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Notes to pp. 1-5 

Notes to Chapter 1 

1. For an interesting review of the use made of the 
Jeremiah tradition in early Judaism and Christianity see the 
recent study by C. Wolff, Jeremia im FrUjudentum und Urchristen- 

. 
Lum, Berlin.. 1976. 

2. Such at least is the traditional picture of the origin 
and growth of the LXX drawn by H. B. Swete (Introduction, pp. 
1-28) and H. St. J. Thackeray (ISBE, IT, 2722 ff. '; Jewish 
Worship, pp. 10-11) and often repeated in handbooks and articles. 
In a recent contribution, E. Tov has cautioned against too readily 
assuming a connexion between Alexandria and the translation of 
the non-pentateuchal books of the LXX ("The Nature of the Hebrew 
Text Underlying the LXXII, * JSOT 7 (1978), esP- Pp. 53-54). 

3. Little work has been done on the relative dating of 
the various books comprising the LXXj but-see the remarks by 
Thackeray in ISBE, IV, 2730, and in Jewish WorshiD, p. 28. For 
a helpful summary of Thackeray's views on the internal dating 
of the books see Jellicoe, SMS, pp. 64-70, esp. p. 67. Mention 
could also be made in this connexion of the article by H. A. Red- 
pathq "Contributions Towards Settling the Date of the Transla- 
tion of the Various Books of the Septuagint", JTS 7 (1906), 606- 
615. 
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I101. G CS, Origenes III, P- 137- 

5- Cf. in the first apparatus of Ziegler's edition the 
appropriate quotes at 15: 19,17: 26,18: 139 28: 449 30: 10,34: 29 
37: 6, and 38: 2. 

6. The idea that the Sixtine edition was dependent on 
the Aldine was first mooted by Paul de Lagarde (MittheilunRen, 
1,123) and has since been confirmed by the studies of A. Rahlfs 
("Die AbhUngigkeit der sixtinischen Septuaginta-Ausgabe von der 
aldinischen", ZAW 33 (1913), 30-46), M. L. Margolis ("The Aldina 
as a Source for the Sixtine", JBL 38 (1919)9 51-52 and J. 
Ziegler ("Der Text der Aldina im Dodekapropheton", Biblica 26 
(1945)9 37-51, esp. 49-51- 

7. 
of both 
The Old 

For background information to the publication history 
the smaller and larger Cambridge editions see H. B. Swete, 
Testament in Greek, I, xi; Introduction, pp. 188-190; 

as well as the "Prefatory Note to Genesis" in BM, 1,1906, i-v, 
and "Preface -to the Coctateuch". 1,1917, v-vil. 

8. Cf. his remarks in AnmerkunRen, P. 3 (Mitt. I, 21)l 
"Noch einmal", (Mitt. 111,230-2-31), and Pars prior, pe xvio 
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9. For useful summaries on the history and objectives of 
the Gbttingen series see the articles by W. Kappler ("Ziele 
und Aufgaben des GUttinger Septuaginta-Unternehmens". GGA 202 C) 

(1940)9 R. Hanhart (I'Lledizione dei LXX e la fondazione Gotting- 
ense che la preparall RivStorLettRel 1 (1965), 351-352). and J. 
W. Wevers ("The GUttingen Septuagint", IOSCS Bulletin 8 (1975)9 
19-23). 

10. Ieremias Vates e versione Ioudaeorum Alexandrinorum 
ac reliquorum interpretum graecorum emendatus notisque criticis 
illustratus, 2 volumes, Leipzig, 1824 ("Tomus 2 post obitum 
patris edidit, F. G. A. Spohn"). 

11. Das Buch Jeremia griechisch und hebrHisch (Nach dem 
Tode des Herausgebers besorgt von J. Dahse und Erwin Nestle), 
Stuttgart, 1924. 

12, For instance, the title page now prints the name as 
Jeremias with a "J" instead of with an "I" as in the first edition 
(this produces an inconsistency, however, since the name remains 
as "Ieremias" at the top of every page of*the text). For other 
slight changes in the new edition see the discussion below in 
Ch. 39 PP. 132-133 - 

13. In Colligere Fragmenta (FS Alban Dold), eds. B. Fischer 
and V. Fiala (-Texte und Arbeiten 279 Beurong 19529 pp. 13-24. 

14. Historisches Jahrbuch '77 (1958), 347-357- 

15. The quote comes from M. H. Goshen-Gottsteing "Theory 
and Practice'll Textus 3 (1963), 149, n. 70. Note also the recent 
comment by B. Childs in Old Testament Books, for Pastor and 
Teache j Philadelphia, 1977, PP. 15-16, to the effect that he 
prefers "the very useful" edition of Swete in favour of "the 
eclectic text" of Rahlfs. 

16. See the statement recorded above (p. 4 ) from the 
Cambridge University Reporterg 13 March, 1883, particularly the 
comment that the apparatus of the larger edition would "provide 
materials for the critical determination of the text". Swete 
remarks that the collation of HP "promise materials upon which 
a critical revision of the text may ultimately be based" (OT in 
Greek, I, ix), and with regard to his own edition he feels that 
a reliable reproduction of Codex Vaticanus "supplies at least 
an excellent standard of comparison, ... until a critical 
text has been produced (Introduction, p. 190). According to 
their "Prefatory Note to Genesis".. Brooke and 

, 
McLean say that 

their object is to present "the evidence available for the re- 
construction of the text or texts of the LXXII (BMI 19 19 i). 

17. See the remark in "Prefatory Note to Genesis" on La- 
garde: "He alone, if any one, could have 'sustained the labour. 1 
--not only of the preliminary task which has been entrusted to us, 
but also of its more important sequel--the reconstruction of the 
pre-liexaplaric text of the LXX., so far as that is now possible" 
(p. iv). Compare also Swete's remarks on Lagarde, Introduction 
p. 288 and OT in Greek, I, x. 
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18. Again in the "Prefatory Note to Genesis" note the state- 
ment, "At an early stage of the undertaking it was decided that 
it would be premature to attempt to provide a reconstructed or 
'true' text in this edition". Similarly in the "Preface to the 
Octateuchil (1917), "No attempt has been made to provide a re- 
constructed or 'true' Septuagint text, As Dr Deissmann said 
at the Oriental Congress at Hamburg when the plan of our edition 
was discussed, tIn the present state of LXX studies an edition 
of the LXX in the strict sense of the word is not yet possible. 
What however is possible and absolutely necessary is a trust- 
worthy collection of the textual naterial. 1 The work originally 
undertaken by the Syndics of the Press in 1883 was based on the 
same view. In preparing the present volume we have come across 
no evidence of any sort which has led us to modify our belief 
in its absolute truth". See also Swete on Tischendorf: "It was 
plain to him that the time had not come for the construction of 
a critical text". OT in Greek, I. ix. 

19. E. g., G. Lambert, Nouvelle Revue Th4ologiflue 80 (1958), 
990. 

B. Botte, Recherches de Theolopie Ancienne et M4di4vale 
25 (1958), 147-148. 

R. Tournay, RB 65 (1958), 292. 
0. Eissfeldt, 

_TLZ 
83 (1958)9 22 24. 

H. Schneider, T7R-e 65 (1960), lol-106. 

20. This remains the clearest example of the change of 
style in the second half even though the actual phrase ov'TLjj 

LI Tr C. r-orto occurs for the first time only in 30: 1. 

21, Already in 1794 M. G. L. Spohn suggested that the dif- 
ferent versions of the parallel passage in 29: 19-20 (49: 18-19) 
// 27(50): 44-45 implied different hands Ieremias vates (published 
1824), pp. 9-10 (cf. also pp. 179 20). 'gee also the remarks by 

. P. F. Frankl (1872), pp. 448-449, A. Scholz (1875)9 p. 14, C. 
Workman (1889), p. xxvii, A. W. Streane (1896)9 p. 1, n. 1, and 
J. J. Kneucker (1879), p. 83, n. 8. Only E. KUhl (1882) made an 
explicit-statement to the effect that the translation of Jer 
was a unity (p. 8). 

22. "The Greek Translators of Jeremiah", JTs 4 (1902-03), 
245-266; Jewish Worship, pp. 29-37. 

23. "The Greek Translators of Ezekiel". JTs 4 (1902-03)9 
398-411; "The Greek Translators of the Prophetical Books'19 
JTs 4 (1902-03)9 578-585: "The Greek Translators of the Four 
Books of Kings". JTS 8 (1906-07), 262-278. 

24. See for example the contributions by: 
G. Buchanan. Gray, "The Greek Version of Isaiah: Is 

it the Work of a Single Translatox0-11, JTS, 12 (1911)9 286-293- 
J. Herrmann and F, BaumgRrtelq BeitrIgge zur Entetehung- 

geschichte der Septuaginta, 1923. 
O,. J. Baab, "A Theory of Two Translators for the Greek 

Genesis", JBL 52 (1933)9 239-243. 
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N. Turner, "The Greek Translators of Ezekiel"., JTS 
7 (1956), 12-24. 

M. S. Hurwitz, "The Septuagint of Isaiah 36-39 in Relation 
to that of 1-35,40-661,, HUCA 28 (1957), 75-83- 

G. Howard, "Some Notes on the Septuagint of Amos", 
VT 20 (1970)9 108-112. 

T. Muraoka, "A Re-examination of the Two-translator 
Theory of a Septuagint Book", unpublished paper read at Uppsala 
International meeting IOSCS, 1971. 

T. Muraoka, "The Greek Texts of Samuel-Kings: Incomplete 
Translations or Recensional Activity", 1972 Proceedings, 1972 
90-107. 

J. A. Arieti, "The Vocabulary of Septuagint Amos", 
JBL 93 (1974), 338-347- 

25. "The Present State of Proto-Septuagint Studies", JAOS 
61 (1941)v 88, n. 31. 

26. See for example the critiques by: 
A. Kaminka, Studien zur SeDtuagintag 1928, p. 9. 
J. Zieglerg Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches 

Isaias, 1934, PP- 31-4"6-. 
J. Ziegler, Die Einheit der Septuaginta zum ZwBlf- 

prophetenbuch, 1934-35, pp. 1-16. 
J. Ziegler, "Der textkritische Wert der Septuaginta 

des Buches Job", Miscellanea Biblica, 11,277-2969 1934. 
A. C. Johnson, H. S. Gehman, E. H. Kase, The John H. 

Scheide Biblical Papyri: Ezekiel, 1938, Pp. 52-73. 
I. L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah, 

1948, PP. 39-42. 
D. W. Gooding, The Account of the Tabernacle, 1959. 

The book argues for a unity in the translation of the LXX of 
Exodus, except for EX 38 which comes from a different 
hand (cf. Chs.. 4-7 of the book). 

T. Muraoka, "Is the Septuagint Amos VIII 12-IX 10 
a Separate Unit? " VT 20 (1970), 496-500. 

, D. BarthTl-emy, Les Devanciers d' Aquila, 19639 PP- 91ff- 

27. Some representative examples are the following: 
E. Duvalq I'Le texte grec de Jeremie d' apr; s une etude 

r4cente", -RB 12 (1903)., 394-403. 
U-. K6hlerq "Beobachtungen", 7jAW 29 (1909)9 1-399 

esp. P. 5, n. 4. 
W. W. Graf von Baudissin, Kyrios, 1929,1,191, n. 1. 
R. A. Martin, Syntax, 3957, p. 7. 
W. Rudolph, Jeremia, 1968, p. xxiii. 3 E. WfIrthwein, Der Text des Alten Testaments, 1966, 

P- 53, n. 1. 

28. Ziegler says., "Bei der Untersuchung des Übersetzungs- 
charakters ist zu beachten, dasn die Ier. -LXX nicht einheitlich 
ist. Dies haben schon ältere Textkritiker bemerkt, so Spohn. 
Thackerav nimmt zwei Übersetzer an .... Mann muss-Thack. 
zustimmen .... 11 leremiM. p. 128, n. 1. In BeitrHge he 
speaks for instance of "dem zweiten Ier. -herse r", pp. 28-29 
and passim. 
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2 29. See K. H. Graf, 
1907, pp. xxvff. For a 

A. Gelin, Dictionnaire de 

30- MT order: Egypt, Philistines, Moab, Ammonites, Edom, 
Damascus, Kedar, Elam, Babylon. LXX order: Elamq Egypt, Babylon, 
Philistines, Edom, Ammonites, Kedar, Damascus, Moab. 

31. Ziegler thinks that this phrase has reference not only 
to the large transpositions of the oracles but also to the many 
differences in word order between the LXX and MT texts (Ieremias, 

p. 44, n. 1). 

32. "They [i. e. the Jewish elders] hid from the knowledge of 
the people as many of the passages which contained any scandal 
against the eldersq rulers, and judges, as they couldq some of 
which have been preserved in uncanonical writings (Apocrypha)" 
Ante-Nicene Library, 2j, P. 377 (in Gk, PG 11). 

33. GCS, Origenes X. p- 388. See quote in translation 
below, p. 56-. 

34. E: 9A HTR 57 (1964), esp. 287 (n. 28). 298-299; IEJ 16 
(1966), esp 2-7n. 6), 84-859 92-93 (n. 36), 94; "The Evolution 
of a Theory of Local Texts'19 QIIBT, esp. Pp. 308-309- 

35 RB 81 (1974), 631 (F. L. ); CB2 38 (1976), 109-110 
(R. W. Kl; ei,. 

3!,. U_JS 28 (1977), 198 (P. wernberg-Mýller); SOTS 
Book List, 1975, PP- 35-36 (W. McKane). Two extended reviews-- 
both critical--are those by G. F. Hasel in Bibliotheca. Orientalis 
32 (1975), 236-238, and M. Dahood in Biblica. 56 (1975), 429-431- 

36. The closest approximation in the field of LXX to this 
method that I have found is the work by J. C. M. das Neves, A teologia 
da traduýao grega - 

dos Setenta no livro de Isaias,, Lisbon, 1973, 
where he-takes Ch. 27 as a test-case for exploring the theological 
tendencies of the LXX version of isaiah. The method has also been 
used with profit in various book reviews, e. g. the review of L. H. 
Brockington The Hebrew Text of the Old Testament (Bibliotheca 
Orientalis 32-0-975). 84-85) where the reviewer evaluates the 
book on the basis of Gen 49. 
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1862, pp. x1 ff., and F. Giesebrecht, 
list of the major LXX omissions see 

la Bible, IV, col- 857ff- 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2 

1. A number of MSS listed by Ziegler (Ieremias, pp. 8-10) 
are incomplete or fragmentary and do not contain Ch. 29; these 
are 147,198,231,3939 445,449,4569 567,9519 966,98o. 

I An additional nine MSS exist which do contain the text of 
Jer 29 but have not been collated for this study; these are 97, 
228,4209 4309 4359 461,501,5689 684. These late and less im- 
portant minuscules were among those not collated for the GBttingen 
edition of Jer; they were therefore not included in their photo- 
graph-microfilm collection and consequently were unavailable to 
me during my visit there. MSS 97 (known in HP and Nestle-Dahse 
by the number 33) and 228 were collated by HP (from whence they 
were taken over by Nestle-Dahse). These two, along with 4309 
4359 and 568, and "Catenall MSS and contain the same type of text 
as that described below in the section cn the C group (pp*. 91-96 
MSS 420 and 501 are dependent on-631 and 36 respectively, both 
of which have been collated for our study. 

Ziegler (p. 11) also lists MSS 349,533, and 573 as containing 
Jer texts but this information is incorrect according to Rahlfs' 
Verzeichnis. The MSS in question are indeed Catena texts as noted 
by Ziegler, but they do not contain the book of Jer (cf. Rahlfs, 
Verzeichnis, p. 269 pp. 186-7, p. 205). 

Another-MS collated by HP (followed by Nestle-Dahse) is 41, 
but this MS according to Rahlfs', Verzeichnis is one of those 
which is I'vorschollen". 

2. In the collation of HP the codex is cited by the ab- 
breviation "Alex" (for a MS reading included in the main text 
of Grabels edition of Alexandrinus) and by the Roman numeral III 
(for a MS reading not incorporated into Grabels text). Tischendorf 
used the symbol "Ax" in his critical apparatus. 

Symbol in HP: XII. In the collation of Field this MS 
is known both as "Cod. XIIII and "Cod. Jes", the latter name coming 
from Montfaucon's designation of it as "Ms. Jes[uitarum3l'. 

4. The alternative and more common symbol for this MS has 
been the Heb letter TL , but printing and typing expediency 
favours the use of the letter S. 

5. Symbol in HP: 23- 

6. Those oracles with different page number for the Philistine 
and Edom oracles follow the Heb arrangement of the text. An ex- 
ception is MS 106 which has a special order (see below p. 105). 

7. In Field's collation this MS is designated 87*. 

8. In Field's collation this MS is designated 87. Ms 88 
in Field has reference to a collation by Bernardo Stephanopoli 
of a not very accurate copy of the original codex executed by 
Leo Allatius (d. 1669). 

9. This MS is one of the few which contains the entire Bible; 
in BM referred to by the letter Ilp". 

285 
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a 9* Designated 144 in HP and Nestle-Dahse. 

10. This papyrusq containing fragmentary verses from Chs. 28- 
32, is one of five papyri unavailable to Ziegler at the time of 
his publication (in addition to 986, these are 804,8179 837, and 
984). However, the yield from Jer 29 is not great: only the two 
end letters -vS from the definite article -r o V,. in 29: 11 

11. Three remote Latin allusions to the text of Jer's 
Philistine and Edom oracle on file at the Centre dl Analyse et 
de Documentation Patristique at Strasbourg are the following: 

1) Origen, in his commentary on Matthew, (GCS, Origenes 
XI9 P. 7) is thought indirectly to hint at 29(47): 4 in the fol- 
lowing remark: 11. .. quomodo et visio Tyri vel quaecumque pro- 
phetantur de Tyro vel de Principe Tyri, quomodo etiam visio quad- 
rupedum in deserto apud Esaiam pendent in duobus istis mandatis". 

2) Pseudo-Cyprian in Adversus Iudaeop (CCL 4, P. 273; 
also in the edition of D. van Dammeq Freiburg, 1969, p. 127) may 
have 29: 19(49: 18) in mind in the phrase 'let ad solitudinem Sodomae 
patriam eorum redegit". 

3) Victorinus Poetovionensis in In Aýocalypsim (CSEL 
49, P- 52) may allude to 29: 23(49: 22) // TIT 46: 40 in the phrase 
'let quod morte devicta aseenderit in caelis extendens alas suas". 

However, these allusions are so uncertain and secondary 
that they can be dispensed with in the collation. 

12. Walton made no attempt to harmonize the Gk and Heb texts in 
parallel columnsg so that LXX Jer 29 is found opposite MT Jer 291 

13. The term preferred by Ernest C. Colwell ("Method in 
Classifying and Evaluating Variant Readings", pp. 96-97). For 
Colwell a "variation. unit" is defined as a certain length of text 
"wherein our manuscripts present at least two variant forms; it is 
that passage in which differences occur". By this concept Colwell 
wishes to avoid the misleading impression that can be created by 
the setting up of one text as the norm against which "variants" 
are plotted (see also the article by E. J. Epp, "Toward the Clari- 
fication of the Term 'Textual Variant"' in the George D. Kilpatrick 
FS, especially pp. 156-157)- We may accept Colwell's point and 
cautiong but the fact remains that the only practical way to pro- 
ceed is to use one particular text against which to plot other 
readings. It only needs to be emphasized again that this col- 
lation text is entirely neutral and that no value judgement on 
the "variants" to that text is intended at this stage. 

14. Even earlier, groupings of MSS had already been noticed 
by Holmes and Parson in the process of their collations (cf. the 
comments in the preface to Vol. 1 on the peculiar text represented 
by MSS 19,1089 118, in the Pentateuch). 

15. Account must be taken of the change of textual pattern 
within some MSS; e. g. 130 is under influence of the L group in 
Chs. 1-99 similarlZr 538 in Cho. 17-20,37-38,48-49 (cf. Ziegler, 
leremins, p. 83)- 
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16. By the term "recension" in this discussion is to be 
understood a text that has been subjected to consistent and de- 
liberate revision, as opposed to one that has been formed by 
accidental or ad hoc scribal change. 

17. Previous scholars (e. g. Thackeray, Grammar, p. 4; 
Soisalon-Soininen, Der Charakter der asterisierten ZuzUtze in 
der Septuaginta, p. 1; D. W. Gooding, Recensions of the LXX 
Pentateuch, P- 5) have pointed to the Origenic recension as the 
place to start in the work of LXX text restoration, and my re- 
search confirms the methodological validity of this approach. 

18. Gk text in GCS, Origenes Xg P- 388. English trans'lation 
taken mainly from M. F. Wiles, "Origen as a Biblical Scholar"t 
CHB I, p. 457. 

19. Other references by Origen to his use of the critical 
signs can be found in the following places: Epistula ad Africnnusl 
PG 11, cols- 56-60; Johannescommentar, 2CSI Origenes IV, p. 41 0; 
Die Schrift vom Gebet. GCS. Origenes III P- 332. 

The traditional view that Origen took over the Ae1crTo1, eg,, Li&- 
W-JýAo,. -rv, from the Alexandrian grammarians in his work 

on the 11exapla is well presented by Swete, Introduction, pp. 69ff. 
In more recent times the question has been raised by P. Kahle 
whether these signs were ever present in the Hexapla at all 
("The Greek Bible Manuscripts Used by Origen", JBL 79 (1960), 
116). It is true that nowhere does Origen explicitly state that 
he employed these signs in the Hexapla itself. As Jellicoe has 
pointed out (SMS, p. 124), this is only an inference we make 
and as such may be quite erroneoub. For our present purposes, 
however, the question is purely academic. The vital point is- 
that Origen on his own testimony--and this can hardly be contro- 
verted--did use these signs somewhere. Jellicoe suggests in 
response to Kahle's challenge that Origen some time after the 
completion of the Hexapla may have composed a separate recension 
of the LXX with the signs included, butthis is pure speculation 
and has no more merit in it than the traditional view. Apart 
from the evidence of Mercatils Hexaplaric fragment of the Psalms 
(which may be open to other explanations, cf. Bo Johnson, Die 
Hexaplarische Rezension des 1. Samuelbuches der Septuaginta, pp. 
14-15)9 it still seems in order to speak of the fifth column 
text of the Hexapla as containing the LXX recension of Origen re- 
plete with the critical signs. 

20. It goes without saying that not every asterised reading 
in our MSS is uncritically to be attributed to Origen. The 
question of the reliability of the signs is a problem that must 
be dealt with case by case. This will be demonstrated in the 
analysis below. 

21. Critical signs are occasionally found in other MSS be- 
sides those mentioned here, e. g. at 29: 4 in mss 449-770 (see 
below, p. 64 'io 

22. Other forms of the obelus attested else-where are -- +-- 
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(cf. Field, It lv-lvi). The sign -- is of infrequent occurrence 
and is unique to Syh. Field devoted a special section to it 
U, lxiv-lxvii) and concluded that it is merely a different form 
of the obelus. Ziegler agrees with this in regard to its use in 
Jer (Ieremias, pp. 78-79). but in Is (Isaias, P. 599 n. 1) and in 
Ez ( echiel pp. 42-43) he thinks it is used rather as a kind of 
indeTto point out a reading present in Syh but absent in 88. 

23. See below p. 66 n. 26 for a discussion of the reliability 
of Hexaplaric signs on double readings. 

24. Compare the comment by Margolis, "The prýinciple of ex- 
pressing the Hebrew nota accusativi was present to the mind of 
Origen when he started his work of revision; where he failed to 
live up to it in the earlier edition he made up for the omission 
in the subsequent recension" (Margolis is speaking of the Hexapla. 
and Tetrapla editions respectively), "The Textual Criticism of 
the Greek Old Testament", Transactions of the American Philosoph- 
ical Society 67 (1928), 197. - 

25. This view was defended by Wevers in his article, "A 
Study in the Textual History of Codex Vaticanus in the Books of 
Kings. " ZAW 64 (1952), 189. S. P. Brock came to a negative con- 
clusion on this subject in his study of the recensions of the Gk 
Samuel, 1966, P- 55. 

26. The same pattern of new reading asteriseds old reading 
no sign may be observed in 88-Syh on eleven occasions elsewhere 
in Jer (3: 19 5: 5 6: 12 31: 30 31: 31 34: 7 36: 2 38: 8912 
39: 8 51: 28). On eight occasions in 88-Syh both elements of a 
double reading are marked (new reading asterised, old reading 
obelised: 2: 6 4: 2o 6: 2 31: 36 -37: 6 38: 13,14 45: 9). Six times 
in 88-Syh neither part of a double readinghas preserved a sign 
(29: 14 33: 17 38: 12 48: 9 49: 1 51: 23, cf. Ziegler, Ieremias, 
p. 79). These statistics point to the inconsistency with which 
Origen's critical signs have been preserved even in our primary 
Hexaplaric witnesses. For confirmation of this compare the ar- 
ticle by C. T. Fritsch, "The Treatment of the Hexaplaric Signs 
in the Syro-Hexaplar of Proverbs", JBL 72 (1953), 169-181. 

1 27. An alternative explanation might be that Za rnT -1 crc T-L i 
was intended to translate ' 61 11 ý, v' (cf 

. the transla tion -n-r c PO fV' 
for OVI in Is 40: 31). but this seems less likely. According to 
86mg and Syhmg, both Aquila and SymmachUB substituted jr 
for Urr (-Tr-t 0'(. Tv- I(AV OL IK %"V 44 is the standard translation of 

. %S. 9 
,, 

both, in AquLa and in the LXX), while the reading 
v- oe % (. u% Tm v% ar (., r 4&. 4 of Symmachus in 86mg is definetely sub 

asterisco indicating an addition; also the presence of theconjunc- 
flon with "rT vj Cr -(-T 0 suggests that this verb corresponds 
to the Heb -t. L -r "I, rather than t'% Sv,. 

28, Where it is assumed, but cannot be proved because of the 
nature of the Syriac language, that Syh attests the same reading 
as 88, this is indicated by the annotation 88(-Syh)o 
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-he Q mg reading-which assigns the 29. Ziegler thinks that IV 
addition of 619 ), ý- oTJ)ý, otj s to &IG' is the correct one rather 
than the Of symbol in 86mg (see his second apparatus). 

30- Jerome's words are: I'vix enim unus aut alter invenietur 
liber, qui istaEi. e. additamenta hexaplaris) pon habeat". (CSEL 
55, P. 389)- 

31. For example, Ziegler has determined that 233 is a MS 
heavily influenced by the Hexaplaric recension and wherever 
possible associates it with the 0 group. There is no evidence 
in Jer 29 which would of itself lead to this conclusion and the 
matter can be decided only on the basis of a study of the entire 
book. In fact, it will be argued below (pp. 118-19) that 233 is 
not Hexaplaric in the OAN section. 

32. This is the same methodology as that employed by S. P. 
Brock in his unpublished Oxford dissertationg The Recensions 
of the Septuagint Version of 1 Samuel. -cf. p. ix. 

33. It should be noted that this symbol differs from the 
italicized L employed by Ziegler; in the latter's text the joint 
attestation7of the sub-groups L+1 is marked L1. In the critique 
of Ziegler's text (Ch. 3) when-cit-ing directly-from his apparatus 
I sometimes employ his italicized symbols (cf. pp. 118 ff. 

otherwise I normally use the unitalicized forms which entail no 
commitment to Ziegler's sub-groups. 

34. An unintentional scribal change from V to 4r is 
theoretically also possible. 

35. J, 1Qdr%-T-tTOC a new translator whose readings are 
attested approximately 100 times in Jer (cf. Ziegler, Ieremiasq 

pp. 1029 106). In Jer 29 we have additional examples of his 
translation in vv. 3(2x), 4,91 20. 

36. In the majority text the phrase reads OTITNýMK&IEJ4(i. 
In the hypothetically faulty uncial, the middle arm of the f- 
may have been missing and hence the letter would have been read 
as a' sigma To make sense of the resultant text, 
the first part was read as OTI 'rA-, AYC followed by full 

stop. The K was then taken for the conjunction K A, %- , and the 
latter part read KNk 4%wkw (cf. the remark by Ziegler, 
leremias, p. 81 that several erroneous readings show that L goes 
back to an uncial "codex archetypus"). 

., 
s in this section would probably 37. The incidence of reading 

have been higher still had the whole of the chapter been quoted 
by Chr/Tht. For it should be understood that when Chr/Tht fail 
to support a reading from O/L or simply L this is more often due 

to the fact that the reading in question is not attested by Chr/Tht 

than to the fact that they have a different reading. 

38. There are a total of six double readings in the L re- 
cension of Jer 29. Here they are all brought together: 
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e* 11 .1 29: 6 r4jr, r I'v 0 ie. 0 4' c -rl cr v 47- -rJO & <? &I cr 
C, 29: 10 cr cl I/ 01 

29: 11 (-r o)c, 7r -c to 
6TO 

at to 4k ; A, 5, " ki 3/S 
C, 4F % 29: 12 IV4 a- wG IZJ cr 4.1) 1& 

/ 
ýC. * ýJ&lj 01,0TO ýS 

29: 14 c'cr cj 4c poos 

29: 20 0VC, V L(Xl I er K00vf. Tr IT Cr. 2L't 

V 10 c v- -ro s -rTeo; tfq, ýý&A aI 
0-1, -51 407 4491 

v. 8 of L'j\, L-ro er-, plat OWT&JV 39- The omission in 
was undoubtedly caused by scribal parablepsis: 4w-vvmL-ri, ýV T0 

0- 0 (F I Ot CCUTuJV - 

40. "Constantinopilis usque Antiochiam Luciani martyris 
exemplaria probat, " Praefatio Hieronymi in librum Paralipomen 
PL 28, col. 1392. 

41. See the works of Ceriani(I'Le recensioni dei LXX e la 
versione latina detta Itala", p. 1 R. Instituto Lombardot 1866)9 
Field (Origenes HexaDlorum quae supersunt ... fragmenta, I, 
18759 PP- lxxxlv-xc: Lv; II, pp. 428-429), Lagarde (AnkUndigung, 
p. 22; Pars Prior, pp. xiii-xv: Mittheilungen, l 1,175), Rahlfs 
(SeptuaEinta-Studi'en III) and Moore ("The Antiochian Recension 
of the Septuagint", The American Journal of Semitic Languages 
29 (1912-13), 37). 

42, See "La pretendue 'recension lucianique'll in Les De- 
vanciers dlAquilaq 19639 pp. 126-127, and especially "Post- 
Scriptum: la 'recension lucianique'911 appendix to the article 
"Les problemes textuels de 2 Sam 11.2 -1 Rois 2111 reconsideres 
a la lumiere de certaines critiques des 'Devanciers d' Aquila"'. in 
1972 Proceedint-, s (Septuagint and Cognate Studies 2),, ed. R. A. 
Kraft, 1972, pp. 64-69. 

Quite arbitrarily Barthelemy proposes that the term "recension" 
must be reserved for a text that gives evidence of deliberate 
approximation towards the Heb (Post-Scriptum'19 pp. 72-74). But 
why the Heb must be a criterion for the definition of a recension 
is a mystery. It seems better to continue using the term with 
reference to a text that has undergone conscious revision accord- 
ing to certain discernible guidelines. Under this definition the 
L group of Jer certainly qualifies as a "recension". 

43, The situation which obtains in Jer is therefore quite 
different from the text commonly labeled Lucianic in Samuel 
where already Wellhausen showed that it contained many ancient 
readings lost elsewhere in the Gk Tradition. 

44. According to Rahlfst Verzeichinis there exist another 
four Jer Catena, MSS: 97,430,, 435,567(fragmentary), and 568. 
For Ziegler's assertion that MSS 349,533, and 573 are also 
Catena. MSS containing the book of Jer see p. 15 n. 1 above; 



Notes to pp, 92-104 

291 

for Ziegler's contention that MS 68 is dependent on the Catena 
text see below, p. 109 n. 54 

45. Die Propheten-Catenen nach rÖmischen Handschrifteng 
Freiburg, 1889, p. 2, n. 2. 

46. C readings have not been documented in these lists. 

47. The discovery of pre-Hexaplaric revisions or recensions 
is no new thing; cf. earlier the discussion by D. W. Goodingg 
"The Argument for a Pre-Origenic Recension'19 pp. 88-89 of his 
Cambridge thesis The Greek Deuteronomy (1954) and the articles by 
G. Zuntz and P. Katz in ZAW 68 (1956)9 124-184, and ZAw 69 (1957), 
77-84, respectively. Most recently one thinks of the Kaige re- 
cension discovered by Barthelemy. 

My conclusions on the character of the Q text--which 
were reached quite independently--correspond to those of Ziegler 
Qeremias, p. 63) and thus tend to confirm the soundness of his 
interp ation (contra R. Tournay, RB 65 (1958), 292, in a review 
of Ziegler's Jeremiah text). 

48, Compare the very similar textual phenomena in'the re- 
censions of 1 Sam where readings attested within the limits of 
2/2 + YE are likely to be Hexaplaric, whereas those with wider 
support or those without the support of areless likely so 
(Brock, Recensions, pp. 127ff. ). 

la 49. "Le recensioni dei LXX de. versione latina detta Itala, 
1886, p. 106; De codice Marchallano seu Vaticano graeco 2125 
Prophetarum,, 1890, pp. 48ff. 9 105ff. 

50. R. R. Ottley, Isaiah According to the Septuagintq I, 
19o4. pp. 6ff. 9 14ff.; 119 19069 pp. xff. 9 xxxiff; Handbook 
to the Septuagint, pp. 91ff. W. 0, E, Oesterley, Studies in the Greek 
and Latin Versions of the Book of Amos, 19029 p. 2 T-IThat Q con- 
tains the Hesychian text is universally admitted"); F. C. Burkittq 
EB9 IV, 19031 col- 5021 ("the Hesychian text is best represented 
by the first hand of Codex Marchalianus"); W. Grossouw, The 
Coptic Versions of the Minor Prophets, 19389 P. 16; A. Vaccarig 
"The Hesychian Recension of the Septuagint, " Biblica 46 (1965), 
60-66, -Gehman, JBL 

, 
48 (1929) 329-332, and 11SDBj _1963t P. 351; 

J. W. Weversq IDBq IVt 19629 p. 275. 

51. Rahlfs was sceptical of being able to trace the Hesychian 
text, cf. Septuaginta, I. p. xxxi, though earlier, SeDtizaginta 
Studien, 11,19079 pp. -183-197, he had identified the Hesychian 
recension with the Lower Egyptian text in Psalms. Ziegler has 
been negative throughout, cf. Isaias, p. 23, Ezechiel, p. 299 
n. 39 Daniel, p. 47, q. 1. Others have tried to identify it with 
the B text, e. g., Grabe, Letter to Millq 1705; recently re-argued 
by Jellicoeq JBL 88 (1963)t 409-418. 

52. Cerianiq De codice Marchalianol PP. 34-35; Swetet Intro- 
duction, p. 144. 
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53. ' The above are more sAgnificant A readings; there are of I 
course other unique A readings which are merely clerical and 
orthographic. 

54. Another pair of minuscules that belong to this group 
are 68 and 122, but these are near ide ntical copies of B, at 
least in Jer. Ziegler describes 68 as a Catena text (Ieremiasq 
p. 11 )v but this is definitely not s o in Jer. Some examples 
from Jer 29 that prove the dependence of 68 and 122 on B are the 
following: 

29: 3 C. & 12-7- 13 0 
29: 4 C-W (P koý, C' V15f. it I% r -t 
29: 9 6 0-; b OL (. '2 12-Z3 JC&iV 401 5"1 r44 JcJav&j r3kc; 

OL % LL V 

-e 
29: 10 SS 1-4.1- A, - #o6 -4to 

29: 11 OM. 14K% IL2. 13 C) 

29: 13 L(Y) 6 ý5 CA; (1.? - ! 718 tit% ret . 
29: 21 " Ztr vN', / 13 S"c. %Ii. -a- to C. I+i o igs oY '-% 

I- 
u-r -1 A -, -wj-r -1 s, S" &t. 

29: 22 VV !, Lr 0 PVI GI GS 6% 1-9 
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Notes to Chapter 

1. Some examples of the decidedly secondary readings which 
it attests for Jer 29 are the following (underlined): 

29: 1 Ptipat xvelov ItefoAlav 'ro MdoPbj-1$jV 
--olu ji o,? 6x ov -rre'o -rcýý yý2cbtv = HT 

29: 4 
T; % 

= MT ;0V .1 Oe IV 16J &. 0 -1 W jcý -r % 29: 13 1 so A'J, 01". 
-TrItirdit . MT 

J* 29: 16 1' S0 L) fA%ICPOV MT 
%% 

29: 18 IC a- rý. - C-r V. I WL "'It erv(> IC6 -rT .1 a- OL V 
TI %? "I %I asýTý 14T 

29: 19 -Trv v -r o, j,, %r -J MT 

29: 22 06., - o' 'r Iý MT ; Ob-A. V- 0,0 - PVT 

2. A comparative chart of selected readings from Jer 29 
illustrates the kind of trivial modifications found in various 
editions of the LXX textus receptus: 

. - T i%4. SwIte- 

I MAI t $1 
o E>, L) 

-V 

VAKE I/A KYA 

I 2-91L OIK 
C, 

06x, Be-) C C- C 

M-. 10 

CK 
OCT OL I' C- 0 V'r I C- 

IL) 

VT 1 
el 

0- 00 0- - i, 

cI C- 

- cr 14 

-293 

c 

- crt 

AC 

C- 

-cr 1 
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* 12. 

-it o OIL 

6-Tr'D I'Tf C. C- 

OL C. c 

x vie ok I r. ot I 

ip 
*L i r. OL I w 

't v -61 
k/ la c 

y0 cr cr, IL I OL v 

( YO crer I IL C- 

"1 0 
K" 01 

ir n - &'Cj Ar - c- t. 1 - cr cl lw 

cv01r. q 0- rI K"Ir 01. K S-T o%. r- &., To 1. *C 

1j. 2.0 - 
-r gt 4 

if ccrTltrc 

C- C C- 

IA% Ll 

er vv tp I., cr v Yf w 

c- C- 

-ro o 0& V00 0 -, o 0. ) 

-tAl Ll 

CK*rc IV IL I 

Cc 
r-T ( vl. C- C- 

3., Cf. above, P. 6. He was, of course, aided by a 
great deal of scholarship that had already been expended on the 
UX of Jer (cf. his remark, "Die notierte Literatur zeigtv dass 
bereits in ausgiebiger Weise die UX von Ier. Thr. Bar. untersucht 
worden ist" BeitrRge, p. 6). 

4. Note that Lagarde listed the witnesses in this order, 
"Noch einmal'19 pp. 230-231. 

5. The sub-divisions in some of the other editions one feels 
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become too complicated to be helpful, e. g. Isaias L""' = 1I +M 
+ 1III, and C" =C+ cI + cIIj, 

6. See his comments in Duodecim Prophetaeg pp. 138-139; 
however, in Isaias the insert sheet "ErklUrung der Zeichen und 
AbkUrzungen" contains an extensive list of "codices mixti". 

7. Cf. above the discussion on the sub-divisions in L, pp. 87-9 

8. For exampleg why in 29: 15 are V-239-538 joined by hyphens 
1 .1 for the reading la .c 19 -1 -1 but 106 239 538 are not joined' 

I by hyphens for the variant -vTaew. I iv -L cr G-L ? Why in 1: 19 
for the variant f. I -VT E (-, / ) is 410 included with the Q group 
rather than with the B group? 

90 Question: Why does Ziegler employ a period with abbrevia- 
tions for the Church Fathers but not for the daughter versions? 

10. These extraordinary omissions are as follows: 

In 'Is 

15: 1 lo6 538txt log gitxt-490txt 
17: 1 lo6 5.8txt 
19: 1ý lo6 538txt 407 763 txt 

21: 1 106 538txt 301 
21: 11 106 538 txt 393 
22: 1 106 538 txt 763 txt 

23: 1 106 538txt 763txt 407 txt 456 

In Jer 

26(46): 13 lo6 538 txt 

27(50): l 106 538txt 
29(47): l 106 538txt Bo Armp 
29: 8(49: 7) 46 lo6 538txt 
30(49): l 46 lo6 538txt Armp 
30: 6(49: 28) lo6 538txt 
30: 12(49: 23) 106 538txt 763txt ArmP 

J# 
11. For examplcq for the reading ; Soo' /A%%cPOW at 29: 16 

Ziegler cites all the supporting and non-supporting evidence; 
why he made an exception in this case is not entirely cleare 

12. Ziegler's com'ment to the effect that this calculation 
'list nicht, allzu schwierig" (Teremias, P. 138) is not entirely 

-m fair. For somebody well familiar with the MS evidence for a 
particular book such calculations may not be too demandingt but 
for the occasional reader or scholar who quickly needs to know the 
supporting evidence for a particular reading the process is not at 
all so simple. 
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f 13. Cf. the entry at 1: 19: ,; " cIC. I Cyr Tht %, cr 1L (v) 
B-S-239-538 V+ 0-233 C. The mention of Cyril and Theodoret with 
the lemma text does not mean that they only attest the ý. c", f Ij 
reading; rather it means that ci is found in all Gk 
MSS not mentioned for c i-rr cv- plus the Fathers Cyril and 
Theodoret.. 

14. Hence S. P. Brock's remark in the SOTS Book List, 1978, 
p. 46, to the effect that the new edition "is evidently a straight 
reprint of the 1957 edition ... without any alterations" re- 
mains generally true with the exception of the apparatus to Jer 29. 

15- See for example the work being done on the Armenian 
version: M. E. Stone, "The Old Armenian Version of Isaiah: Towards 
the Choice of the Base Text for an Edition". Textus 8 (1973)9 
107-123- 

16. Cf. the critique of Wever's edition of Genesis by K. G. 
O'Connel in CBQ 39 (1977)9 119 ff- 

17. Some anonymous marginal readings are known to come 
from the Hexaplaric recension while others come from the Lucianic 
recension (see above, p. 26 ). It must be a difficult, if not 
impossible, task on every occasion to correctly associate these 
readings with the right group. Ziegler more often ýhan not 
links an anonymous marginal reading with the Hexaplaric recension. 

18. See Ziegler's explanation for this procedure, Isaias, 
P- 113- 

19. The term "contemporary" approach is mine rather than, 
Walters'. Walters employed no parallel term to the adjectives 
"traditional" and "documentary" used to describe the first two 
alternatives. 

20. A couple of minor differences may however be noted. 
In the case of the movable nu Ziegler follows the "school rule" 
(cf. his comment Duodecim PTophetae, p. 118) whereas Rahlfs 
inserts it regardless of what letter follows, In the Edom oracle 
compare the following spellings: 

Rahlf s Ziegler 

"' "' %A t1, 30: 3 29: 10 IC -0 ti 

30: 6 : -r tv 29: 13 t 
30: 8 k-er tv 29: 15 - '> C 
30: vt xý< cv 29: 1 cr 
30: 12 29: 19 

30: 14 29: 21 

By contrast Ziegler appears always to employ the final 
sigma for 0 where Rahlfs occasionally omits it, cf. 
13: 99 35: 6.1 
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21. See the comment by G. D. Kilpatrick in his review of R. 
Hanhart's Zum Text des 2. und 3- MakkabRerbuches (1960): "It is 
quite clear from these pages (i. e. Ch. 1) how much students of the 
Greek Bible owe to Dr. P. Katz, but we have to distinguish between 
what our authors wrote and what is philologically correct, " GGA 
215 (1963)9 12. See also a comment to the same effect by T. Mura- 
oka in his review of Walters' Text, JSS 19 (1974)t 307- 

22. Ziegler himself says that in the matter of proper names 
he has subjected Rahlfs and Katz to a new appraisal, the result 
of which is embodied in Ch. 2 of Beitrilgeg "Transkriptionen". 

23. The comment is not necessarily meant as ý criticism but 
merely as reporting on Ziegler's methodology. 

24. W, Kappler., "Ziele und Aufgaben des GBttinger Septuaginta- 
Unternehmens". GGA 202 (194o), 115-124. 

25. Cf. above, P-5n. 8 

26. The most common Heb equivalence is as might be expected 
r% "v-4tv (Gen 45: 7 2 Ki 14: 7 4 Ki 19: 31 Is 14: 30 Jer 27(50): 26 

Jer 27(40): 11) or -IttlP (Is 10: 22'14: 22), but it is also used to 
translate -T -Itv in Jud 5: 13 4 Re 10: 11,1 '%] in 3 Re 15: 4, 

nclý in Job 22: 20, and possibly D"n d, in Is 37: 30- 

27, The interpretation of the phrase is complicated by the un- 
certainty regarding the reading St; YCseot at the commencement of 
the verse which Ziegler emends to 41-v, lytiea but on the basis of 
the MS reading the sentence c ý- cro 0 %<-ýi It s-rovo's 

,, 
XA0V might be translated, "they have perished each by the hand 

of his brother and his neighbour", whi. ch seems preferable to &J'>, o v-ro 
%GL pa"SCý, 

'f 0 
Zi 3C 

l'-f 0V C) S 
/, 

LAv 

1L. - "they have perished 
each by the hand of his brother, my neighbour", where the deity 
seems to speak of Israel as "my neighbour". 

28. The same thing can be seen happening in Ziegler's decision 
in the form of the "concluding formula" *>. 4'y1i /( I -m t- /fj erlo Z-s 
In 1: 19 and 2: 3 Ziegler opts for the form rveocr on the 
basis of translation pattern (see below, P-197 n-32) against that 
of the main MS evidence (cf. his explanation BeitrHge, P. 38). 

29. In NT textual-criticism there is a lively on-going de- 
bate concerning the validity of the eclectic method and how far 
it is to be carried; see for instance the Festschrift for Prof. G. 
Kilpatrick Studies in New TestamentLanguage and Text (197b) which 
includes essays both pro and contra Kilpatrick's own position. 
Three useful survey articles on the present state of the-debate 
are those by J. E. Epp in JBL 93 (1974), 386-414, HTR 69 (1976)9 
211-257, and D. Parker, NTS-24 (1977)9 149-162. A real desideratum 
for LXX textual criticism is a careful analysis and evaluation of 
the craft of textual criticism as it has been practiced and is 
being practiced today in the Gk OT. For a sampling of Kilpatrick's 
method applied to the LXX see his review of W. Kappler and R. Han- 
hart's editions of 1,2, and 3 Maccabeen. in GGA 215 (1963)t 10-22. 
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30. "Diese AusfUhrungen zeigen, dass eine vo11e 
Gewähr fUr die UrsprUnglichkeit verschiedener Lesarten nicht 
immer geboten werden kann .... Die fortschreitende Forschung mag 
manche Lesarten, die im App. stehen, in den Text aufnehmen und 
umgekehrt", Duodecim Prophetae, p. 133. 

31. See the statistics given by B. Metzger, The Text of the 
New Testament, pp. 184-5. 

32. Cf. K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, pp. 9-10. 
For a review of the arguments advanced against the practice of 
emendation in the NT in a paper advocating a return to this prac- 
tice, see the lively article, written with wit reminiscent of A. 
E. Housemang by John Strungnellq "A Plea for Conjectural Emendation 
in the New Testament", CBQ 36 (1974)t 543-58. 

33. The lexicons distinguish between -ve and 'lot 
the former found only in the construct form with 

mp: 01 (5x) or ý -i., L -% a, - Ox) referring to' ihe deity, the 
latter in all other contexts, For the purpose of this reviewq 
no such distinction is necessary. 

34. The same tendency simply to employ the root meaning of 
I '-DL-t-t is characteristic of the Min Gk VSS, Thus Aquilaq 

0 where attested, almost uniformly uses 
JVV"grTn 

S (Is 34: 79 
46: 129 Ps 21(22): 139 49(50): 139 77(78): 259 131(132): 2, or Suv. -m% (Is 10: 33), except 1 Sam 21: 7(8) o"sey,, v (MS 57 subcr, ) and 
Lam 1: 15 (probably reading -1 , -T -tL ), The 
other versions were more free but still stayed close to the base 
meaning, e. g. 9 Symmachus has Jjv**Lcrr-%% (Is 49: 26)9 5, j v --v a 
(Is 10: 33)9 PIS (Is 34: 7), erK'ý-. ) eOS - (Is 46: 12)9 

-rot 3eO S ? (Ps 21(22): 13, Field citing Montfaucon), iTgx tj*, ý 

(Ps 67(68): 31)9 a' wte-jt-v o (Ps 75(76): 6), 
(Ps 77, (78): 25)9 P-t %I k O'Tm& I/ C C. (Lam 1: 15); Theod6tion has 

Iu vai er -rj S (Pr-'077(78): 25), Cr Y, - e0S (Is 34: 7), and 
e (Is 10: 33). 

Among the Eng VSS the RV tends in-the same direction, 
cf., Jud 5: 22 "strong ones, " and similarly Jer 8: 16,26(46): 15. 

. 35. The equivalence rQ3eo% /n-n. k (not always a cor- 
rect equivalence) was facilitated in each instance by the associa- 
tion of n, a . 0-L with some other animal, e. g., in Jer 2700): 11 

, rat ýeo S. I" -a'A_ is parallel to pe, 1, S"cV/ 7% 11 -V 4, 
The Eng VSS agree that the correct translation there is "strong 
horses" (RV) or "stallions" (RSV, NEB, JB). The LXX (mis)transla- 
tion ý0% , SIO V has determined the further mistranslation of 

ý -. %-y by n cs /nýnm is otherwise 
correctly and uniformly rendered in Jer by Y 
(cf-9 5: 8 8: 16t 13: 27,38(31): 7). The important point to WoAte, 

however, is that the meaning 01'slo., was derived from the 
immediate context, 

36. The majority of MSS have the reading s-ri-m-c-s-LI -rr Tr &j me 
but this is undoubtedly a double reading, as recognized by Giese- 
brecht (P- 231), KOhler (p. 16) Streane (p. 111), Rudolph (ZAW, 
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p. 279). and Ziegler (BeitrMge, p. 99). That and 
not Ym-wajv was the original reading is made virtually certain 
by the following considerations: it is inexpl 

4 
icable why the read- 

ing should have been added to since the 
addition would make a clear reading more difficult and would-not 
corresEond to the Ileb; on the other hand, it'is easy to see 
that %, T-". J. / could have been added later to give sense to the 
Gkq cf., the omission of,, '%', rrww%j, / in v-46-86-198-239-544 o- 
233 verss. P Possibly ITT, "-/ was at one time a marginal 
gloss on %'wiTAa 16&ý which was later incorporated into the text. 
Origen probably found only in his Vorlage, otherwise 
he would also have included -n-mwv placing one of the words 
under obelus. Ziegler correctly prints Only in the text& 

37. All the. MSS read 6 &. 
Zer 

"'0 S C, but again 
it is possible that we have her/e another double reading (so 
Giesebrecht, p. 231, KUhler, p. 21, and Streane, p. 263). Ziegler 
is also convinced that the pair form a double reading but is less 
certain which of the two words was original and which was added 
later. In his discussion of this lectio duplex (BeitELdr. ej p. 96) 
he seems to prefer LK'ýL--ro's as the original, though he admits 
that LAo d- -fO S could also be considered such, in which case 

Y-), - C. S is later approximation to the Heb. In the text 
he shows his ambivalence by printing both words but placing 

0 tv-NLy. TO S in square brackets. Whether /"A; c-Pr\-ps or 
I v0p- c Y_-ro or even 6 00- OS 05- 'CV, ý, LV_-rc'f was the original Gki 

C it is clear that the tr s lation was derived from the context as 
a parallel to the Egyptian bull-god Apis (a translation based in 
turn on the reading -c\-xl 63 "Apis has fled" vs. MT %IT 
"swept away"). Ir 

38. These could represent 
' 
different Vorlagen (for 1 Sam 

21: 8 cf. Lagarde's suggestion that LXX testifies to a reading 

, -: -ý ý, : x; L but see the remark by S. R. Driver, Notes, p. C' '"' ' -v 
176; for Ps 7ý06): 6 BHS propose 'lly ; for U-716: 12 
BHS suggest ), or they may be d6sparate attempts by the 
translators to mýke sense of the Heb that for one reason or another 
was difficult to the translator (cf. for instance the various 
translations of -) 1-3. -A in the Eng VSS of Is 46: 12), The Heb 
and Gk of Job is notoriously difficult to correlate and in the 
case of -'S%'Pve6, % as we cannot even be sure that this was intended 
as a translation of n1 -3. 'tL (cf. the question marks in HR). 

39, Text of the NT, pe 185, n. -l, 
40. Ibid, P. 183- 

41. According to the researches of 11. J. M. Milne and T. C. 
Skeat (Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus, Londong 
1938, P-P. 54-55)9 the'book of Jer (along with Is, Lam, MP, Shcpller) 
was copied by Scribe B. The careless habits of this copyist 
they find hard to describe in moderate language and are amazed 
he could have been chosen for such an important job. They write, 
I'lle (Scribe B] seems to have had no firm visual impression of 
Greek, so barbarous and groteoque are the forms which his 
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misspellings can present to the eye, and with such utter incon- 
sistency does he sway from correct to incorrect, .e. Pure 
blunders, like telescoping of words and omission of letters or 
syllables, are incredibly common ...; more curious is the 
wrong insertion of the consonant in the middle of the word, as in 

("M(e) 
01 no--) Wer 37: 24). Jopý_)%, red Wer 26: 4), a7-(v)evcwv 

Jer 51: 35). Another frequent error is produced by metathesisq 
Cr C IrOL I for t a- -ra % (Is 35: 6), A. - %cv for J'w/%tVC% 
er 3: 5) .... 11 In the light of this 

restimony 
it is not. dif- 

ficult to see how the on of c -v-O-wos could have been inverted 
by metathesis to -T-o . or how ap might suddenly have appeared 
between -ff and o of -w-oc. to yield -vreoS (cf. -M(e) 01 -1 
Jer 37: 24). 

42. If -r 'a -Tr eD crt-j Iro V -r Li corresponds to iý 111 
this presumably means that the translator read 13b as a collective 
for 1`31b 

43. According to Ziegler (BeitrHRe, p. 68), Grabe proposed 
Y- ve&, %j4ý 1P. 0. *: cr"c, acwt, But this is not correct. The statement 

in the "Prolegomenall clear17 reads, "pro oby, 
in Rom. Cod. legendum sit tv juxta Heb. 

a 

44* This translation is found in Ex 10: 19 13: 18 15: 4922 
23: 31; * Num 14: 25 21: 4 33: 10,11; Dt 1: 40 2: 1 11: 4; Josh 2: 10 
4: 23 24: 6; Jud 11: 16(A text); Ps 105(lo6): 7.9,22 135(136): 139 
15; Neh 9: 9. In 3 Re 9: 26 is f ound -rý S it cr Xý -v-) S. 

45. According to Streane, the addition of the negative is 
found in 2: 3(2x) 5: 2 9: 50) 23: 32 28(51): 58 29: 22 (49: 21) 38: 35 
(31: 37). The omission is found in 2: 25,4: 1 5: 3,10 18: 18 
28(51): 3 43(36): 25. Streane also refers to Wellhausen, Der Text 
der BUcher Samuelis, p. 26, for evidence of the same phenomenon 
happening in 1 and 2 Reg. Along the same lines compare the re- 
cent article by M. L. Klein, "Converse Translation: A Targumic 
Technique", Biblica 57 (1976)9 515-537, especially PP. 516-529, 
"Addition or Deletion of the Negative Particle". 

46. Cf. the*device employed in the current Peshitta pro- 
ject, The Old Testament in Syriacq General Preface, 19729 p. VIII. 

47. Compare J* Barr's review of Walterst The Text of the 
Septuagint, particularly his comment, "Walters seems to have 
belonged to an age which accepted the emendation of the text 
more readily than the present generation of scholars does", 
HJ 26 (1975), 61-63. 

48. For some examples of conjectured readings that have 
been vindicated by papyri discoveries in Ezekiel, see Ziegler, 
BeitrHge, p. 17o 
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Notes to Chapter 

1. Thackeray actually delineated three translation units 
in the book, the third being the "Historical Appendix"q Ch. 52, 

which he designated "Jeremiah y1l; however, he adduced only scant 
support for the third translator and seemed less sure of his 

case in this matter (cf. "Gr. Tr. Jer. ",, pp. 246,26o). 

2. Ziegler's treatment of the multiple translator problem 
in Jer is in fact ambiguous and unsatisfactory. Several times 
he distinguishes between IIIer. 111 and "Ier. III' and refers to 
them as "der erste Ier. -Ubersetzer" (BeitrRge, Pý 127) and "der 

zweite Ier. -Ubers. 11 (BeitrUge, p. 49); this distinction then 
becomes the basis for te: 5t-critical decisions, e. g., in the pre- 
ference for the form Y"I ic 0e1o at 1: 19 and 2: 3 where 
the majority of MSS have t vnit(y) 1c, 'Plos and cpý c, 03 w. 3, eivs res- 
pectively (cf. BeitrUge, P. 38; Ieremias, p. 44). On other 
occasions he simply speaks of "der Ubersetzer" apparently with 
reference to the whole book and makes decisions on the basis of 
the unity of the translation, e. g. his preference for the word 

KWL ý, @d at 29: 10 Wer bl) versus the majority text read- 
ings on the precedent of the translation 

6 for ! )S%. v at 6: 9 Wer a) BeitrUge, p. 48). 
, 
ZA 

3- For elaboration of this part of Tov's argument see pp. 6, 
42,135 of his book, and particularly the appendix, "Why is Jer-RIs 
Revision Preserved Only in Jer bl? ", pp. 162-165- 

4. Cf. LSJ. Usually the context is one of joy, exultation 
or victory rather than one of pain or grief, but the latter sense 
certainly is attested, including the NT usage at Mk 5: 38. 

1 
5. Rahlfs. Jer a': 1: 18 5: 19 16: 10 18: 23' 19: 15 23: 8. 

Jer bl: 
48: 12 51: 1 - 

Elsewher 
13,19 2 Re 3: 25 
17: 10 Esth 8: 13 
Ez 38: 8 Dan(Th. ) 

29: 2 33: 292 36: 1 39: 23 43: 11,16,32 47: 5 

e: Gen 19: 4 Lev 6: 22 Deut 22: 19929 Josh 6: 12, 
3 Re 2: 26 12: 24 13: 11 1 Chr 10: 11 16: 47 
9: 28 Ps 21: 23 Prov 25: 4 Am 7: 10 Zech 7: 5 
4: 8. 

6. ziemier. Jer a': 18: 23 19: 15 23: 8; Jer bl: 29: 2 
33: 292 39: 23 IT8: 12 51: 1- 

7. Tov believes that the readings o 040 S crOL, (from 
*' ý5 1 or versus MT SI" h- ) in 6: 2 and rI'"tTa'I*e 49-% TI 

in 29(47): 6 (from versur, MT I n-r ) are additional examples 
of the same deliberate attempt to avoid the roots 

/ ck,., -T . 

Not ? -9(49): '1* as in Tov, P- 31- 

9. The totals include all occurrences of the translated 

name in question whether or not a corresponding 11 -% -, ýL n. "' 

"Ol 
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is found in the MT, My totals do not always coincide with those 
of Tov. For instance, in the case of cr-ý-w 9 his total 
of 58 for Is and 8 elsewhere seem to be based on the'aggregate 
sums as found in HR. My totals, where possible, are based on 
Ziegler's critical texts. In the case of Jer we both record 7 
occurrences of -vr-- v -r 0 v- eoL -r -J C in Jer bt, but Tov obtains this 
figure by including 37(30): 3 attested by SAVC but rejected by 
Ziegler, while he fails to mention 38: 36(31: 35), a firmly attested 
occurrence of -Tr-L v-ro K Px'-r -e& Tov's reference to -rrs-viovLeft'-r--je 
in Jer 29: 29 must be corrected to 29: 19. 

10. tr. #. ýC-w 

Josh 6: 16(17) 
1 Re 1: 3.11.20 15: 2 17: 45 

1 Esd 9: 46 

Is 1: 9924 2: 12 3: 1 5: 7,9916924925 6: 395 7: 7 8: 18 
9: 7(6) 10: 16924933 13: 4913 14: 22,24927 17: 4 18: 797 19: 4912, 
16925 21: 10 22: 5,12,14915917,25 23: 9911 25: 6 28: 5922t29 
29: 6 31: 4 37: 16932 39: 5 44: 6 45: 13914 47: 4 48: 2 51: 15 
54: 5. 

-rr-tv-ro vp4, r 
2 Re 5: 10 7: 8.25(MT v. 26)27 
3 Re 19: 10,14 
1 Chr 11: 9 17: 7924 
Sir 42: 17 
Hos 12: 5 Am 3: 13 4: 13 5: 14,15,16927 9: 5 mi 4: 4 

Na 2: 14 3: 5 Hab 2: 13. Zeph 2: 10 Hag 1: 2,5,7.9,14 
2: 4,6,7,8,9,9,1.1923,23 Zech 1: 3,4,6,12.14,16,17 2: 81 

9'1111(MT 12913,15) 3: 7v9,10 4: 6l9 5: 4 6: 12915 7: 3, 
9912,12,13 8: 1,293,4,6,46,7,9,9911,14,14,18,19920,21922,23 
9: 15 10: 3 11: 4 12: 5 13: 7 14: 16917121121 Mal 1: 49 
698,9,10111912914117,4: 1,3 (MT 3: 19,21) 
Jer a' 3: 19 5: 14 15: 16 23: 16 27(50): 34 28(51): 5957 
Jer bt 29: 15(45: 18) 32: 13(25: 27) 38: 36(31: 35) 39(32): 14, 
19 40(33): ll 51(44): 7 
Bar 3: 1,4. 

12. -r3v 
SUVOLAA(UPI 

Josh 5: 13(MT v. 14 
2 Re 6: 2,18 
3 Re 17-: 1 18: 15 4 Re 3: 14 19: 20931 
Ps 23(24): 10 45(46): 8912 47(48): 9 58(59): 6 68(69): 7 
79(8o): 5.8,15,2o 83(84): 214,9913 88(89): 9. 
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13. Thackeray was aware of the rendition -irAVTO Y-e4C'r&J(' 
running right through Jer and MP but could accomodate this to 
his multiple translator theory (Jewish Worshipq P. 33)- 

14. These totals are based on Ziegler's text Which means 
that for the purpose of our sums at least, we accept the elim- 
ination of at 21: 7, while reading 'J, L at 9: 17, 'o WC 

rather than -I-rctv at 29: 13. 

15. Comparison with Tovts statistics (p. 17) and mine re- 
veals some discrepancies in the sums achieved. But since Tov 
does not give references for most of his totals it is impossible 
to check one against the other. His total of 49*instances of 

-r .1 Sc- ),. IL, ILI in Reigns may include the formula at 1 Re 
14: 7 which however is found in a passage attested only by the A 

OL 

text among the uncials. For 2 Chr I count 6 rather than 5 occur- 
rences of -ra'aSe. while for MP I find 44 rather than 43- 
Where Tov does give references these are found to be incorrect 
in the following places: The translation of ; ii; i, ni3-rL n.: 1 
by -re'tSc ý, c'jcj gopoos occurs in Jer 61 times not 58 times as 
stated by Tov, pp. 21,569 57. Tov's list on Pe 56 fails to note 
the occurrences of -rOL ,S -L 1ý- %'%I CI at 2: 295 and 28: 36. The 
totals for o%ljrwS tl-rrt in Jer bI are 71 not 69; Tov fails 
to mention 34: 13,40: 12, and 41: 2(2nd occurrence), while his - list includes Bar 2: 21 (Bar references are not incorporated in 
our lists). Tov's total of 3 for oU'-T&js ýkfjti includes 
21: 7 where, however, the o1v',, rw & is eliminated by Ziegler; 
it is strange to find Tov not following Ziegler here since in 
almost every other instance he does accept Ziegler's text, 

16. -r OL f. 'f cI 'St "ý-' 
Gen 45: 9 
Ex 4: 22 5: 1910 7: 17 8: l(7: 26) 8: 2006) 9: 1,13 

10: 3 11: 4 32: 27 

Num 20: 14 22: 16 

Josh 7: 13 22: 16 24: 2 
Jud 6: 8 11: 15 
1 Re 2: 27 2 Re 7: 5,8 12: 7911 24: 12 

3 Re 2: 30 11: 31 12: 24 13: 2921 17: 14 20(21): 19919 
21: 2(3)95,13914928942 22: 11 4 Re 1: 4,6til, 16 2: 21 3: 16917 
4: 43 7: 1 9: 3,6,12,18919 18: 19929,31 19: 36920932 20: 195 
21: 12 22: 15,16,18 

1 Chr 17: 7 2 Chr 11: 4 18: 10 20: 15 21: 12 24: 20 36: 23 

Am 1: 6,9,11,13 2: 1,496 3: 11,12 5: 394,16 7: 11,17 
Mi 2: 3 3: 5 Ob 1 Na 1: 12 Hag 1: 2,5 172: 6,11 Zech 1: 39 
4914,16917 2: 802) 3: 7 6: 12 7: 9 8: 293,4,697,9914,19920,23 
11: 4 Mal 1: 4 

Is 7: 7 10: 24 22: 15 29: 22 36: 4914ti6i 37: 396t2l 
38: 10 52: 3 56: 1,4 57: 15 65: 13 66: 12 

Jer at 2: 2.5.31 4: 3927 5: 14 6: 69991612lt22 7: 3t20921 
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8: 4 9: 7915923(6914t22) 10: 2t18 11: 3911921 12: 14 -13: 198,13 
14: 15 15: 2919 16: 3099 17: 19t2l 18: 13 19: 3911915 20: 4 
21: 498912 22: 19396911918 23: 2915,38 24: 518 25: 15(49: 35) 
27(50): 18933 28(51): 1933936,58 

Jer bl 29: 1(47: 2) 29: 8113 (49: 7912) 

Ez 2: 4 3: 11 27 5: 59798 6: 3911 7: 20 11: 5t706917 
12: 10919923,28 13: 39A. 0308920 14: 4t692l 15: 6 16: 3936959 
17: 39991gt22 20: 395927930939,47(21: 3)9 21: gt24926928(149299 
31,33) 22: 309928 23*22928,32935,46 24: 31699921 25: 396989 
12,13,1506 26: 397,15: 19 27: 3 28: 2,6tl2922925 29: 318913,19 
30: 2910913922 31: 10915 32: 3911 33: 27 34: 2910911917920 35: 3914 
36: 293949596913,22,33,37 37: 50912,19,21 38: 3910,14,17 39: lv 
17925 43: 18 44: 6,9 45: 9918 46: 1116 47: 13. 

17. O"-T'is Vt ITT IL 

1 Chr'17: 4 2 Chr 12: 5 18: 26 34: 23 

2 Esd 1: 2 

is 18: 4 21: 6916 31: 4 

Jer b' 30: 1,6(49: 1928) 31(48): 1940 32: 1,13,14918 
(25: 15,27,28932) 33(26): 2t49l8 43: 193913916(27; 294916919) 
35(28): 2911,13,14,16 36(29): If, 8,10,121931,, 32 37(30): 2,, 5,12,, 18 
38(31): 297,15916923,36(35) 39(32): 3,14,15,28,36942 40(33): 21 
4910912 41(34): 292,13917 42(35): 17918 43(36): 29,30 44(37): 79 
9 45(38): 293,17 

_46(39): 
16 49(42): 991508 50(43): 10 51(44): 29 

7,11,25930 51: 32,34(45: 294). 

18. oo-rwc. Vc', jeti 
Gen 32: 4(5) 

Jud 11: 15 
Chr 21: 10.11 2 Chr 34: 24.26 1 

Is 8: 11 28: 16 30: 12915 37: 33 42: 5 43: 1914,16 
44: 296$24 45: 1,11,14,18 48: 17 49: 7,8922,25 50: 1 51: 22 52: 4 
65: 8 66: 1 

Jer a' 14: 10 (21: 7 jec. dup. acc. to Ziegler) 23: 16 

Jer bt 41(34): 4 42(35): 13. 

19. The following is a list of the textual variants for 
the messenger formulas as found in Ziegler's apparatus: 

Variants f or -r 
4: 3 0 VtTIJ % 

13: 1 0*'vi% tIvrrEty) Loiy 

ý,, 
) L- qt - v312 17: 19 C %, ad 

29: 13 T-; aCCCV S-S-51, 

Variants for o3jrwý ý, Zyci 

14: lo *110 
L 23: 16 0'%j T &, J -rr C (0) O-z33 

41 0 f. ), T tj %CI IM io 
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42: 13 OU' TWS 0 

Variants for oý;. rwS L I' -W 
10 The f orm -rc Sc tyci is found in the L group (or part- 

thereof) at 31: 40 32: 13918 35: 2914 36: 8921 37: 18 38: 7,16 
39: 14f28942 41: 2917 43: 29 44: 799 45: 3 49: 15,18 51: 11925. 

The form o%'. 'P-rwt is found in miscellaneous 
MSS (indicated in the parentheses) at 35: 2(233) 36: 8(233) 
36: 22(534ýt 37: 12(A 613) 38: 16(233) 39: 14(233) 4o: 12(Q-V+ OLC) 
43: 29(87 t) 51: 7(239). 

Where the MF is missing in the LXX it has been supplied 
in O/L by TotSt at 11: 22 13: 12 17: 5 22: 30 34: 21 
36: 16,17,25 4o: 17,20,25 38: 35 42: 19 and by o'u-r,. jt 
at 18: 11. 

The most common variant in the above lists is the change 
in the L recension from the anomalous form c, VTTC. to 
the standard usage -ro'k-St '>-t'jEj . not surprisinglyg considering 
what is already knowý about the tendency of that recension to 
prefer a more natural Gk, The opposite tendency of changing 

CYC. to Ote)-rw CL T-ýr C is found in 13: 1 
17: 1ý 23: 16 41: 4 42: 13- 

20,, 

18,20 (Tov also includes 

cc -rrO 'W*t. uL- % 

t GeL 
Tr'). ý 

er cr 

21. -rm, ý- OL I -jr &J 
PIP , 0 '. -, F- Of, 0 

4: 13,20,20 9: 19(18) 10: 20 12: 12 

29: 11(49: 10) 30(49): 3 31(48): 19159 
38(31): 2 where MT has . 1-r%-IUI 
29(47): 4 

5: 6 28(51): 53955 
q-613 4.30: 6(49: 28). 

6: 7126 15: 8 20: 8 28(51): 56 
31(48): 318,32. 

22.2: 30 4: 10 5: 12 
12: 12 14: 12,13,15916,18 15: 2,12,399 16: 4 
20: 494 21*79799 24: 10 25: 17(49: 37) 26( 
21935,3693ý07937,29(47): 6 31(48): 2910 
(25: 16927,30,31,38) 33(26): 23 34: 6(27: 8) 
36 41(34): 17 

9: 16(15) 11: 22 
18: 21921 19: 7 

ý6)00114916 27(50): 161 
32: 2913,15079249 

38(31): 2 39(32): 24t 

5: 17 6: 25 45(38): 2 46(39): 18 
49(42): 16917922 50(43): 11911 51(44): 12913918927,28. 

"t- 1 OL 195; 166. 23. e, 0 

24. )_ p, - KK, e o, 1 Gen 22: 6,10 27: 40 31: 26 34: 25926 
48: 22 E* 15: 9 17: 13 22: 24(23) Lev 26: 8925,33 Num 14: 43 
21: 24.22: 29931 Deut 13: 15e6) 20: 13 32: ý5,41,42 33: 29 
Jcah 5: 2,3 10: 11 19: 47 21: 42 24: 30'- 

eolm f Gen 3: 24 Ex 5: 21 32: 27 Num 22: 23 
31: 8 Josli--5--7TZU3) 6: 20(21) 8: 24 24: 12. 
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25 at -1QK I Ez 5: 2,12 26: 618,9911,15 28: 7923 
30: 495: 6,1'1-917921922 31: 17918 32: 1291992192ýý4926927928929t 

'4' 

30931932,33: 27 35: 598 38: 4t892l 39: 23. 

PC 1±! TOC I at Ez 5: 192912,17 6: 398911,12 7: 15 
11: 8910 12fW116 14: 17,21 21: 9911912914,15,19920128 23: 10,25 
24: 21 29: 8910 30: 24925 30: 10911 33: 293,14,6. 

26.1: 7 9 17 7: 22923923,31 11: 494 13: 596 
14: 14 17: 22 19: 5 23: 32 27(50): 21 28(51): 59 29(47): 7 39(32): 23 
42(35): 6910,14,18 43(36): 518926 45(38): 10927 

0, VVT :- cl, &' 4-4 33(26): 2,8 34(27): 3(4) 36(29): 23 
39(32)*. 13935 41(34-5: 22 44(37): 21. 

27. V--ieos 
/ns 2: 27928 3: 17 4: 11 5: 24 6: 15.8: 19 

7,15 10: 15 11: 12,14,14(14T-t. 4) 14: 8,19 15: 11,11 18: 23 26(46): 21 
27(50): 4916920927,31 28(51): 6918 

t 

)ýeovo f -4 
29: 9(49: 8) 37(30): 7 38(31): l. / ri 

28. Biblical Words for Time, 2 1969, elaborating a point 
made by G. B. Caird in The Apostolic Age', p. 184, n. 2. 

29. OP. cit., P. 37; for further remarks on the words for 
"time" in the LXX cf. pp, 125-127. 

31.30o 
Origen tried to guess at the meaning of the word,.; tTrt ýt le ov 

N\ -ro Cr W. -) -W o-, -m. - el cr -r-i c- -, 'I -r 0 Z. 0 S ý, -TT '0 -r' v "t e Y, t 
- reý , Vi -root tgkf -ro 0 q. , C-M a 7\1C 1eA0 /A14r Oct 

Ghisler 11 841 (not 481 as in Schleusner, Tov, p. 83, n. 30). 

31- We call there "concluding formulas" because this is 
their mainthough certainly not their onlyfunction, cf. R. 
Rendorff, ZAW 66 (1954), 28. 

32. Again the statistics are based on Ziegler's text which 
means readings)\, c',, c I at 1: 19 and 2: 3 (against the majority 
text witnesse taking 21: 7 as a concluding formula by elim- 
inating 0 LO -T 61 , and considering v-, 5r#-c at 23: 29 

a double reading. The totals include all occurrences of the Gk 
formula whether or not a corresponding formula is found in the MT. 

As often, my figures differ slightly from those of Tov. 
He lists a total of 71 references for \, ý. fL, ; my total 
is 75 (To*V'O'mits the second occurrence of the formula at 2: 19, 
3: 12 and 38(31): 35; also he neglects to nention the occurrences 

%. I at 8: 13 and 25: 19). Under the reference for Tov 
fails to mention 34: 12. 

kclycl KUPIOý 1: 8915,17919 2: 293,902917,19919,22929 
3: 1912t12913914916920 4: 19907 5: 199,15918922929 6: 12 7: 119 
19,30,32 8: 1913 9: 9, '24,25(8923924) 13: 14925 15: 396 16: 19119 
14916 17: 24 19: 6912 21: 7 22: 5916,24 23: 495,23s24,30,33,7 
25: 19(49: 39) 26(46): 5918923928 27(50): 20921931 28(51): 24,26t 
3995203957 29: 14(49: 13) 32: 17(25: 31) 34: 18(27: 22) 51: 35(45: 5) 

4? 1 30(49): 2915 31(48): 12935,38 34: 12(27: 15) 
36(29): 23 5M-0: 3917*21 38(31): 20927928931932,33,35935,37(37, 
37,36)938 41(34): 22 4609): 18 49(42): 11 
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30: 5910(49: 5932) 27(50): 30,40 34: 6 
(27: 8) 37(30): 8 3BT31): l 41(34): 5 

33. ("ic I is changed to ep -1 a 1(w) in sundry MSS at 
2: 3 3: 16 . 22: 16 25: 19 28: 26 34: 18 it is changed to 
in some MSS at 1: 8.17919 19: 12 27: 31. 

'*X IL CI in various MSS at 41) 1 Cr % is changed to 1-Y 
30: 2915 31: 12 36: 23 37: 3921 38: 27t3l, 32935937,38 49: 119 

and to at 41: 22. 

C %"Tr V. is changed to C, Y f- I in some MSS at 27: 30 
34: 6 37: 8 41. -' , and to TIcrzv) at 27: 30 30: 10. 

When the formula 0.41 is misýing in the LXX 
(as it frequently is) it is usually added in the 0 and L recen- 
sion (sometimes in conjunction with a few other MSS). The most 
common form of the addition by far is cý-ICr"ICv) Y-, 5e#,, s (65x: 
3: 10 15: 11 7: 16 8: 17 9: 396 12*17 13: 11 15: 9920 16: 15 
18: 6 21: 10913914 23: 112,11,1292i, 31932932 25: 70912917,18 
27: 4920935 28: 48 29: 17 30: 2t5,8,9 31: 15925930943944,47 
32: 15 34: 9 35: 4 36: 9911914914919919 37: 11 38: 14916917934 
39: 5.30,44 4o: 14 41: 17 42: 13 46: 17 51: 29); sometimes we 
find the form %vetos Ox: 8: 3 15: 21 23: 29 27: 10 f- -I 28: 25948 36: 32); and occasionally even 6. -rrLQ-) ir-JePoi 
Ox: 8: 12 26: 25 38: 14). 

34. Cf., Tov, p. 89, n. 110. In the list of references to 
JI-af- V-Jelos as renditions of In p -tL Tov neglects 

to mention 29: 19(49: 18) and 4o(33): 11- 

35- CIT., lll! ýeo 9: 1100) 10: 22 12: 11911 18: 16 
19: 8 25: 9911912 26(46): 19 27(50): 3913923 28(51): 26929,37, 
41962 

CA 6: 8 12: 10 28(51): 43 29: 14,18(49: 13, "a- , ,. -. ro ý 17) 30: 11(49: 33) 31(48): 9 32: 4124(25: 18,38) 39(32): 43 
49(42): 18 51(44): 6122. Cf. also 30(49): 2 On mnu, n 

2: 15 4: 27 41(34): 22 
4: 7 

IL X er -tv. cr tS5: 30 
II 8: 21 

30(49): 2 51(44): 12. 

36. 

IL $A 0 -4 
7-- 

Cr KU EDLO-Xrrjý-j 

12: 11 27(50): 45 

29: 21(49: 20) 
10: 25 4o(33): 10 
2: 12 4: 9 18: 16 
19: 8 27(50): 13- 

37. Cf. Reider-Turner, pp. 1 and 37- 

38. %4 C" KnV O'W 7: 12 17: 6 23: 6 28(51): 13 
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iluo 29: 17(49: 16) 30: g(49: 31) 32: 10(25: 24) 
V- eVir 0% %c %2 .17: 3,7 

31(48): 28. 

39. There is a further difficulty in considering 
J 

a "synonymous rendition" to Y-, --T-mcrv. -jv6w in 29: 17(49: 16). 
The sense demanded for K&--O0, J- in the context of 29: 17 is 
that of "destroy" or "demolish" (Bagster': "burst"), rather than 
that of "lodge" as in the Heb. Is it reasonable to assume that 
a reviser, anxious to bring the Gk text into better conformity 
with the Heb, would replace a perfectly logical translation 
choice () with another word ( 
which in the syntax of the sentence gave it a meaning quite 
different from that of the Heb? 

40. It wats, in factq this passage which Spohn already in 
1794 pointed to as indicating different translators Ieremias 
vates. p. 9). 

41. .1 It 
'rOTrO 

K*L'r V Cr I 

4. 

10: 25 23**3910 27(50): 7,19,45 
29: 20(49: 19) 32: 16(25: 30) 
29: 21(49: 20) 
40(33): 12. 

11 42.18: 17,20 24: 1 27(50): 8944 29: 20 
(49: 19) 33(26-)--. 4 37(30): 20 38: 3701: 36) 41(34): 15918 42 
(35): 5,19 43(36): 7.9.22 44(37): 2o 47(4o): lo 49(42): 2 51 
(44): lo 52: 12,33 

-Vtoo -Mpoecruil"Ov 9: 13( 12 ) 15: 19,19 21 :8 
30(49): 5 

I. V%LV, r 10 v1: 17 2: 22 15: 9 18: 23 19: 7 25: 17 
(49: 37) 47 _(T+_0_ T'. -l 0 

10 CV W Ifff 0V7: 10 
mpo rc p0 35(28): 898 41(34): 5. 

43. 8: 16 27(50): 46 28(51): 29 
_, 

AA 01 1 29: 22(49: 21). 

44.5: 16 9: 23(22) 26(46): 596 29: 23 
(49: 22) 31(48): 14 39(32): 12 

AA 20: 11 26(46): 9112,12 27(50): 9936 
28(51): 30956 

So v Wý-v 0' 48(41): 16 50(43): 6 51(44): 20 
)0 -w vn 14: 9. 
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45. On P. 5 and p. 20 Tov states that the reviser theory 
must be correct "by implication" if it can be shown that 

, 
Thackeray's 

explanation of the agreements between, Jer a' and bI is incorrect. 

On p. 6: "It seems to us that the agreements between the 
two sections of Jer (chapter II) are of such a nature that the 
two-translator theory cannot be sustained. " 

On p. 42: "We have attempted to demonstrate in the pre- 
ceding chapter that Jer a' and bl exhibit many important agree- 
ments which make a two-translator theory untenable. " 

On p. 45: "We suggest our working-hypothesis in spite of 
the mentioned difficulties because the agreements discussed in 
ch. II do not seem to leave any other possible explanation of the 
differences between Jer at and bl. 11 

46. See his remark on p. 8: "While the examples of chapter 
III are supposed to demonstrate that Jer bl has been revisedq 
the examples of chapter IV can also be taken as proof of a two- 
translator theory. However .*. the data provided in this chap- 
ter can be accommodated to our working hypothesis. " 

47. On Ch. V, p. 112: "It should be pointed out that this 
chapter provides no additional proof that Jer bl is a revision 
rather than a second translation. " 

On Ch. VI, p. 135: "Although the majority of the new-trans- 
lation equivalents of Jer-R are revisional, the examples them- 
selves do not provide additional proof that the second part of 
Jer contains a revision rather than a different translation. " 

48. See,, for example, Part I of Memory and__ManuscriDt by 
G. Gerhardsson (Uppsala, 1961) for an i eresting study of the 
role of memory within Judaism. 

49. See the note by P. D. M. Turner 11ANOIKODOMEIN and Intra- 
Septuagintal Borrowing", VT 27 (1977), 492-493 as well as other 
unpublished studies by her along the same lines (e. g. "Unravelling 
the Internal History of the Septuagint: A New Method Exemplified", 
paper read at OT Seminar, Cambridge University, Feb. 1977). 

50. Tov is forthright about the limitations inherent in 
his study. For instancet he says, "Our explanations of these 
difficulties may or may not be correct. In any event, we prefer 
the uneasy assumption outlined above over the "easy"-, two-transla- 
tor theory suggested by Thackeray (p. 6). Similarly, "We cannot 
claim that our suggestion is without difficulty. There are too 
many gaps in our knowledge. However, if we pause for a moment 
and assume that the theory is correct (p. 168). Such 
candor is refreshing.. 

51. Nor is the case similar to our argument for a pre- 
Hexaplaric revision underlying the Q text since in the latter 
instance the argument proceeds entirely from extant MSS readings* 
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Notes to Chapter 

1. It was an important part of A. P. Haustoupis"dissertation 
to show that many of the divergencies attributed to the LXX and 
HT texts of Jer were simply due to the lack of a trustworthy LXX 
edition of Jer. Cf. also W. Rudolph's article in ZAW 7 (1930), 
esp. 272-281, 

2. G. Vermes has expressed himself to the effect that un- 
less the matter is dealt with promptly the discovery threatens 
to become "the academic scandal par excellence of the twentieth 
century", The Dead Sea Scrolls: Qumran in Per'spective, 19779 P-2-4- 

3. On 2QJer see DJD, ing 62_69.. On 4QJer a and Wer C Cross 
comments that they contain a text "with virtually no significant 
deviations from the traditional text". QHBT9 P. 3o8 Aa statement 
which may be verified at least with regTr-dto 4QJer in Janzen's 
Appendix, pp. 174-181. For a discussion of the date (c. 200 B. C. ) 
and orthographic features of 4QJer a, see Cross JBL 74 (1955)9 
esp. 162-164, BANE9 pp. 145-153 and QHBTI P. 3-1-6-, n. 8. See 
also D. N. Freedman, Textus 2 (1; 62)9 9-7-162. 

4* The attention of the scholarly community at large was 
first alerted to the existence of this MS, together with a pre- 
liminary publication of part of one fragment in Cros2 , book, 
The Ancient'LibrarX of Qumran, 1958, P. 139, n. 38 ( 1961, p. 187, 
n- 38). The MS is of slightly later date (the Hasmonean period) 
than 4QJer a (QHBT, P. 308). 

b 5. It is recognized, of course, that 4QJer is not an 
isolated phenomenon in the entire range of LXX-Qumran studies. 
The Samuel scrolls from Qumran in particular have furnished 
evideUce for an LXX-type Heb text on a much larger scale than 
4QJer 

. By analogy, this would tend to increase our confidence 
in extrapolating from the small fragments of Jer, but arguments 
from analogy in these cases have to be handled with cautiong as 
Goshen-Gottstein has reminded us (The Book of Isaiah: SamDle 
Edition with Introduction, 19659 P. 14). Also, D. W. Gooding has 
made the point that, b depending on whether the Heb Vorlage of the 
LXX of Jer and 4QJer are regarded as members of a close-knit 
Family or merely of a broad text-typt, the range in possible 
agreements between the LXX and 4QJer had it survived in full 
could easily vary anywhere from as high as 95 per cent tog say', 
60 per cent WSS 21 (1976), 23-24). 

6. The same point regarding concurrent expansion and con- 
traction was also made by W. G. Lambert and A. R. Millard in their 
book Atra-hasis: The Babylonian_Story of the Floodg 19699 cf. 
P. 38. 

7. The Descent of Mahuscripts Oxford, 1918. 

310 
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8. The Primitive Text of the Gospelz and Acts, Oxford, 1914; 
The Acts of the Apostles, Oxford, 1933. 

9. Gk renditions of the main introductory formulas: 
. 1% --1 - -T a) -VI ". ) -h -I -S,. L "') 11 -% W. Va. L 

I 
This formula is rendered literally & )-o-yos ccý 

YtvoýAcvo S rmeb-ý \, LeC? I-)V -yr-eN- IL -, -e "', L, in 37(30): It 
41010: 198$ 42(35): 1, also in 11: 1,18: 1,21: 19 39(32): 1,4700: 1, 
but in the latter instances with -ffe'o 
'Tr-L W- U o') inverted. On two occasions the same formula is 

found without r"t1t) i and the LXX follows suit in 25: 1 

and 51(44): 1. On one occasioni(v, ', he formula is entirely missing in 
the Gk along with most of the following verse (for discussion of 
this see pp. 228-229 ), 

b ', I I TI -41 It I 
The construction is rendered literally iytvt-ro/ 

YCv 1' 69.1 C'ý -10 S vr- tie to j -m p ; D' t in 1: 11,13, 
3. 

13: 89 18: 59 and 24: 4. At 1: 4 the LXX reads -rreos "'orov 
instead of -. neo ýL. -For the omission of the 
formula in 2: 1 and 

46: 
1 see p. 228 and pp. 229-230 - 

c 

This formula is identical with'the foregoing except that it 

replaces 'IS-w-L with in--b-%, S.,, L The normal 
Gk translation, as expected, is v-Qi lyf'vc-ro 1? jf'1'9-j 

I- 
Vt 

OL 35(28) : 12 ý'o yo SK0 j7 fo 
v -Tyos 

I 

f- e ýA-A I 36(29): 30,4003): 19 41(34): 2 (MT adds '. 117.14 rt-a.., 5 which LXX 
omits), 43(36): 27,44(37): 6 (MT adds 'tA'71131 om, LXX)q 

A 49(42): 7. On two occasions the Gk has TT ro s PC instead 

of -rr eo' s It. eL%av 39(32): 26,42(35): 12. The formulas in ýP MT 33: 19; 23 are missing in the LXX as part of the long passage 
vv. 14-26 absent from LXX Jer 40. 

d) -)L 
6 '0 

, 
This formula is consistently rendered Kadýl <%TTI. V-Ve#O% 

-ffeo % 
'/AIL 

- in 1: 12,14,3: 691ij, 11-. 6191 13: 61 14: 11,149 
15: 1. and 24: 3. 

e -1 OV -tt -1 'IT -%I 

This formula is found in four places in the OAN section of 
the book: 26(46): 13,2700: 19 28(51): 59, and 51: 31(45: 1), but 
only in the latter instance does the Gk follow the Heb exactly. 

f) 'I I -'I "n'! 
jh 

CV-P 
-h .1% L) -IL) ', )'% -11 -1 --3. -T -1 % -; \ " 'sl 

... 

There are three closely related headings which contain this 
phrase: 33(26): 1,34(27): 1, and 4300: 1. The LXX omits the 
formula in 34(27): l while it attests minor variants in the othar 
two verses. The omission of the introduction in 34(27): l may be 
related to the problematic mention of L) P. % I "'% -4 in MT 27: 1 
which contradicts the content of the succeeding verses dealing 
with Zedekiah. The usual approach has been to emend Jehoiakim 
to Zedckiah (with some Heb MSS, Syr, and Arab), but Janzen regards 
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MT 27: 1 secondary from MT 26: 1 (p. 14, // 24). 

g) Miscellaneous introductory headings are found in 36(29): 19 
37(30): 41 and 46(39): 15 where the LXX follows the MT exactly; 
in 1: 1-2 and 39(32): 6 the LXX diverges more significantly. 

10. For the Gk translation of these see the preceding 
chapter, pp. 189-191 . notes 16,17,18. 

11. Missing on its own: 11: 22 13: 12 18: 11 22: 30 36(29): 25 
38: 35(31: 37) 42(35): 19; 
Missing as part of a larger context: 17: 5 34(27): 21 36(29): 16,17 
4o(33): 17,20,25. 

12. This figure includes the expression 13-4,3 
of MT 9: 21. For Gk translations see preceding chapter, p. n. 32. 

13. Missing on its own: 3: 10 5: 11 7: 13 8: 3917 9: 3(2)j6(5) 
12: 17 13: 11 15: 9920 18: 6 21: 10913 23: 192911,12,249289299 
31,32,32 25: 17918(49: 37938) 27(50): 4110935 28(51): 25 29: 17(49: 16) 
30: 59899(49: 6930931) 31(48): 25,30943944 32: 15(25: 29) 34: 9(27: 11) 
36(29): 9,11 38(31): 14,16,17,34 39(32): 44 41(34): 17 42(35): 13 
46(39): 17 51(44): 29; 
Missing as part of a phrase: 9: 22(21) 16: 5 21: 14 25: 799912 
35(28): 4 36(29): 14,14932 39(32): 5930; 
Missing as part of verses unrepresented in the LXX: (MT references) 
29: 19,19 3000911 33: 14 46: 26 48: 47 49: 6 51: 48. 

14. Translated by Ltfff- woescs in 6: 15 
29: 19(49: 18) + 31(48): 8 37(30): 3 4o(33): 11,13 
51(44): 26. 

15. Missing on its own in 30(49): 2 and as part of a larger 
context in 8: 12. 

16.6: 699 9: 6916 19: 11 23: 15 25: 8928932 26: 18 27: 19 
33: 12 49: 7935 50: 33 51: 58. 

17.23: 16. 

18.11: 22 29: 17(49: 16). 

19.21: 4 23: 2 4o(33): 4 49(42): g 41(34): 2913 51: 32(45: 2) 
44(37): 7. ' 

20.11: 3 24: 5 32: 1(25: 15) 37(30): 2 39(32): 36. 

21,13: 22. 

22- 5: 14. 

23.7: 21 19: 15 27(50)': 18 28(51): 33 31(48): l 35(28): 2114 
36(29): 8921 38(31): 23 39(32): 15 42(35): 13918 49(42): 15918 
50(43): 10 51(44): 11. 
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24.7: 3 9: 15 16: 9 19: 3 34: 3(27: 4) 36(29): 4 46(39): 16 
51(44): 2925 

25.32: 13(25: 27) 39(32): 14 

26.34(27): 21 36(29): 25 42(35): 19 

27.42(35): 17 45(38): 17 

28.51(44): 7 

29.5: 14 15: 16 23: 16 27(50): 34 28(51): 5957 32: 13(25: 27) 
38: 36(31: 35) 39(32): 14 40(33): 11 51(44): 7 

30. Janzen's statistics in these tables are generally reliablet 
though it is to be regretted that he seldom gives referencesq 
thus making verification difficult. Some corrections, that need 
to be made are the following: 

In Table B. 1, in the column labeled "Other'll 

for 1 Is 4 read Ip- 
S -d W-r -P 

SY-. v -1 p 

f or Ez -519'-' '). b, -v read -11.1 

for 2 Is&4np- ntvL read S -4 '1 tp " -15 *, -, I -, P- -1 )*-VI 74 ý 

It -1 h --' '- =-, read "T ,P S' -ý4 -I 
"I I P. , -T "3y jJL "b "-' "1 5 

In Table B-3, in the column labeled "Other", 

f or 2 Is nip- read 

On p. 159 in the column labeled "Other", 

'S t' for -tx wvp#os read 
a Of 

-T, -1 )-3 

Also on p. 159 there are 9 (not 8) occurrences of the formula 
in the MT. 

According to Janzen's remark on P. 78, the statistics for 
the divine name are given in Tables B-3, B. 4, and B-5. But no 
tobles B. 4 and B. 5 are found. It seems clear that a title is 
missing at the top of p. 159 which should read "Table B. 4,, 

0-41 and - -I h In Jeremiah" 
(compare B-3 " 7% 1 TI " Ck -10- 3 and 4)1% -h? 1z Outside 
Jeremiah"). As for Table B-5 there is, nothing in Appendix B 
corresponding to this. 
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31. All the Eng VSS consulted--except NEB--translate the 
construction 111"0'" `ýs in the normal way as in- 

direct object of the infinitive construction NEB9 
however, takes this as a direct object, 11. .. because the day 
is upon them when Philistia will be despoiled and Tyre and Sidon 
destroyed to the last defender". It is difficult to defend the 
NEB in this translation. Not only is it contrary to normal cl-as- 
sical Hebrew usage but, like the LXX, it breaks the unity of the 
composition by deflecting the poem from its otherwise single- 
minded preoccupation with the Philistines (was NEB influenced by 
the LXX? ). 

32. Such an alliance after 605 B. C. is not otherwise known 
in historical sources, but its existence is quite plausible (see Bright, AB, P. 310). 

33. The Heb is admittedly difficult. Literally it translates, 
every survivorl helper". By taking -1-tl in the sense of "escapee" ("Entronnener") instead of I'survivor'19 Duhm (P. 344) 

declared the phrase "blanker Unsinn". But this verdict is surely 
extreme. Volz (P- 302) is much more sober in his estimate that 
in a passage which is poetically terse, the expression can be 
taken as a case of asyndetic apposition (cf. GK, 131b, c) and hence 
proposes the translation "Jeden Ubrigen, nilmlich Bundesgenossen". 
The RSV translation "every remaining ally" reflects this reasonable interpretation. 

34. Compare the frequent use of in vv. 4-7. 
In v. 4b and v-5 it translates 10 in V. 7 the Gk 
phrase 10 mysteriously i-v% -cZ s v---ý-' --, 
represents MT Va%. V suggesting again a very free 
use of 

35. It has commonly been regarded as a gloss by the commen- tators, cf. Movers (p. 22), Fried. Delitzsch (Lese und Schreib- 
fehler, P. 137), Schwally (p. 195, n. 3). Giesebrecht (p, 234), 
Sireane (p. 267), Duhm (P. 344), Cornill (p. 460). 

36, This explanation was first proposed by Gieseb'recht 
(p. 234). 

37. By means of this emendation, Christensen translates 
"How long will you whirl about, 0 sword of Yahweh? '19 omitting 

'%ila with the LXX. But the emendation following 2QJer must be 
rejected out of hand; it is completely insensitive to the 
parallels in Deut 14.1, Jer 16.6,48-37 cited. Moreover, 2QJer 
does not endorse the linking of % -, niAn T% with -5 *2 -I'm 
since -a -Vn "71 is firmly attested by that MS. I In T% is 
undoubtedly secondary in 2QJer (cf. the variant (text i -r--i II 1q, %) in some Heb MSS at 5: 7). The example is 
typical of the many arbitrary emendations of the MT in Christensen's 
work (e. g. in MT 49: 3 he emends the Heb in the opposite direction: 
MT V% In -1 1 'a -* -t*a p. 225). The name spirit prevails in the article, "Jeremiah 49.28-33; An Oracle Against a Proud 
Desert Power", by W. J. Dumbrell (The Australian Journal of Biblical 
ArchaeoloEX, 2 (1972)9 99-109), w-hich acknowledges indebtedness 
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both to Christensen and Janzen. In the works of Christensen and 
Dumbrell the ghost of Duhm has reappeared to haunt the inter- 
pretation of Jeremiah's poetry. The simple invocation of metri 
causa is apparently sufficient to justify a multitude of the 
most arbitrary emendations. From the same school, see the more 
sober comment by D. K. Stuart, Studies in Early_Hcbrew Meter, 1976, 
"Emendation may rarely be attempted metri causa alone" (p. 22). 
The NEB admits the 2QJer reading 1-1-11)10 F_ into its foot- 
note register, cf. Brockington, 

'p. 
213. 

38. Contra H. M. Orlinsky,, "The Septuagint as Holy Writ and 
the Philosophy of the Translators", HUCA 26 (1975)t 89-114, 
esp. 109-110, 

39. For a discussion of the inner-Gk textual problems 
associated with the word Ch. 3 above, PP. 156-7. 

40. Rahlf Is retention of a-01 following j), G-v in the 
body of the text is indefensible on text-critical grounds. See 
Ch. 3s P. - 

155- 

41- 3: 22? (Ziegler emends to o', *'S -L ), 4: 24 8: 899 24: 1 
25: 1ý09: 35) 27(50): 12 29: 13916(49: 12,15) 32: 15(25: 29) 
37(30): 23 39(32): 17924,27 41(34): 2. 

42. Participle-verb constructions (26 occurrences): 3: 1 
4: 10 5*11 6: 15 7: 595 10: 5 12: 16 13: 12 14: 19 22: 4 
26(46): ý8 28(51): 58 32: 14(25: 28) 33(26): 15 33(26): 19 
38(31): 18,2o 43(36): 16.29 44(37): g 45(38): 3917 46(38): 18 
4802): 10 49(42): 19 51(44): 17; 

Noun-verb constructions (13 occurrences): 9: 40) 17: 24 
22: 10 23: 32 26(46): 5 27(50): 34? 28(51): 56? 31(48): g - 
33(26): 8 39(32): 4 41(34): 3 45(38): 15 47(4o): 14. 

43- Jer --e : 11: 12 20: 15 (Gk has participle only) 23: 17,39; 
Jer ý: 29: 13(49: 12) 32: 15(25: 29) 48(41): 6915. 

In addition to the preceding verses where the Gk attests 
only half of the Heb inf. abs. construction, there are also two 
occasions where the Gk omits the entire construction: 13: 17 
and 49(42): 22. Then, of course, there are those occasions where 
the Gk construction is missing as part of a larger context missing 
in the LXX: 6: 15 11: 7 28(51): 57 3700): 11 51(44): 29. On 
yet other occasions the Gk translates in anomalous ways, e. g. 
6: 9929 8: 13 25: 30(32: 16) 51(44): 25(3x). The last mentioned 
verce has three examples of the Gk infinitive with finite' verb, 
the closest approximation possible to the MT but the worst pos- 
sible Gk (these examples should be added to the lone instance of 
this phenomenon discovered by Thackeray in Josh 18: 13, "Renderings 
of the Infinitive Absolute in the LXXII, p. 600; Grammar, p. 47). 
Finally there are tho'se occasions where the Gk has the typical 
construction associated with a Heb inf. abs. but where it is miss- 
ing in the MT: 3: 1 12: 11 22: 24 28(51): 57 39(32): 28 41(34): 2. 

Ce C9 0 C-0 44. Compare the different vocabulary '-/ Kacpvellý&j 
and the different constructions, participle-verb/noun-verb. 
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45. For a useful discussion of the significance of this 
series in relation to the problem of Deuteronomic prose-form in 
Jer, see the discussion by H. Weippert, pp. 187-91. 

46. Since a series implies more than one, only those 
passages of two or more terms are included in the above list. 
However, there are also numerous instances where the same con- 
struction is used with only one term, 7). hLV_S being the most 
popular. In the Edom oracle cf. 29: 14(49: 13) 

5 Even where the Heb and 29: 18(49: 17) cis 'if 
is lacking the S prefix, the Gk often translates as though 
it were present, e. g., 9: 1100) cis ýfwvtoýtAov 
On occasions a Gk series is created even where none exists in the 
Heb, e. g. 30(49): 2 tf's cot' ov va w) cjwv/ 

71 h a- 

47. If T%7, "1 "" I'> is to be regarded as secondaryg per- 
haps the source of the reading is not 25: 18--which is after all 
subsequent to 25: 11--butrather the very similar phrase in 7: 34 

:in -n S -- :, (cf. 25: 11 
71 

, 
48. For another example of the translator's awareness of the 

contemporary situation, see the discussion on the omission of 
N)TI"I'l in 29(47): 4, p. 64 above. However, the argument from 

Tendenz is admittedly vulnerable here (i. e. in 32: 4(25: 18)), since 
in the very similar passage of 51(44): 22, the LXX does attest the 
translation of 0 

49. Textus 8 (1973), 261. 

50. The rendition of Phtv by ý-n w' **>- IL 101- is irregular 
since the normal Gk equivalent f or -, % h a, in Jer bI is (-- ra s 
(Jer at 4-VIIII10poS ). The wor*d is indeed found once elsewhere, 
30(49): 2, apparently as a translation for 7.1,13hd/ but the passage 
is ambigu*ous. 

9 51. This is the simplest explanation for the LXX reading 
cis 3vt, S, 5. c5', v in this verse. 

52, Taking the approach that "Das Nomen (-N-an-n (Jer 29: 9, 
11918 44: 22 49: 13) ist in diesem zusammenhang auffällig; denn 
es lässt sich thematisch nur schwer mit den anderen Begriffen zu- 
sammenbringen", H. Weippert (p. 189, n. 364) thinks this is the 
reason why the LXX omitted the verb in 25: 11ýand why it read 
instead of r% I --: L -% -T% in 25: 9, She does not comment on 
the LXX omission of ': 1 -1 -n in 14T 49: 13, but presumably would 
apply a similar explanation. As has been pointed out, however, 
it is questionable whether the distinction between (7N)-. Ln-n 
and the other terms is as radical as Weippert suggests, and even 
if it were to exist,. it is doubtful that the translator would 
have been alert to it. -, %-a -%-n is well attested in Jer both 
on its own as well as in series and relates without great diffi- 
culty to the other terms, so that an explanation from Tandenz as 
the reason for the omission in the Gk does not seem persuasive 
in these cases. 
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53. For a discussion of the textual problems connected with 
.P\ the B-S reading VOL'). -Ot'dro-15 d>, L)W. see 6h- 39 PP-170-172 

54. Compare. the interchange of " and n in the parallel 
passages, Ps 18: 11 ( '0 -T ýI) and 2 Sain 22: 11 ( t4. -, % 'I )I 
as well as in the 

' 
Pamaritan variant ol-K-14 to Deut 28: 49 (in 

the LXX rendered OPIpat 
I 

55. The verb occurs only four times in the OT: 
Deut 28: 49, Ps 18: 11 and the parallel passages of Jer 48: 40 // 
49: 22. In Deut 28: 49 it was translated e' 'P-i (see previous 
note), in Ps 17(18): 11 by -rTc , -t O'ý4 simpl'Y' 

; 'epeating the trans- 
C 

lation of the previous verb 'ji-S 

56. In the LXX the verses are absent from their MT position 
within the chapter (i. e. following v. 6) but do appear at the end 
of the chapter. 

57. On account of the different chapter arrangement in the 
two texts, the omitted portion of the last two doublets cited 
is the second member of the pair when read in the Gk text only. 

58. Janzen cites only eight examplesq but he surely intends 
these to be representative rather than exhaustive. Other examples 
of larger duplicates that might easily be added are 7: 31-32//19: 5-6, 
16: 14-15//23: 7-89 23: 5-6//33: 15-169 39: 1-10//52: 4-16. For use- 
ful lists giving most examples of duplicates in Jer, large and 
small, see Kuenang p. 253 and Driver, ILOT, p. 259- 

59. Since the appearance of Janzen's study, another thesis 
has beenwritten on the subject (unavailable to me): Y-J. Ming 
The Minuses and Pluses of the LXX Translation of Jeremiah as 
Compared with the Massoretic Text, Jeruslaemg 1977. 
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