmWr: St Mark as regularly 
(i 24: x 47: xiv 67: xvi. 6) N~~. In St Luke's Gospel alone 
does the usage vary between tbe two: iv 34 Nalap71J'Or, xviii 37 
Nal~, xxiv 19 NalCllpmWr AD Sahidic, N~~ HBL And up 
to a certain point this diversity of usage is reflected in the Old Latin 
MSS, though it is complicated further by the cross-forms 'Nazareus' 
and 'Nazorenus '. I do not think anything short of a table will make 
the matter clear. 

'Nazoreus' 'Nazareus' 'Nazorenus ' , Nazarenus ' 
ML ii 23 a6, fll Vulg. 

xxvi 71 ff. , a6f" Vulg. 
Mc. i 24 d, 6efff. Vulg. 

x 47 ff.fJ· dt! a6fAYulg. 
xiv 67 f. dllfJ afVulg. 
xvi 6 fft1l , Vulg. 

Le- iv 34 efftfJ a6dfVulg. 
niii 37 6tlfff. , e a Vulg. 

1 These I Nazarenes' first emerge; 10 far u I know, under this name in 
EpipbuUus H".,. .. lCtix NaC",pcuo., and Philuter HMI'. viii I Nazaraei'. }erome's 
OWn references to them are frequent: _ "in •• 3 about the Hebrew Gospel • mihi 
quoque a Nazaraeis ••• describendi racultas ruit'; COHIm. ill Matl. xii 13 I in 
eftIIpHo quo atuntur Nazaraeni [k,- Nazaraei] et Ebionitae'; El. cxii ad 
AqastinDm • 13, the Ebionitea 'quos w1go Nazaraeos nuncup&nt'; COHIm. 1ft 
r...-... is i I Nazaraei huc locum ita ezplanare conantur " xi I 'evancelium quod 
HebrIeo aermone conscriptum legunt Nazarei'. On the other hand he uses 
• Nuarenus' when speaking of the inhabitants of Nazareth, COHI .... i .. J/fIII. xiii 5. 
'arira atultitia Nazaraenorum '. 

AD interesting passage is the rererence to Nazareth in the _ ..", n __ us 
'Nazareth, unde et domi~us noater atque saluator Nuaraeus vocatus est; sed et 
aaa apud veteres qusai pro opprobrio Nazaraei [one MS Cl Nazorei"l dicebamur, 
qllOl DIInc Christianos vocaat '. But we cannot tell how far in this CQe the fonn 
iD }erome is influenced by the original Greek of Eusebius: nor can we be at all 
lUre that our only authority (or the Greek text, Vatic. gr. 1.56 saec. xii, has repro­
dIICIed it correctly, 'MaCap4I, 11." , ltpuwllt NaC"",cu"or k~ ... NaC.,.,.. ft nAaI.w 
t,.... III ..w x,un.-l. 
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'Nazoreus' 
Le. Div 19 d 
10. xviii 5 1,/, 

7 1/, 
xix 19 'fl., 

Act. ii 22 tl 
iii 6 tl Cypr. ctJtl A 

iv 10 d Cypr. ttJdtl A 
etc. 

vi 14 tl 
Ut 5 

xxii 8 
Div 5 
xxvi 9 

'Nazareus' 'Nazorenus' 
61. 

lren. 
Cypr. eotltl LV 

etc. 
lren. Cypr. ttJdtl 

Letc. 

/ 
, Nazarenus· 
tuVulg. 
" Vulg. 
" Vulg. 
a6 Vulg. 
Vulg. 

Iren. Vulg. 

.. Vulg. 
j Vulg. 
j Vulg. 
Vulg. 
Vulg. 
Vulg. 

On a review oC the evidence and oC the probabilities as a whole, 
I think that the reading of A in St Cyprian, 'Nazoreus', has good claims 
to be considered original. 

1Ieptalim 56. 7 (Is. ix I [viii 23]). V p U 'Nepthalim': and this, 
with remarbble regularity, is the reading of the Lyons Heptateuch 
[not, as Hatch-Redpath say S.v. N~{p.J 'Nephthalim ']. But 
, N eptalim ' is also given by Primasius in Apoc. vii 6. 

1108 [45. 22]. 

Or 89.17 (Exod. xvii 12). So A UVWX· 6 (M·?R·?): and so VS 
in atl Fort. 8 (331. I). This is indubitably right against' Ur' of 
L M' R' X' and 'Hur' of B T: 0 omits. 

Pawns 127. 13. 
Petraa 165. I I. 

Pilatua 99· 3· 
Pontioi [148. 16]: [148. 23]: [149. 6]. See Prolegomena § 2 

(J. T.S. vi 258). 
Baohel or Baohiel [53. 2]. A has C Rachiel " 6 'Racel', the rest 

'Rachel '. 
Lugd. has 'Rachel' [Hatch.Redpath, s. v. 'PaXJlA, wrongly C LIIgtI. 

Rachael ']-generally indec1inable, but sometimes 'Rachelem' 'Ra­
chelis' C Racheli ': only in Gen. xxix 6 'Rachae '. 

Bafael or Bafahel[S3. 16]. X has 'Rafael',AT 'Ralahel'. LO 
P U 'Raphael', R 'Raphahel'. . 

Bebeooa [166.7], dat. Bebeooae 51.22. For the dative in 51. U 

PR give 'Rebecchae'. Lugd. has regularly 'Rebecca J 'Rebeccam J 

, Rebeccae': Priscillian, in the nominative, C Rebecca.' 
Sabain 68. IS (Is. xlv 14). So A 0 P R T U W X and perhaps L·: 

'Sabaim J L·.'Sabam' BM'. 'Sabann J M·. JafJaJ". N·. 

Digitized by Google 



NOTES AND STUDIES 8S 

8abaoth 44- 11 (Is. i 9): 57. 2J (Is. ill I): 68.14 (Is. xlv 14): and 
probably elsewhere. In the fint and third passages X has 'Sabahot " 
in the first M 'Saboth', in the third R 'Sabath '. 

8&muel or 8am1lhel [53- 6]: [53.9]: [8+ I]. The MSS Y&l'J as 
follows-

53. 6 'Samuel' ALPU: 'Samuhel' OR TX: 'Samuehel' M. 
53. 9 'Samuel' LP R T U X: 'Samuhel' A O. 
B4- I 'Samuel' PU: 'Samuhel' ALO. 
8a.rra [5 •. 16]' So too the Lyons Heptateuch and Priscillian. 
Beten.., aa:. 8a.tanan. 144- I (Act. " 3): 145. 13 (I Cor. vii 5): 

t 73- 6 (3 Reg. xi 14: HarteI gives the reference as xi '3, but that 
verse is absent from the text of B, whereas xi 14 is found in both 
the A and B texts). The first two passages are in the nominative, 
and present no variant: the third is in the accusative, and here the 
form ' Sataoan' is guaranteed by A LOP R U (V) W X (possibly 
, Satana' X*), as against 'Satanin')4 'Satan' B. HarteI against all 
his MSS 'Satanam '. 

8edrao 121.14. So AM*U, and lt3pcLx LXX: 'Sidrac'LOPR' 
T W X, cf. VuJgate: 'Sedrach' B, 'Sidrach' R *. 

8ileu 127. 13 (Act. xvi .5). So all our MSS, except P* and the 
second hands of MO R. So in Act. xv '7 the MSS of Irenaeus 
(Ill xii 14) have' Sileam', the editors 'SiJam'. For further evidence 
in favour of ' Sileas' see Souter .A. Shltly of .A.",lJrosiasler p. .08. 

BiDa: see' Syna '. 
8ioD. 44- 10: 46. 10: 46. 13: 8 •• 6 (omitted by A): 84. .4: 

90- 17: 93. 5: 95· 3: 96• IS: 97. 6. In these passages the accusa­
tive genitive and ablative cases are represented: and nowhere is there 
any variant in the indeclinable form. 

In Tertullian a declension of the name with case-endings is found: 
but Priscillian has 'Sion' in dative (84. 13) and ablative (66. 8). 

8odoma nominative 44. I. {Is. i 9 )-no variants on 'SodoIDa ••• 
Gomorra '.1 Bodoma or Bodomam accusative 146. 16 (Gen. xix .4): 
here A U V X lJ (L'?) give 'SodoIDa et Gomorra't L * MOP R T W 
'SodoIDam et Gomorram'. 

The root of the difficulty appears to lie in the fact that in the 
Greek O. T. lO8ol'4 was a neuter plural, rop.oppo. a hybrid between 
Deuter plural and feminine singular. The declension lO8o,.,., ace. 
lO8opa, gen. lo8Of&OW, date lo8O,.,.C)lf, is without exception in the Greek 
of both Testaments. On the other hand rOp.0pp4 makes its accusative 
iuvariably r&p.oppo. (Geo. xiii 10, xix .4: Amos iv u: Is. xiii 19: 
Bier. xxvii 40)' but its genitive as invariably, at least in the Old 
Testament, rop.6ppo.r {!o8cSf&OW [«ell] rOp.&ppa.f Gen. x I9t xiv., 8, 10, 11, 

I For the orthocraphy lee UDder • Gomona ' above, Po 7+ 
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xviii 16, 20, xix 28: Deut. uxii 32: Is. i 10).1 In the New TestaIIlent 
Rom. ix 29 and Jude 7 are nominative: 2 Pet. ii 6 follows the LXX 
use, 2086f&CW ml rop.Opp.: but in Matt. J: IS we find, besides the 
ttaditional form, a double attempt at assimilation, 2086,..., _1 ropbppow 
in H B al,,! Vulg., I Sodomae et Gomorrae' in ff" k lren. lat. (IV 
:xxviii I). 

This assimilation to the feminine form is in fact cbaracteristic of the 
earliest Latin Yersion, and that not only in the genitive, but throughout 
the declension. PrisciUian has I Sodoma' in the ablative (7. 24): 
Tyconius has I Sodomam et Gomorram' in the accusative (85. 3). 
and Ambrose I Sodomae • • • Gomorrae' in the genitive tk Elia e' 
",;",io 14. The Lyons Heptateuch is not quite consistent: but it has 
for the nominative I ever. est Sodoma et Gomora' in Deut. xxix 23. 
and for the accusatiye I super Sodomam et Gomoram' in Gen. xix 24-
It seems clear that where both names occur together, the earliest 
translators habitually treated them together as feminine: and this is 
so rare in later authorities that the neuter is much more likely to haYe 
been substituted for the feminine in the Cyprlanic MSS than fIia wrsa. 
On the witness of the MSS alone one might have acCepted 'Sodoma et 
Gomora': but the outside evidence, when brought into consideration, 
seems almost decisive for I Sodomam et Gomoram '. 

801omOD [167. I]: 173.7 (3 Reg. xi 14). The name is regularly 
declined in -em, -is, ·i, -e. 

With regard to the orthography, I expressed myself with some con­
fidence in the first section of these Prolegomena (J.. T. S. vi 25 I) as to 
the correctness of the form with 0 in St Cyprian. I am not inclined to 
retract that view: but it may be useful to bring into account here some 
notice of the evidence at large, which makes the variation between 
• Solomon' and I Salomon ' almost more baftling even than that between 
• Moses' and I Moyses '. In the first place the witness of the Greek 
Old Testament is in direct contradiction to the witness of the 
Greek New Testament. In the latter loA- is practically universal: in 
the former the witness of A B in the Books of Kings and of H B 
(though not of A) in the titles of the Sapiential Books, and of ABC 
{but not of H> in the text of the Song of Songs is regularly for lcA-. 
The Hebrew (I am told) offers no assistance in deciding: in the text 
as it was vocalized the first vowel is the weak sAfw, which corresponds 
rather to f than to 11 or fII. 

I confine myselr, therefore, to a brief statement of Latin evidence. 
Of the Old Latin MSS of the Gospels and Acts, al d, j,.ff. and the 

1 III Hier. Dill 14 (for Int"P r6/ADPf/tI of the rest) et reads Aac\r r6J11¥4-
apparently an indeclinable genitive. This is also the only occuttellce 01 the 
single p in the great WlciaIs. 
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NOTES AND STUDIES 

F1emy palimpsest have (without exception save once in a and once 
in 6) • Solomon': so too Priscillian • /. and the sixth-century MS of 
Eucberius: so also the best MS of the QuautWnlS of Ambrosiaster. 
On the other hand of, just as in the case of • Moses I I distinguishes 
itself from the other Old Latin MSS by giving • Salomon I 1/,: 
and so f and the printed texts of the Vulgate. ' Again, therefore, as 
in the case of • Moses I, we have of with L of St Cyprian against the 
majority of the older Old Latin witnesses: but I feel a little less 
iadined on this occasion to accept the combination as pointing to the 
genuine reading in St Cyprian. If a reason is wanted for attaching 
BlOle importance to the • Moses I of L than to its • Salomon " it may be 
found in the distinction that the name Solomon is mentioned as a rule 
in the iellllIUlla, the name Moses in the text: and it is in the biblical 
text that the supreme importance of L indubitably lies. 

Spa or 8iDa 92.10 (Exod.xix II,accusative): 179. 4 (Exod. xix IS, 
nominative). In both cases A T have • Syna " the rest • Sina '. Lugd. 
invariably 'Sina '. 

Thamar 148. IS (Gen. xxxviii 14. nominative). So all our MSS: 
in the dative, Gen. xxxviii 13, Lugd. has • Tbamari '. 

Thomaa 70.1000. xx 2S), nominative: Thoman or Thomam [70. 
9b accusative. A 0 R U give' Thomam I: L M P T* W X • Thoman '. 
The name occurs in N. T. twice in the accusative, Mc. iii IS, Le. vi IS: 
and the authorities are about evenly divided, for • Thoman ' a '/, d '/1 
, I, .. for 'Thomam' 6 '/1' '/1 f'/,Jfr The VUlgate has 'Thomam I 
ill St Mark I: in St Luke the MSS are about equally divided between 
'81 and -0. 

'fobiae 109 ... (Tobit ii 2), dative. M has • Tobias', but Q, the sister 
MS of M, agrees with the 'Tobiae' of the rest. 

111': see 'Or I. 
ZabuloD 56. 7 (Is. viii 23 [ix I]), genitive. • Babulon ' R· ? 
Baohariaa 72. 18 (Luc. i 67). Priscillian (47. 7, 12: from Luc. xi 51) 

has 'Zaccbarias'. (Cf. Prolegomeaa f I,J.T.S. vi 254.) 

C. H. TURNER. 

1 I do not feel quite certain that • Solomon', in spite of the small authority for it, 
.ay DGt be right in the Valpte N. T. '9olomOD' ia read by the St Gall ftag­
IIeIIIa 1/. aDd by GM (&D excellent combination) in St Luke and St John, aDd 
br G in Acta. And there seems no posaib1e doubt that 'SolomOD' is the true 
rading throughout the CllnntieU of St Jerome, which preceded by only three or 
foar years his transladon of the Gospels. 

I Yet wen dlere • Tboawa J is the reading of the Harley Gospels (Z*) &Dd of the 
St GIll fracmeats. 
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