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effort. Edwards, Bellamy and Hopkins were full of this theme.
Under its inspiring influence they formed glowing conceptions of the
conversion of the world, longed for it with intense desire, and conse-
crated their lives to its attainment. Thus they became a warm cea-
tre for missionary and reformatory effort for the world. Brainerd
was the moming-star of modern missions. Hopkins led the way in
efforts for colonizing and regenerating Africa, and for abolishing the
slave-trade and slavery.

If, then, the rule of Christ still holds good, “by their fruits ye
shall know them,” we need no better pruof of the substantial excel-
lence of the Edwardean theology than a reference to such effects as
we have disclosed. We do not arrogate for it perfection, but we
would boldly defend it from such gratuitous and ungrateful denun-
ciations as it has been too often called on to encounter, even from
those who are largely indebted to it for almost the whole of their
present vitality and power.

For it we take to ourselves no credit. Kor, though still marred
by some bumaen errors and imperfections, we cannot but regard it as
in large menasure the result of the interposition of God. To such an
extent is this true, that the spontaneous language of our hearts is
and ever shall be: “ Not unto us, not unto us, but nnto thy name, O
Lord, be the praise.”

ARTICLE 1V.

PROLEGOMENA TO TISCHENDORF'S NEW EDITION OF THE
SEPTUAGINT.

Translated from the Latin by Charles Short, M. A., Roxbury, Mass.
[Concluded from Vol. IX. p. 608.]

§ 12. To the emendations already set forth as received into our
text, we may add some other readings, the superiority of which to
the Roman lections hardly admita of doubt. Not a few of them,
indeed, have been approved by Walton, Bos and Grabe, the same
scholars whom, as has been stated, we have in many previous cases
followed ; but most of these readings have been so collated that they
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plainly show how predmineat is the value of the Alex. MS. in oore
recting the Roman text.!

In Ex. 2: 8 5 seawig is certainly to be read, as it is quoted in Holmes
from the Vatican MS. itself; 8: 29, after g xvvopvia, dao oot was
wrongly dropped, as the Alex. MS. and many others bear witnesa ;
and in the work of Holmes it is said that these words are found be-
fore § xvpopvia in the Vatican codex ; a0 Pagen), which many other
aothorities exhibit, seems to have been introduced into the text when
the genuine dwo gov had disappeared; 12: 10, for amoledyeras, we
should read dsoleiwers, it appearing that as and & were very often
confounded in MSS. of great antiquity; the Alex. codex has dme~
Asipec@s; Lev. b: 4, the strange reading 5 dvoues 5, which is evi-
dently sanctioned by the Alex. M8, where over the first 4 the line
denotes the breathing, and before the other 5 there is a point, thus:
% avopos® 1, is 10 be corrected according to numerouvs other authori-
ties, § ¢» duooy, without changing a letter; 11: §, with the Alex. MS,
read ot dvdyss for ors ovx dedyer, and 26: 32, with the same MS.
drmacvels for dmooridde; Num. 23 34, dosones of the Alex. codex
is moeh better than the Roman readiug, agnioet; 80: 7, the words
Xai of opiouol seem to be altogether wanting before ovs wgicare,
though eited by Holmes from no MS.; the Alex. and many other MSS.,
emend the place ditferently, subatituting daa for ovg; Dest. 6: 2 it

1 In passing, I will briefly speak of two very difficult passages, Gen.31: 7 and
41, and Amos 8: 12, en which elso the acute Grabe has hazarded conjectures.
In the former connection déxa duvey, one MS. in Holmes exhibiting mvey, and
8éxa dusdoey are read. That this is wrong, Jerome showed as follows: Instead
of DECEX VICIBUS, which we Aare given, the Seventy explained, DECEM AGNIB, in-
duced by what view, I know not. To this Grabepays: But it is the copyists, wot the
LXX, who are at fuult, on the supposition that our dation is corvect. He alters
the reading to déxa uvey and déma pvals, comparing 111. Bao. 10: 17; 11."Eodg
2:69; and Neh. 7: 71 seq. (Ezek. 45: 12), where the LXX. seem to have rendered
B°10 (=-:%) as well as €31 (=°3%) In this chapter of Genesis, by the word usd.
If this opinion is right, the famouns passages, Ps. 87: 11 and Is. 26, 14 ought to
be compared. In the other passage of Amos, iageis commonly stands, joined
with drodoars. Grabe edited ‘Jsge/s and made it an adjunct of & Jauaoxy,
but was wrong in not remarking that in the Alex. M8., &p¢is is plainly joined
with dxor'oare, Grabe imagined that ©=», which Lucian rendered by xdév. the
LXX. gave by ‘lepsl¢ ; an opinion which is fully established by like cases. But
again Jerome has teetified to the corrups version of this passage. What in the
beginning of the section, says he, was translated uctording to the LXX., sAGERDOS,
is not _found in the Hebrew, but in placs ¢f this word, &~y is read, which Aquila ex-
plained by GrapaTUs ; and [ think the LXX. rendered that very Hebrew word, buf
some, mot understanding it, for ©~9 gave iepeis, sacErpOTES. Thus what Grabe
has odited is favored by the conjecture of Jerome himself:
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is better to write guldocssdm than gvidecesde, though the Alex.
MS. does not exhibit ~w for -&; 19: 19, after the Alex. codex read
%0v mowypor for ¢/ mosqyoy ; and 21: 12, va the same authority read
sigake , for egal 4.

In Josh. 10: 9 vyeiy is indeed admiassible, but as the ancient MSS.
so frequently confound & and g, I think that vywe! should be re-
stored ; 13: 8, with the Alex. MS. write émi Brogar instead of ims
Pogea, and 22: 82, éx yis 'adaad for éx tis Ialaad.

In Judg. 6: 82, I prefer avror to avro; 13: 6, I am disposed to
think that 7¢ éx 1ai» @idey is better than 3@ éx sew gidaw, if imdeed
that Attic form can bave place in the LXX.

In L Bao. 1: 15, write jutog; 4: 3, restore émausey for imveuces,
which Grabe himeelf left unchanged ; 23: 1, eots aies, which stande
even in the Alex. MS., seems a faulty reading for cess adlas (ddons);
11. Baae. 6: 17, following the Alex. MS. read nei sipyeunds ; 111 Bas.
2: 28, for xexdzuuy, with the Alex. MS. correct, xexlxeig?; 2: 30,
with the Alex. MS. read mogevoauas for mogevopas ; 8: 59, after the
game MS. read ovy for wy; 15: 30, I should prefer to read es for
o¢; oompnre 16: 18; 1V, Bag. 5: 31, after xeu elney Eigyey the soc-
ond xai slney Eigiwy, which the Alex. codex rightly adds, was wholly
dropped ; 17; 6, xarginiges in to be writien instead of xasgxneer,® and
v. 11 with the Alex. MS. adngruae for asgugoe.

In L Hagad. 21: 10, aige is given, I think it should be written
aigw, just as it stands in 11. Bag. 24: 12, though in the Hebrew text
the former passage has =3, the latter bu3; I [Tupad. 28: 8, iy yé
is an unaccountable reading, the Alex. lection dv yj is better.

In Job 8: 20, dnomoujoeras of the Alex. MS. is to be preferred to
aromoujonsas; 28: B, avzor ought, as it seems, to be corrected, avzyy,
decording to the Alex. and Ephraem MSS. (sic) ; 28: 12, 18, I would
change evgedhy to eupedy; 34: 20, éxxdeousvary is given, but perhaps
either éxxdecopyow with the Alex. MS. or fxxlsvouésor is to be re-
stored ; 86: 29, fay ovr| anextaces ought, it would seem, to be writ~
ten instead of . g. anéxzuoy *; the Roman edition has in a foot-mote :
Nonnulli libri habent énexracers; 87: 8, Pofjossas vy seems better
than g. poj.

1 Grabe and Breitinger wero not right in attributing this to the Alex. MS.,
for that sanctions vysass.

2 It is & matter of surprise that Grabe did mot receive this reeding into his
text, and, what is more, that he did not even transeribe it from the Alex. codex.
8 The Alex. MS. also hes serymnoey, not nareguecy ae Grabe represents it.

¢ I have retained the punctuation of the Vatican edition in this place, since it
sesmeod incapable of rescoration by any change im thas respeet.
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In Ps 4: 7 it is preferable to read with the Alex. MS. yuiv for
vpir, and 118: 5, god for 6v; 7: 5, it is believed that d76 has been
dropped between dpe and 70w, and the word is properly added ac-
cording to the Alex. codex; 18: 3, in {6y aoniBwy te yeidy avzay the
absence of vmo afier daniBwy seems insufferable ; compare Ps. 139:
4; 104: 21, xticamg has been given by Jotuciem for xzinews, but the
Alex. MS. and others, though Parzons seems to have confounded the
two forms, have xtéseos; 130: 2. I chould choose erzanodosiy ruther
than the received readimg dvranodoisers, the Alex. MS. here having
dozaweddoerc; 139: 9, corrict xar’ opdoy after the Alex. MS, xar’
s¢Bpor; 142, in the Inscription, xazedimxey is superior to xar:3aixas.

In Prov. 8: 8, with the Alex. MS. read &y wvroiy for éevroiy; 9:
18, with the same MS. read oppa for dvoua; 12: 18, uayaipn should,
it seems, be restored for payaas; the Alex. MS. hus pdyoipas; 16:
80, restore dixdoyileras or, as in the Alex. and Ephraem MSS,, 1o-
Mleza, for Sumdoyiseran; 18: 4, both the Roman edition and the Alex.
MS. have dsaaydies, but this was probadly adopted by Racism for
dvandves; R4: 78 (31: 5) dmldOosrar should be altered to fmda-
Swrras ; on the other form, eee Stephens, Thesaurus Graee. Ling.

In Wiedom 8Sol. 19: 4, read mpogavaniypoiswst with the Alex. and
Ephraen MB8. for mpoayaninpsicma:.

In Sirac. 8: 28, read éraywyi for frayoyy; and 10: 10, lzgoy for
inrpos; 37: 5, in place of modéuov put moleulov; 88: 22, the Alex-
andrine reading evrwg is better than the Roman ovre oy, and 88:
38, the Alexandrine 77fet is superior to thre received mjtes; 40: 1,
émeagiy after the Alex. and Ephraem MS8S. is to be read for il
rapy;: 43: 28, igvrevaey aviyy rgovs, which is confirmed even by
the Alex. and Bphraem MMNS., is 4 strange reading; we should alter
it to sgdzevasy é» avif vijoove; 43: B, uepaluei is, I think, prefer-
able to payedevar; 45: 24, ngosTareiy should be read for agosraryys.

In Hos. 141 1, correct gn0érqouy, rending with the Alex. MS. yg-
Oémoag; Hab. 2: 18, instend of ylvmrdy, 71 which the Romuan edi-
tion plainly eahibits, I think ylomo» ozt should be rend with the
Alex. MS.; lea. 80: 22, folluwing the same authority, we ghould re-
store momjaels x. Axuy seig for mouogy x. Aoy ; 80: 30, for deitas
it wonld seem that we ought to write 8ufer, though without the con
sent of the Alex. MS.; 58: 10, do>za: should be restored with 5uay,
on which place see above; der. 23: 16, for pacthevoye read punidev-

1 Of Ps. 103: 24 1 take a different view. Grabe, however, in a learned anno-
tation in his Prolegomena, which the reader may consult, is of the opinieu thay
xrjoews suould be corrected again in this places

Yor. X. No. 87. 8
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oug with the Alex. and Frid.-Aungustan MSS.; in v. 18 with the
Alex. MS. read Ova: £gi for Kui £a(; in the Frid.- Augustan neither
is found; coneult the note; 23: 32. conforming to the Alex. and Frid.-
Augustan MSS. drop the ov; 36: 28, dnéoreides — améareade, the
former, it would seem, is to be erased ; Ezek. 16: 41, adbering to the
Alex. MS., we should restore 8¢y for dwom, and 17: 16, aket for
aty: 89: 2, for ta Ggy t@ (Alex. MS., rov) Yopasd, we must write
v Gy a 'lag., just as it presently follows in v. 4; 40: 29, with the
Alex. MS. change ¢ aidappey to g aid.; Dan. 9: 16, the lection
of the Alex. MS., é» maoy éAeguocvey, is superior to the received dw
naacy éleguoovyy,

" Many other things have been brought forward with a view to
emend the Greek text of the O. T., by several scholars, and espe-
cially by Schleusner in his Opuscula critica ad Versiones Gr. V. Test.
pertinentia, Leipsic, 1812. Though he seems generally not to have
restored the translators themselves, but to have corrected them by
referring to the Hebrew sources, yet his labors will in a peculiar
degree aid one who undertakes a new revision of the text, not a fow
things which he has noticed being ingenious and having at the same
time the recommendation of great probability. To afford otbers the
means of proving the truth of this statement, I will addvoe some ex~
amples, though [ have already mentioned here and there certain things
which did not escape his sagacity. The following were either firsg
proposed by him or were ranctioned by hiz ap robation.

Gen. 19: 83, 85, avrsy, the reading of many MSS., he rightly pre-
fers to the received uvror; Ex. 16: 14, he proposes dexzor fur Asvxor 5
Judg. 5: 16 he endeavors to emend by three changes, wizhing éxd~
Otoag, Biywring and ay:loy to be read; 1. Bas. 11: 7, he jussly re-
commends égyear for {foycar, and again in 13: 4, dvefogoas for gve-
Browr; IV. Bus. 23: 5, 11, he is of opinion that xazémuvss should
be read for naréxavse, compare below on Job 8: 17 ; 1 IHaped. 4: 40,
he prefers alovag 1o mlelorag (very often written alsovug), and takes
the same view of Isa. 17: 4 and Ps. 77: 85; Job 4: 6. he suggests
dxaxi instead of xaxia, and in 11: 12, yygerat for sygszas; 13: 16,
dodwg for Bodos; 42: 18, ovres for oveoy; Ps. 47: Y, he proposes
vaov for Amov, und in Sirac. 49: 12, yaoy for Aaoy; 58: 4. he would
bave xarevOvvay read for xazevOura; 63: 7, in place of s5agevogoes
he suggests ¢5cgevyyoesy, but since the v in £5rgevrgaew, an it is fre-
quently written, could easily bave been abeorbed by the s that fol-
lows, I should prefer éfegeveyaty, which very word, EXEREUNESIN,
is in the Veronese Paalter, a document of high antiquity ; 69: 1, he
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proposes 6 Bed¢ 2l o owdwl pe, xvpe siy Ty B. p. mposyes; but,
scarcely departing from the published text, I would read: Eiy 70
owani us xopie* o Beng ol Ty x. 7. X5 78:9, for xvprz he would have
xai restored, and very properly, for T have in many instances seen
xz and xa confonnded; Prov. 9: 12, for @» dsrdjcers he would
read either @vardyoeg or, with Grabe, dr rljsoec; I would follow
Grahe; 15: 10, for maideia axdxov he would restore s xaxov, an
emendation which involves no difficulty ; 26: 7, he would read magos-
plas for rapavouiay, and in 28: 28, greyovar for srdvovar; Song. Sol.
1: 7, fur Sraigwy he suggests frépmw, which is actually found in the
Ephraem MS.; 6: 11, instead of &ypm 5 he npproves fyymr 5, and the
ancient forms of 5 and » are indeed very similat; Jer. 5: 81, mexpa-
paay he prefers to dmexpornoar, and again in Amos 6: 5, mixpo-
Todrrey to Emxparovereg; Nuhum 8: 12, he would write xaz’ dpyod»
for xarapyeoy; Mal. 1: 10, he would edit @vctyere for avaperas. He
shows that words consisting of Hebrew letters Grecized were given
wrong by the copyiats, not by the translators; for the latter gave in
M. Bag. 18: 82, 85, 38, #aalay, not Salncoar; II. IMapal. 8: 4,
evlap, not adeu; Exth. 9: 26, 28, 29, povew, not qpovpas; Isa. 66:
19, dovi, not hovd; Jer. 17: 28, pavaa, not parve. Many things,
which the Roman editors brought forward in their notes, should, in
his opinion, be received into the text: as, Gen. 15: 15, ragely for
teageis; the Roman editors say: Omnes LL. V'V. rpagely, nusquam
tageg; from which it appears that they considered it us a fault not
of the copyists, but of the translators; Job 8: 17, ftenavoar for £86.
xavoas; Pa. 88: 21 and 91: 10, flaiy for éle and é1ép ; and Eccl.
7: 19, uy evjj for py pudirys.

§ 18. The contents of the chapters, as given at the top of the page,
will, I hope, be acceptable to tho8e who shall make use of our edition,
The difficulty of writing these, arising from the want of space, was
in some instances not inconeiderable; we have, therefore, availed
ourselves of the labors of others where they could afford us aid in
this matter.

In noting at the side of the text the parallel passages of the New
Testament, we have made a distinction between those in which an
allusion is made to some place in the Old Testament, and those in
which the very words of the Old Testament are adduced or said to
be adduced. To the former we bave prefixed an asterisk ; the latter
we have given without it. When in the first three Gospels anything
is quoted from the Old Testament, we have in some cases marked
but one of the paraliel passages; with which it will be easy to com-
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pare those of the other two Gospels, and this we have commonly
eignified by the abbreviation pp. ; that is, and the parallel passages.

§ 14. It remains for us to give an account of our Critical Appara-
tus. The number of Greek MSS. extant, that contain the text of
the O. T,, is very great; vpward of three hundred are enumerated
in Holmes’s work, to which nearly a hondred others are to be added.
They are found scattered through the Iast and Europe, espeeially at
Rome, Paris, Florence, Vienna. London, Oxford, and Venice. Most
were written from the tenth century onward, in the cumsive charae-
ter; a few, of which Halmes mentions fifteen, were written from
about the fourth to the ninth century, in capital letters. Of all these
codices, not even ten embrace the whole of the O. T.; more than
eighty contain all the books of the Peutateuch or parts; about one
bundred and fifty, the Psalms; about forty, Isaiah and Daniel;
about thirty, Job; and about twenty, Ecclesiastes and the 8ong of
Solomnon.

Collations of very many MSS. were made at great expense for the
edition of Holmes, the first volume of which was publizhed at Oxford
in 1798 by Holmes, the second, third, fourth and fifth also at Oxford
in 1810-27 by Parsons. These collations, as they appear in this
work, all differ widely in respect to fidelity and exactness, and in the
case ¢ven of the main authorities were made so carelessly and so in-
correctly that again and again have we reason to lament that such an
amount of money, furnished throoghout England with singular gene-
rosity,! should have been of little benefit to the cause of sacred criti-
cism. As this fact is already well known to discerning scholars, I
shall prove it by only a few examples.

He pursued a very wrong course in using only the edition of Grabe
to exhibit the text of the Alex. M8., which is an extremely impor-
tant authority. For what, I pray, could be easier for an Oxford
editor than to follow the MS. itaelf, which is aceessible in London ?
And he not only cootented himself with what Grabe published (on
which see below), but did not even examine Grabe with care. who
laboriously explains in his Prolegomena concerning many readings
by no means to be passed over in a critical work, but not appearing

1 To a list of the patrons given in Vol. I, in the ycar 1798, the editor added
this note: The foregoing, therefore, are the friends by whose influence I have bean able
thus fur to succeed in my project, und through whose pecuniary aid, most generonsly
rendered year by year for this work, I have heen supplied with resources from which it
kas already been in my power to expend on this collation and edition over seven thou-
sand powunds Sterling.
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in his own poblished text. Again, while he was confining his atten-
tion to the text of Grabe, he improperly attributed much to the MS,
which in fact belongs to the editor. An instance of this is I. Bag.
2: 29, “ ds’ dgyiec (sic) Alex.;” which is of the same character with
8¢ éxPolds in Zach. 9: 10; ¢f aipdceswe, Gen. 49: 55 averg for avriy,
1. Bao. 6: 17, and the like elsewhere! For, since in his Prolego-
mena he states that he will distinguish between the MS. and Grabe's
edition by employing J1L to denote the former, and Alex. the latter,
whatever has Alex. alone added to it, it is fair to explain as belonging
to both.? The readings given by Grabe tn smaller character, he
treated with little care. Of these Holmes says: There are some
readings, which being omitied sn the Alex. MS. are added in smaller
character to the text of the Alexandrine edition. And on Genesis:
Into this edition some words have been admitted that were not found in
the Alex. MS., and these have been printed in smallor letters. Indeed,
often, where the Alex. MS, alrees with the Vatican edition, it does
not appear whether those things which are represented as written in
Grabe in smaller characters, supply the defects of the Alex. MS. or
eorrect its errors. Where he appends both J/L and Alex., he does
not do so with accuracy; aa, Ex. 19: 7, on which he says: ecov]
Iopand I11. daov sn charact. minore Alex.; but the Alex. MS. ex-
hibits Jagan instead of rov Azov and Grabe's edition has rov iwod
in smaller letters, not daov.

‘We have already shown that Holmes often reprinted the manifest
mistakes of the Roman edition, but that he should have noted on
these readings only a few or no MSS. that differ, is a matter of strange
careleasness. Thus, as we have before seen, in Judg. 9: 28 be re-
peats n&¢ricay without adducing @srgaar from any codex. We
must not impute this to negligence rather than to ignorance, for he
adds that 704spoay itself is read in Arm. L Arm. ed. Georg. Slav.
mosg. In Josh. 2: 19, he copies vusiy 32 a@oor, but as this was
plainly intolerable, most editors have long given ypeis 8. &.; accords
ing to the testimony of Holmes only four MSS. ditfer from the fauity
reading, vpsis. In Deut. 14: 17, he transcribes the vicious makaxara,

1 In giving the punctuation he proceeds in the same way. Though Grabe
had often settled this according to his own pleasnre, even against the codex,
Holmes invariably followed him.

2 The cases which I have brought forward arc of such a charnoter that they
may be found in the MS.; for in places of this kind, in order to avoid ambiguity,
the breathing is occasionally added in the very anclent codices, but in these par.
ticalar passagey they arc found only in the work of Grabe.

8*
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from which he states that sixteen MSS. vary, but in fact aimost every
ane is different. In Neh. 10: 80, the absurd zeig 75, which the Ro- .
man editors had already corrected with the pen, he reprints, intimat-
ing that nine RMSS. differ. And in Job 9: 4, not suspecting that any-
thing is wrong, he gives diaroiu, without the Jota subscript, which
had fuded away in the Roman edition. .

Finally, with what apecial negligence he tréated laws of grammar,
end, indeed, those which are of great importance in criticism, 1 will
show by two examples: on the reading sgogevlazo in Jon. 4: 2, he
mentions no variation of the MSS, whatever, nor on magopyesuéyyy
in Sirae. 4: 8; yet that very many do vary in both passages is most
certain; the Alex. codex itself has in the former place mpogviaro,
and in the latter zegwgyisueyy.

Many things may be learned to adrantage from the work of
Holmes, but the collation of the Vatican MS. is particularly to be
prized. This was made on the several books except the Prophets,
Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, the Song of Solomon, the Wisdom of Solo-
mon, and Sirachides ; and thus Las been clearly proved, what was for
a long period readily suspected, that the Roman editors did not recede
from the MS. in the orthography merely, as they professed, but also
in the readings in a great maoy instances.

§ 15. To leave out of consideration the impartant aid to be derived
from the early translations, from the Fathers aud other writers, there
is no doubt that those few very ancient MSS. that are extant, are es-
pecially to be employed in restoring the text of the Seventy. The
codices are of the more consequence, the nearer they approach to the
age of Origen; being on that account, a8 eppears vn comparison, the
less exposed to that canfusion of the ancient readings with those of
Origen, which Jerome says already prevailed in his time. Of the
MSS. used by IHolmes, about eight belong to the highest antiquity,
being written from the fourth to the beginning of the seventh cen-
tury. Of this number two contain only fragments of Geuesis; one
the Cottonian, in London, the readings of which are derived from
the papers of Grabe, as almost the whole of the MS. itsclf was long
ago destroyed by fire; the other a codex on purple vellum, in Vienna.
‘The third comprises various parts of the Pentateuch, of which one
portion and that the greater is'preserved at Leyden, the rest in Paris.
The fourth is the Coislinian, in Paris, containing the Octatench and
three books of Kings. The fifth, a palimpsest of Dublin, consists of
fragments of Isaiah. The sixth, the Ambrosian MS., at Milan, ex-
hibits the Pentateuch and a few other books. The others are the
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Vatican codex, from which the Roman edition was drawn, and the
Alexandrine. To these MSS. of Holmes are to be added six more
of equal or greater age, as follows: the Friderico-Augustan ; the pa-
limpsest of Ephraem the Syrian; the Tischendorf palimpsest, at
Leipsic, containing fragments of the Pentateuch ;! the fragments of
the Psalms on papyrus, in London;® and those on purple vellum at
Zurich; and the Veronese Psalter.® Of all the foregoing only those
three have been published that we have employed in our apparatus,
together with the Veronese Pasalter, whose Greek text is written in
Roman characters. The Alexandrine MS. contains the whole of the
O.T. except I. Kings (I. Sum.) 12: 17—14: 9; Ps. 49: 19—79: 12,
and a few verses and words elsewhere. Io this respect it has no
like among the ancient MSS. but the Vatican codex, in which 1he
firat forty-six chapters of Genesis are wanting, thirty-three Psalms,
and three books of Maccabees; and, therefore, in these portions of
the text the Alex. MS. has no superior nor even equal in point of
antiquity.* The books of Maccabees are found also in two uncial
MSS. of about the eighth and ninth centuries. Fragments of I. Chron.
and 11. Esdras, and the entire books of Nehemiah and Esther, which
are contained in the Friderico-Augustan codex, have been found in
only one uncial MS. beside the Alexandrine and Vatican, and that
of about ihe eigluh century, and belonging to the Basiliano-Vatican
MSS. The book of Tobit, whose first chapter and the beginning of

! The Tischendorf MS. ii, whose original contents have essays written over
them in Arabic. 1 have treated of this MY., adding a fac-simile of it, in the Se-
rapewm, 1847, p. 54 seq.

2 | farnished the first notice of these in the Theolog. Studien u. Kritiken, 1844.
It is my purpose soon to pursue the subject.

8 This was published by Bianchini, & person of great merit as a Biblical critic,
under the following title: Psalterium duplex cum Cunticis juxta vulgatam Graecam
LXX. Seniorum et antiquam Latinam Italam Versionem. Prodit ex insigni cod.
Graeeo-Latino Ampl. Capituli Veronensis uncial charact. ante VII. saec. exarato.
Bianchini added this Psalter to his Vindiciae canonicurem Scripturarum vulgotue
Lat. editionis, Rome, 1740. It is of about the fifth century, and a very romarka-
ble work. 'Chat its siugular natare may be the better understood, I will subjoin
from an engraving on copper plate the beginning of Ps. cxlii.: psaLMos T0
DAVID OTE AUTON EDIOCEN ABESSALOM O YIOR AUTU QUIRIE ISACUSON TES
PROSEUCES MU KENOTISE TEN DEEBIN MU EN TE ALETHIA 8U 1SACUSON
MU EN TE DICEOSYNE BU CE ME IRELTES I8 CRISIN META TU DULU 8U OTI
U DICEOTTIESETE ENOPION 8U PAS ZOK, etc. ‘

4 I lately found in my travels another Greek MS. of very great value, written,
it would seem, in the fourth century, and containing with others also three books
of Maccabees. I shall use every exertion specdily to bring this rich treasare
from its long darkness into light.
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the second is in the Friderico-Augnatan, has in addition to the Alex-
andrine and Vatican MSS. another authority, an vncial Venice codex
of the eighth or ninth century. Lastly, Jeremiah, the greatest part
of which the Frid.-Aug. exhibits, is in two uncial MSS. beside that
noble pair, of about the eighth and ninth centuries. The contents
of the very famous Parisian palimpsest, fragments of the book of
Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Solomon, Wisdom of Solomon,
and Ecclesiasticus, have been found in only two nncial MSS. beside
the Vatican and Alexandrine; one a Venice codex commencing with
the thirtieth chapter of Job, and of the eighth century; the other &
Vatican MS. of about the ninth century, and containing the book
of Job and that only.

Such being the case, it clearly appears, I think, what authority in
respect to antiquity above all other MSS. belongs to those three
which we adopted for our apparntus. We shall now speak of these
severally somewhat more at length.

§ 16. The Alexandrine codex became the property of the British
Museum afier, as is stated in a note prefixed to it, it had been pre-
sented in the year 1098 to the cloister of the Patriarch (of Alexan-
dria), and again in 1628 by Cyril Lucar, Patriarch first of Alexan
dria and afterward of Constantinople, sent as a gift to Charles L,
king of England. Cyril, also, bears witness, in his own writing, to
the tradition according to which thia MS. is said to have been exe-
cuted by the hand of Thecla, a noble lady of Egypt, shortly after the
Nicene Council. Many are of the opinion that this tradition owes
its origin to a desire to add to the honor of the venerable work.
Bat, as it is natural that a widely circulated report should have some
foundation, this MS. seems with reason to have proceeded from the
celebrated Convent of St. Thecla at Seleucia, which was flourishing
in the time of Gregory Nazianzen,! and thus it might easily happen
to be reported that it was written by Thecla herzelf. Besides,
the shape of the letters, the simplieity of the punctuation, the infre-
quent occurrcnce of abbreviations, and whatever, in fine, contributes
toward fixing the age of a MS,, either in the Old Testament or the

1 As is stated in the lifo of Gregory Nuzianzen: T%s éwxdnolne Smavezupnoe,
xal xaralafoy Zedsineay 16 naglevan tis mavdyvov Oénldns ivdurdrar x. 7. L.
And so Gregory of himself in his Iambics :

wesror piy JAdvy ¢ls Jileinssav quyds,
tov waprviiva tiis dosdiuov uipne
’ Oixlag: n. 7. A
Consult Grabe’s Prolegomena, at the beginning.

-
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New, is such that this codex is with the greatest probability believed
to have been produced in the fifth ceptury.

For the employment of this codex for critical purposes after the la-
bors of Walton, who had the various readings extracted by Alexan-
der Huish and inserted in his Polyglott. we are particularly indebted
to the celebrated Ernestus Grabe,! he having undertuken to edit
the MS. itself. Grabe’s work appeared at Oxford in 170720, in four
volumes folio, the first and fourth of which he gave to the world
before his denth, the other two being corapleted by two of his friends,
one of whom, Francis Lee, prefixed a learned dissertation to the third
volume. In his Prolegomena, Grabe gives in his own words a very
full account of this edition. He get forth all the readings of the MS.,
either receiving them into his text or putting them in the margin,
except those concerning which he thought it sufficient to have ex-
plained in bin Prolagomena. Of this class are all that seemed to be
manifest mistukes of the transcriber, and those which he attributed
to the mode of writing used by the ancient copyists, this being differ-
ent from our own. Of the latter, however. he says he retained some
few; as, avrnpomépuar in Gen. 12: 20 and elsewhere, and » épelxw-
ovmdy onmmonly before & consonant. On proeeeding te recount the
former.® he makes the following preliminary remark : Phe crrcum-
slonce that among these mistakes soms are found, which, or those simi-
lar to them, have elsewhere boen placed in the margin of the text, is to
be ascribed to a change of method on wmy part, or to the counsels of
Jriends that were in some cases contradictory; & part suggesiing that
the outer margin of the work should not be marred with so many va-
rious roadings, others, on the contrary, that only a very few should be

1 By the edjtors of Vols. Il. and ITI. he is styled, even on the title-page, a
Prussian by nation, though Francis Lee in his Prolegomena says: Ais country,
Germany, was wot duly grateful to him.

8 Among these are given v aarimilated in sp meow. ey ymorps; v with the as-
similation neglacted, as in ovexadrup, svymeser, srveer; o left ont in spfhea,
ssaypus ; the aspirate disregarded, an in swfipos, written also smyOpes; g retained
in the conjugation of the verb lagfdvw. as elnupdny; » appended to the acc. of
nouns properly ending in a. as expsdar. venrav; and not only this, bat also o
confoanded with @ in stovepanorra. sxaBrpsosy ; & with ¢, s in spevvar; such
forms as dimfovvess. spupay wpoowra; aud musis, nuey and so on, very often
confounded with vusss. vuwy and so on.

& Here helong: Gen, 1: 29, way for wewza, on which see the 9nd note on § 18;
11: 17, dadey for Paley; 14: 1, Zellaosp for Bllreag; 14: 5, Jopasovs for
Opasovg; 24: 88, smecalev for amscobev: 26: 27, aflaoros for awlasrog; 37: 1,
Toax for Ioass; 46: 90, Hergsgn for Ilessqpen; Ex. 5: 22, ancoraknes; 8: 6, 1]
felspagos, and like cases.
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reckoned to the number of errors. In passages altered by an ancient
hand he has generslly given the correction of the second hand only ;!
but where the ancient corrector had wrongly changed anything, he
admitted only the first hand. Though in these matters it is very
difficult to satisfy all, and though, moreover, it is proper to form our
Jjudgment of an editor by considering his own plan, not the dixcord-
ant views of others, yet I can easily adduce many things which he
freely corrected without noticing the reading of the MS. itself either
on the margin or in his Proleyomea, therein certainly departing from
the proper duty of an editor of a MS* Besides, throughout the
four volumes of Grabe, not a few things, in which no error nor a
truce of the ancient mode of writing appears, are found wrongly
transcribed from the codex.?

! Thus on Ex. 8: 3 he states only that seu s resc peressy is added in the Alex.
MS. after prpauacsy sov.  Bat the reading of the original band, geseosy for gu-
pasacs, found also in other MSS,, ourrht not to have been passed over in silence.

2 Such arc Gen. 24 21, where sowdwxay stands in Grabe for érodwxsy in the
MS.; Ex. 15: 17, zareigyacw for xarrnp;aow. the like of which is often found
elsewhere; Gen. 32: 7, us& avrov for per avrov; 1. Bas. 18: 13, agp arrov for ax
avrov; 1I1. Bao. 11: 18. ue® avrow for puer avruw. a kind of correction often
made without giving notice; Gen. 38: 9, ony adrg for ovx avrw; 42: 27. 28,
#apaerros occurs thrice for prposnmos; Lev. 18: 4, mopsvsadus for wepeveady, as
in the Roman edition ; 18: 6, mpugedsvoste for mposederoeras, as in the Roman
edition; Num. 31: 3. [xes| magarafnofas for xes wagarafaadr. as in the Roman
edition; Deut. 15: 6, darey for daven, where the Roman edition has Janu'c;
17: 18, awoorpews: for amoorpeyn which is in the Roman cdition; I. Bao. 3: 17,
dia-puyase for dampuyns ; the Roman edition having 3y wgvyns; Ex. 35: 16,
Ty zsws. but the Alex. cod. with the Vatican has anzeos; 6: 3, w» o, but the Alex,
cod. and the Vatican, o of'; 16: 17 seq., 4 four times occars for 6 which is given
b; the Alex. MS. and the Vutican; 18: 18, 3w youop for To yepuop; Lev. 25: 16,
ovros for obrws. which also the Roman edition has; 10: 16. Mwors. but the Alex.
cod. and the Vatican exhibit Mweons; 1V. Bas. 17: 9, nupuscarro for nues-
0arro; 16: 5. sdvrarro for ndvwarra; Lev. 19: 39, sumrinedyosras for suxindy-
0szas ; and also very many osher cases. to the correction of which, if in his judg-
;esm they were 10 be corrocted, Grabe ought to have added the readings of the
8 The following are a few out of many instances of this: Ex. : 18, ailey d»-
vausvor for dvw. aldov; 13: 15, Gvw Tw srgsw for fvw T daw; 18: 6, sswey for
ey 3s; Lev. 2 3, ano Bvouwr for ame Twr Svoswr; 10: 10, nas dimorisdes,
where xas is in fact not found ; 11: 10, &» yspuagposs, and v. 11. av rees Jaumap-
@04, while the MS. in the former case has the article, and ia the latter omits it;
13: 5, qusga for 9 yusga; 34: 11, T9¢ yoveunos Iop., but it is ™5 yeweuses To¢
Top ; 25: 10, ss¢ xas exaoros for s xat’ sxadres; L. Bao. 1: 21, & is not want.
ing; 1: 26, xvpes is Dot omitted. but srpeog is read instead of it; 3: ¥, he gives
sas osw, but 7wper is not in the MS.; 7: 12, Mavonppad is not wanting, but Me-
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The foregoing statements were made in Grabe’s edition concern-
ing the Alex. MS. only. But not satisfied with publishing this co-
dex, he labored to imitate the renowned edition of Origen; prefixing
asterisks to some things added to the text of the LXX. from Theo-
dotion or anotler translator, and marking with obelicks, lemntscs or
hypolemniacs, other things found in the Greek text, but not in the
Hebrew. It is not necessary for us, on this occasion, to examine
this matter more particularly, but it is obvious that the project con-
ceived by Grabe was extremely difficult, of a nature bardly to consist
with editing the Alex. MS,, and such as easily involved him in
error.!

§ 17. Tt is not strange, therefore, that about & hundred years after
the death of Grabe, English scholars, full of the lasting glory of their
treasure, were seized with a strong desire to prepare an edition that
should represent the entire MS. in the most faithful and elegant

L4

oga is read for it; 17:11, it is not yxoveay but yxoveer, and v. 18, orpvpalidas,
not erpurgakdac; 11. Bas. 2: 13. ryv is not wanting before xpyyyy; 111. Bas.
10: 1, according to Grabe & is omitted, but the MS. reads, ey avsyssosy u, 7. 4.
An onaccountable thing was done in the last part of the book of Habakkuk,
where the ®gosevyy "Apfaxoru is given; the editor who continued the work of
Grabe did not here proceed with the text of t e Prophet, as he ought to have
done, but copicd the Prayer from the collection of hymns sabjoined 10 the Paul-
ter, in which there are many variations from the text.

! The studies of Grabe on the Alex. MS. and the whole text of the LXX. were
industriously prosecuted by Breitinger, who published at Zarich in 1730-32, ia
four volames: V. T. ex versione LXX. Interpretum. Olim ad fidem codicis ms.
Alex. summo studio et incredibili diligentia expresswa, emendatum ac suppletum a Jo.
Ern. Grabe 8. T. P. Nunc vero exemplaris Vaticuni aliorumgue mss. codd. lectioni-
bes Var. nec non ¢riticis dissertationibus illustratum insigniterque locupletatum. In
this work, whatever funlts Grabo had committed are repeated withoat alteration,
To the readings of the Vatican edition (edition, not MS.; and aliorumgue mss,
codd. on the title-page is also quite wrong) he often opposed the emendations of
Grabe, confounding them with the Alexandrine lections. For examples see the
note preceding the last; Ex 6:5. 16:17. 25: 16. Lev. 16: 5. 18: 4, 6. 25: 16,
Deut. 17: 16.  Of these erroms, if he could not avold what Grabe had silently ad-
miteed into the text, then he should have corrected those which Grabe had treated
of in his Prolegomena. Such are: Ex. 14:13, mosnoss vusw. Al 'x and Vat. gusy;
Deut 12: 9, 8ro¢ vpav, Alex.and Vat. yuwy; Josh. 3: 10, meoswov vuwy, Alex.
and Vat. nuwsy; and vpory twice in 10: 19, Also dmooresdw in [. Bas 21: 2, in-
mead of which it was correctly stated in the Prolegoneena that the MS. exhibited
amoersdes, written by mistake in Grabe's work aworsdw, and copled by Breitinger
85 he found it. Meveover, it sometimes happened that Breitinger confounded
the small letters used by Grabe with the larger; that is to say, the corrections
with the readings of the MS., as on Dent. 29: 12, where he parades o¢ vy dia-
Oy as the reading of the codex, while in fact Grabe added os as his own sug:
gestiony and duly signified it by the smaller character.

\
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manner. Accordingly types were cast, at great expense, to imitate
the codex, and the publication was entrusted to the Rev. H. Herv.
Baber. The work was finished in fourteen years, the first volume
appearing in 1812, the third with the Prolegomena in 1826. It is
plain that this genuine edition of the Alex. MS. immeasurably sur-
passed that of Grabe, and a copy of it having been kindly placed at
our disposal from the Royal Library at Berlin, we have everywhere
used it in our apparatus. Qur labors, therefore, will not be judged
of by a comparison either with Grabe or, what is still worse, with
Breitinger; each of whom being commonly before us in the prepa-~
ration of our apparatus, we marked very many things in which they
are to be corrected after Baber, a few of which we have already
brought forward above.

In his Prolegomena, p. xxxiv., speaking of bis labors on the MS.,
Baber states that he had gone through a truly Herculean ta-k in
copying off the books of the O. T. with types representing the char-
acters of the Alex. MS., having compared the sheets three, four, and
in some instamcus, oven six times, with the original. The meaning
of these words I fully comprehend, baving been so often engaged in
the same kind of toil myself, and with grutitude do I acknowledge
how great is bis merit in these critical studies, though the difficult
labor undertaken by him he surely has not performed without swerv-
ing from the fidelity and neglecting the accuracy of an editor in nu-
mrerous cases to the great detriment of his work.

In the first place, it contains & surprising number of mistakes made
by bimself or by the printer, and while he has corrected a large part
of these in the Appendix, he has left others unaltered. In the book
of Genesis more than thirty have been noticed ; and in Prov. vi. on
half & page three are pointed out, to which, if I mistake not, a fourth
is to be added, uy0e having been given for unge. Examples of the
errors unnoticed in the Appendix are: L Bug. 4: 10, yrasadsg for yi-
Liadsy; 16: 3, ov Gar snw for ov tas unw; 1V. Bue. 22: 1, tpaor
devasy thqu for af. v sy ; 1. "Eodp. 8: 86, oriaforia for ovelforeu;
and Jub 8: 28, 1,80y for n 080¢. While all these cases are of such &
nature that they seem to have proceeded rather from the editor than
from the copyist, they are left wholly untouched in the Appendix,
where many similar things are treated ; nor are they found among
the errors of the MS. given in a list by Grabe. So also in Gen. 46;
10, 1 received with Grabe 4w, and in v. 18, Apoyders as the read-
ing of the codex, since ./wd and Apo1,8ts, seem to have arisen en-
tirely from a mistake committed by Babers In Gen. 46: 81, the o



1853.] Butroduction to Tischendorf’s Septuagint. 97

before nixog, and in 47: 4, the p in the word yep were supplied with
a pen in the edition of Baber. From the contradiction subzisting
between the Appendix and the text, it is often uncertain, or not
at ull clear, what the codex exhibits: For instance, in 1. "Ea8p. 1:
28, xadyepuve stands in the text, but in the Appendix we find: yad-
gaupvg. lta in cod. ms. 1 have adopted the latter, as Grabe also
testifiea for it. In 1V, Bag. 2: 8, though the text has emarmder,
the Appendix says: azerwder. Sic cum cdd. mss. plurimis legit
codez noster. Since Grabe ulso supports asayades, the other form
iz merely a mistake of Baber. In Jer. 81: 86, the text exhibits xes-
Supeis, which is maintained also by Grabe, but the Appendix says:
xetpudag. Ita habet cod. ms. 1 huve received the former; the Ap~
pendix, not the text, seeming to be in fault. Of the same kind is
1 Mace. 4: 52, where the text has yas * edeov; the Appendix, yas*
dov. Sic cod. ms. But Grabe also testities for the former. In
Gen. 50: 8, the text has gupyesetay with Grabe; the Appendix
wrongly, as it would secm, dvyyevesiay; and in Kath. 6: 1, the text
with Grabe aispepoy, the Appendix by mistake, as it appears, gives
the Roman reading eicgepair. On the other hand, in 1 Mace. 8: 17,
axyog, thoughi defended by Grube, seemed incorrect, since in the
Appendix we find: axxws. Sic cum duplici x. 3 Mace. 7: 17 re-
muined doubtful to me. The text here presente goBugosor, which is
given also by Grabe; but the Appendix says: godogogor. Sic legit
cod. ms. It therefore stands in my apparatus: godogosor (?). In
Gen. 49: 21, where Baber has given yeswpuar,) Grabe has yevpuart.
We here made no note on the Roman lectivn pesynuar, but it would
be betler to have received yevquars from Grabe, aflixing the sign of
doubt,? just as in IIL. Bas. 18: 12, we admitted ovx svgyoes (?) trom
Grabe, instead of which in Baber ovy evgraa: is read und the varia-
tion of Grabe not mentioned. I pass by other cases of this sort that
, caused me trouble, and which 1 settled only by carefully examining
everything connected with them,

In ihe second place, I certainly do not approve Baber’s labors on
those passages that had been touched by a second hand, the majority
of which he dismisses with the words: Quid a prima fuerit, non li-
quat. But he ought to have formed a conjecture from the remains

1 The same form occurs in the Alex. MS, elsewhere, us Job 39: 4.

% Nor am I confident about Lev. 13: 49. Grabe gave wrgsiovoa; Baber freg.
@s{ovoa, us it stands in the Roman edition, adding the note : regeslovod pro wrv-
¢siovoa. 1 have followed Baber and have made no mention of the diserepancy
of Grabe.

Vor. X, No. 87. 9
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of the letters erased gnd from the nature of the space, with a cau-
tious reference to the apparatus of Ilolmes, what reading was prob-
able, and to have done this in most cases, if not in all, as the true
reading in the greater nuber of passages dves not seem to be so
ditficult as to baflle a searching investigation.! We have ourselves,
therefore, accasionally given in our apparatus what we approved by
conjecture, adding the mark of interrogation or videtur, vdlr. llow
Titlle acuteness Baber addressed to this matter, I will show by a few
cases discussed by him in his Appendix. In 1L Iegald.19: 7, he
gave: yeseslo |||| goPos; denoting thereby that a letter had been
erased, and saying in the Ajpendix: Littera quaedum perperam
scripta derasu est. But nothing had been written wrong, only the
article o, which many MSS. preserve, had been inserted by the first
band. In IL ITupald. 29: 10, between SiaBeclas and Sixdyxyy xv-
@iov he intimates that sonie ten letters have been removed, and in the
Appeudix he thus ex,lains: Vox quaedum forsan ks perperum
scripta erusa est. But it is dredyxyy pov, which the Vatican edition
adds in that very place, that appenrs to have been destroyed in the
Alex. MS. In Jer. 9: 12, after dio8evecO i, he says that tive letters
have been erased, adding in the Appendix: U% npe vitreorum cerng
potest, librarius s scripserat xui etmey.  But nothing is more prob-
able than that uvegs, which stands in the Vatican text, displeased
the corrector. And in 11 ITuged. 6: 26, he guve ozi with this nute :
Correctio manus serioris. But if it were so, then from the nature of
the space, it ought to be plain whether ore or oray was written by
the original hand. In other places he makes no remark where the
absence of a note is particularly felt; as, 1. "E¢dp. 4: 7, where he
gives amoxte *  * vovnts, by which he denotes 1 more ancient and a
more modern reading, but neither in an intelligible manner. As
Grabe lind here edited amoxzervovary, I conjectured this to belong to
the second and amoxzesvovary to the first hand. And in Num. 7: 8,
auyo=cva stands in the text of Baber, which cannot have been writ~
ten thus by the copyist, but was, if I mistake not, euro=, to which
eya was added by the corrector.?

1 Passages disturbed by the hands of correctors are very numemus in the
fragments of the N. T. contained in the Ephraem MS.; but there are few of
these whose mote hidden reading I do not think I have probably drawn forth.
It is easy to see that this matter is attended with greater ditScalty in the case of
a palimpsest than in other M8S.

% From Grabo {t might have heen learned that the eorrector restored os fn
Num, 2: 8, from evres, and also that he transposed ecs Toy moder wara Npoverney
in Josh. 61 5, according to the Vatican MB., thus: xets mp. a5 v. xeds Buch



1853.) Jatroduction to Tischendorf’s Septuagint. 99

Nor did Baber take greater pains to give the different correctors
with proper distinction, but put everything down promiscuously
except that by the ambiguity of his notes he made confusion worse
confounded. For we there find at one time manu antigua, at another
mary peranriigua; now corrector quidam vetustissimus, then correc-
tor vetus ; and agnin other expressions like them. Such things are
indeed very incompatible with an accurate examination of a MS.

Finally, in the third place, the very faulty character of the whole
Appendix deserves our censure. Why, I ask, does he repeat ten
thousand times that sizer stands in the codex for eine, emoiqoey for
enroiyoe, and the like?  And when, at the oulset, reference was made
to everything that was wrong or unusual, afterward many cases of
the same nature were passed over, and this fuct makes you uncertain
whether these are to be imputed to the copyist or to the printer.
The same inconsistency attaches to his manner of giving the readings
incorrectly copied from the MS. in Grabe’s work. Lastly, such
things are here and there put forth as betray the editor's imperfect
acquaintance with the matter he is handling; as, II1. Bag. 20: 9,
xou Epryprmro: linea est a manu quadam vetustissima.  For the little
Yine over the & seems to have come entirely from the copyist, by
means of which he wisled in a manner to separate the xas and &
which were near together, the remainder of the word, reyeanzo, fol-
lowing at the beginning of the next line of the text; as is in fact
done sometimes in the Alex. and other MSS. ' And on 8ouz in Sirac.
46: 26, he says in a note: Forsan pro dwm; a kind of annotation
which often oceurs.

§ 18. We have already stated, directly or by implication, that our
labors are based on the editton of Grabe, though we have aimed to
correct what appeared to be wrong in his work. On this subject a
few things more must be added. In noting various readings we en-
counter difficulty from the fact that things seem worthy of note to
some persons that do not to others. For our part we chose to dis-
please by giving rather than by withholding, having introduced much
that was found in the writing of the ancient copyist, though faulty,
careless or uncommon. But there are often things in themselves
defective and of no consequence, which will yet lead the more co-
rious investigator to what is probable or to what s true. At the
same time we were compelled to use care lest, by scrupulously copy-
ing off all the absurd or most trifling variations, we should carry our

matters, however, are of but liule cousequence, and others of this kind are se]«
dom noticed jn Grabe.
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apparatus beyond due limits, and make it more inconvenient than
wseful to the reader.

We have, therefore, generally passed without remark, the » épel-
xvaTingy, contrary to custom added almost everywhere in the Alex.
MS.; also cuses where et and & are interchanged, since the diversity
ia quite unimportant, for instance in Suei; Gyeras, avrog Adyers, oy
ma:deg for ey sedaig in 1V. Baa. 25: 7; the confusion of ot and v, as
Tob. 3: 2, goe xpiyerg, Pa. 118: 114, &l got: of 5 and ¢, as Prov. 10:
12, grha, 1V. Bas. 16: 17, Libyyyy, Gen. 21: 23, aduusw for adum-
ey, Lev. L1, iprdovy for Siynlovs, sometimes one, sometimes the
other being found in the MS.: of y and e, a8 Gen. 89: 9, vrefepyras
for vmekgorras, Prov. 17: 1, us8’ aidoryg ; of ¢ and ot, ns givxyg, I«a.
28: 2; of 5 and v, which is very rare, but an instance is found in
Ex. 28: 27, vmodnzye for vmodvenr; we have also commonly omitted
to notice that # is not changed before labiuls and palaties, nor astim-
ilated hefore liquid, as evnvove, ovsmenrona, ovsfinrys, narguioy;
erxaveliney, anexrarxars, evyeipibior, avypioas, avvypaqny; evuvare,
avnucyers, gosperyy.  Generslly, as we have indicaled, ep peco
stands in the MS. a3 I think it better to write the words instead of
sppzan, and so ¢y yasres for eyyaozps, but ev peow also is found, as
in Ezek. 7: 145 9: 2: ey yeorps is the usval form, which we have in
some cases passed over, us in Gen. 16: 11; 38: 18 seq., but &r yasres
is not avoided ; see Ex. 2: 22 and 11. Bag. 11: 51 Here also belong
ey yepay, Gen: 29: 4; Siaxeyyvuevos, 1. Bas. 30: 16, cases such as I
buve for the most part pointed out elsewhere, as in Isa. 49: 12, ¢y
716 ; and that we have omitted exy@pra in Gen. 26: 21 and exyBpoig
in Deunt. 28: 48 ; also sometimes ogfrev, as in Josh. 6: 15, and opfroas
as in Ex. 84: 4, in place of opOpuv, opBpisag, as in Ex. 82: 7 and -
elsewhere, though similar cases, which here and there occur, as xeu-
yoas, enagvondag, we have carefully indicated. But here especially
we must explain concerning the interchange of ¢ and &, as this is so
.fr'equent and so irregular, that it seemed useless to exhibit every
instance of it with exactness in our notes. 1t has been given much
oftener in the later than in the earlier portion of the work.! nor has

1 There is a similar inconsistency in other cases, as it commonly exhibits
reoospaxovra and efodeOpevesy, but sometimes, as in Neh. 6: 15 and Ex. 16: 35,
réooagaxarra. and in 1. Bao, 2: 31, 33, efolofpevesy.  So tpavvar is often found,
but here and there also tgsevay. There are many other things of like kind, alt
of which have been carcfully given. To some aleo re00cpes in Num 7: 7, rée-
onges Boac, will seem worthy of note.  This ix very frequently recospds.

% In the earller chapters of Genesis we have also omitted to notice that sy
s8av are generally put for &sdev, ssfor. Though these ucem to be written indis-
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it been lightly pasted by where it had aiy ilnportance or at least
any appearance of regelarity. Thus, sidsc has everywhere beem
noticed, which is foand in some cases even in the Vatican text, and
other forma; and agein, aliups, xaralslippevos and the like. But
we have omitted woanisras, iopanierras, poxfesras, in cases wherd
the correct forms wapaglises, ouayhisar, poafites were found very
near themn; also in many instances oixszigmot, owmresgnomy for oucysps
pos, euxrigpow; we have also omitted to motice some cases in which
gliia, slguualae, Sovieia, ayyorssia, zavoncie are found at one time,
and at another plia, minupelse, doviia, ayyionia, sasoiria ; and forms
that are used promiscuously we bave more frequently left ont than
inzerted, as lurevpyia and darovgyeia, Aivovgyin and Jerevgyeca, xi~
so¢ and xAaizog, in Ex. xxv., xdsitog, xdaiey, xdczeos, xhivow, xieirovg,
and sdsrovg occurring within the compuss of a few verses. We bhave
in some instances pussed by e{exsias, though it was geverally efzuag
and have often omnitied «dmlor for aidmider, but have given it in the
greater nuraber of cases. To the above is to be added a great num-
ber of faults of auch a nature as eerve merely to prove that the Alex-
andrine MS., as well a8 so many other similar docoments, is disfig-
ored by nomerous defeets, a fact to which sufficient testimony has
already been berne by those things we have bad oceasion to bring
forward in the course of our discussion. What kind of defects I
thean, the following examples will show: in Gen. 8: 10, mepiwavsog
for mepuwasoverog; 10: 9, mipag for yiyng, and elsewhere xy» for yyw

criminately, as ssdoy 0: 23. 29: 38, and *¥5:dev 1: 4. 31: 2, snd theugh also £:dsw
48 23, ssdowrsc 37: 3 and the like are met with, yet the canes thas we have omit-
ted we will here ingert. In the Alex. MS, «dsv is found; in 1: 4, bat alio #*e-
dev; 8,10, 13, 18, 21, 25, 31; 3: 6; and 4: 4 sxedsv; 6: 12. 8: 13 which is writ-
ten over; 18: 10. 18: 2. 19: 28. 21: 19. 22: 4, 13, 14. 24: 30, 63, 84. 26: 8. 29: 10.
30: 8. 31:42. 82:25. 33: 1 aleo written over; 5. 34:2; and «dow in the following
places: 7:1. 9: 23. 13: 15. 16: 13, 14. 33: 30. 3%t 10. Thero are in the same
book a few others besides these inadvertently passed by in our edition ; as, 2: 22,
wvgeos © Pzoc; 7: 19, exemadvpey and v. 23, sfnlapdvoay; 11: 6, smdwitas
mosmoas. And on Gen. 1: 29, way Joprov omogsuoy should be supplied (cmespuy
moreover follows this), the same solecism, for such it appcars to be, often oc-
carring as well in the Vatican edition as in the Alex. MS. Compare 1V. Bag.
34: 14, mow rexrove in both Vat and Alex.; 25: 9, way osmov Vat. only; IIL
Bao. 8: 37, mav movov Vat. only; L IIngel. 27: 1, mav loyer Vat. only; IL
Hagak. 6: 28, zay wover Alex. only; 18: 11, way Aoyov twice occurs, bat only in
the Alex.; Judith 4: 15, war oexov Alex. only; Sirac. 88: 7, way movoy Alex.,
but Vat rov wovov. Sapply also as the title to the book of Genesis, ysveosg
sosuov, which is the same as the subscription; and on Isa. 66: 19, oyuesa.
g
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and orpor for owor; 13: 17, aweye is written twice; 241 14, o» zow
for ey sovew ; 87: 3, yya for yyama; 41: 27, exva 2oty for e. 013 Ex.
14: 25, avlosac for afovas; 15: 21, avaParyp for avafaryy; Lev.
25: 18, eoreens for 2y s sres; 1. Bao. 7: 12, ave Seaor for e pscor ;
Gen. 28: 22, anodsxazmcor for amodsxarese; Gen. 40: 20, srosov
for emoias; Deat. 10: 8, enegevofas for emevyasOas; sometimes in
Genesis afpay for afoap; o otxoy for e esnos, oy odvyy for sy 0dv-
o7, Siarefar for QiaBasvs, v xapdix for g xepdia; 1. Bac. 1: 12, exdy-
Ovedy for andnDures; emssov for eog ov, and ot Soviowssov and the
like; 19: 31, mpog 51y vewrepe ; 7: 9, rov xiferoy, though eny x. pre-
cedes and follows it; Ex. 7: 17, ussafacida for psgafude:; Gen. 41:
51, emedaOssBas; the following though utterly absurd: Gen. 88: 16,
mpo¢ pe for mpos ae; 27: 6, woaax for wxmf; 27: 17, pefaxxcs for
saxwp, 1. Bas. 15: 5, nodsuwy for molsms, and Deut. 28: 31, oewog for
ovey; also vuee and nuerg, vuwy and yuoy, and so oo, confounded
with each other in passages such as 1 Mace. 8: 22, guag 8e uy gofy-
Oxse, Jer. 8: 22, vueig esousdu, Josh. 9: 19, za wparia nuoy xe: sa
veodnuace vpwy, and in v. 80, sqofjOnuey negs tay Yvywr vumy
amo mpogmaoY vuwy.

On the other hand, we judged that there were suitable reasons for
our giving certain forms which to a cursory eye will appear to be of
no consequence; as 11. Bao. 22: 40, dvvau: for dvrapes, where con-
Jocture may fluctuate between Svramuy and dvrauer; 4: 15, aviwr for
avsov, since in the former the reading avro may lie Lid; Deut. 13:
15, avadwy avaderg for avaipwrr avedesg, was noted to rhow bow
easy it was to pass from one to the other; 1I. Ilapad. 18: 26, amo-
Sec0w for amofeade was given on account of the similar passage
III. Bac. 22: 27. So here and there I have drawn attention to
eSedovpas or efedov pau for ef. ps, though it has scarcely any other
imporiance except to show that the sleepy copyist was thinking of -
the furm of the future tense on account of the resemblance of the -
sounds. On Jonah 1: 135, I copied off salovy aveye, adding the note,
(? calov eaveng?). For the copyist certainly must be thought to
have confounded the ¢ with the o, if perchance it wus not done by
the editor of the MS?

Moreover, to omit other points which seem to require no comment,
n is proper to state that what is wrm.en under an nbbmvu.ted form

arm, ovroy, mva, idnu, ik, and bere especially belongs 3u3, in regard

1 & for dy, though in itself unimportant, should be supplied on Lev. 24: 19,
since I have given it on 27: 9.
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to which there msy be doubt whether it should be written dawd as
we bave given it, or Juvesd.

Lastly, we show the order of the books. That this differed in the
Alex. MS. from the order in the Vatican edition, could not be indi-
cated in the notes. For the purpeee in view, I may transcribe the
Index prefixed to the text by an ancient hand in the MS. itself. It
is as follows : Tevecty necuov. Eledes suyvmeov. Aeverexor. Apd-
por.  Aevrsgovopsor.  Inoove Navy. Kgwras. Povd. Here is
added: Omow fiflsa §. It proceeds: Basidewwr d. Basidawr §.
Begiiswor 3. Baodeusy 8. Iagalsmopeswor d. Ilapalsnousvaw
B Again is added: Opov fifse ¢. Then follow: IMgogyres o5
thas: Qome . Apws B. Mogeasi. logd3. ABSuov & luvag
s. Naowul. Appaxovui. Zopomas 8. Ayyawsi. Zeyapag
w. Melayag 8. Hoaiug ty. Isgemag 132 Islemnh .  das-
mhis. Eodne. Tepw. lowded. Eoleas i upevs?® Eoloas P
upevs® Maaafaey Aoyos &.  Maxxafausor Aoyos . Maxxafamr
loyos 7. Maxxapawor doyog 8.  Wadzypior par wdwp! Iof. Ila-
coyuas. Exxlnoixorys. Aoputa acpatoey. Zogia y mavegerog.
Soqua Inoov viov Zipay.

§ 19. I pass to the second very important source from which ma-
terial was drawn for our apparatus, the Friderico-Aogustan MS.
In the year 1844, having gone through the most renowned Libraries
of Europe, I was visiting the East, and the monaateries still flourish-
ing there, when I found this codex among some remains of MSS,
that had been torn in pieces and thrown away. The treasure thus
discovered 1 brought the same year from the East to my own land,

! After this, Bagovy, Op7vos and Emior. Jepsusov follow separately in the text.

2 The text is inscribed, o sgev; ; subscribed, elpas d.

8 The title of the book itself is, sspére; Nehemiah comes next, but not sepa-
rated from the foregoing book.

4 To the Psalter are prefixed: (1) Afwrasov apgemionomov Alsbavdoans
¢ vovs padmovs, & letter of Athanasius to Marcellinus; (3) Twedsots (so the
codex has it) Evoefesov tov Haugpvlov; (3) Hegiogas ees Tovs ypaluovs; (4)
Kavoves npepevor yalpuwr; (5) Kovoves YURTEQIYOS yalpery. At the end we
find: vuvos @’ to 8. o is the Song of Moses, Ex. 15: 1 seqq. £ is the Song
of Moses, Dent. 32: 1 s0qq. In y—&’ are given the prayer of Hannah the
mother of Samuel, Isaish, Jonah, Habakkuk, Hesekiah, Manasseh (ITposevry
Nowaooy. Kvpws mevtoxpstngp snevgavis to Kas eov sorey 9 dofa ass Tovs
awrag + apyv), and of Azariah. ¢ is vuves Twy Tateguwy nuey, Dan. 3: 52 seqq.;
', mpogevyn Magias T76 Grotomov, Luke 1: 46 seqq.; 1f’, moosevyn Zvuswv,
Lake 2: 29 seqq-; 4, eostvyn Zayageov, Luke 1: 68 seqq. ; 18, vpvos swdivos,
beginning with Joka & vyuotows Oxe xeu ems yus ssprpy, and ending with Ia-
pusvey To tlses 90U 10 yivwonovos: ss.
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asd having bestowed on it the hoversble nawwe of Friederich Anguss
tus, king of Saxony, under whose auspices I had naderisken the
journey, I yielded it, wiih an expression of my gratitude, to those in
whoee hands was lodged the management of the affairs of my country.
In aecordance with their pleaswre it was deposited in the Publie Li-
brary of the University at Leipsic, wherespon I prepared a most
exact and mugnificent edition of it tnder the following title: Codex
FPriderico- Augusianus, sive Fragmenta Veteris Testamonts ¢ codves
Srasco omnium g tn Europa supersunt facile antiguissimo. I
Orients dotexit, in pairiem atinlst, ad modwm oodicis edidit Const.
Tischendorf. Lipsiae. 1846.) In the Preface I explained somewhat
fally, not to mention otlrer matters, coneerning the country, the age,
the correctors, and the notes of the MS.; and as I shall advert to
these points briefly in this place, I may refer those, who wish fee
more inforination, to my edition of the codex.

As regards its country, I think it was the same part of Egypt from
which the Versjon of the Beventy is said to bave firat appeared ; bat
if this was not the case, it was probably executed in one of the mo-
nasteries nearest Lower Egypt.?

I have spoken of the age of the MS. in § 11. T there began with
stating what presumption men of learning in other respects showed
In estimating the age of ancient MSB.; of whom one party in every
way detracts from the praise of their antiquity, and the other in every
way magnifies it, while often both are ignorant of the merits of the
guestion ; since no one can have a knowledge of the matter unless he
bas carefally pursued thir kind of studies, which especially demands
that he shonld have examined with his own eyes whatever Greek
papyruses and parchments are of the highest antiquity. Having set
forth these facts, I then discussed the evidences of extreme antiquity
appenring in this codex, by comparing similar very ancient MSS.
shat 1 had myself seen; such as the Vatican MS. of the Bible, the
Vatican MS. of Dion Cassius, the Borgian Fragments of St. John,
the Vienna MS. of Genesis, both of Dioscorides, the Fragments of
the Pentateuch at Paris and Leyden, the Florentine Pandects, the
Alexandrine MS., and the reacript codex of Ephraem the Syrian.
By this comparison it was shown that there is no MS. that surpasses
the Friderico- Augustan in age; very few, as the Vatican MS. of the
Bible and those Fragments of the Pentateuch, which approach it.

1 It was lithogtaphed by Uckermann, published by K. F. Kohler. Price 32
thlr. or 128 fres.
2 Bee § 10.
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In proof of this, the following conmsiderstions in particular are here
brought forward :

First; The shape of the letters, which are uncial, is at once so
simple, elegant, and uniform, that it agrees, beyend all other Greek
MSS., with some Herculanean papyruses.

Second; In the writing, no initial letters whatever nppear; and
while these are found in the Herculanean rolls and other papyruses,
also in the Vatican MS. and in the fumous Fragments of the Penta-
teuch, they are unknown to the very ancient Alexandrine MS., that
of Dion Cussius, that of Epliraem the Syrian, the Vienna MS. of
Genesis, the Cambridge and other codices, which are, for adequate
reasons, believed to have been produced in about the fifth eentury.

Third; The punctuation is so simple, and the marks so rarely
used that, for example, a point is found nowhere on two of the col-
umns of the second leaf, on the third once, and on the fourth twics
ounly,! and this feature it has in common with no MS., perhaps, except
the Vatican codex of the Bible.

Fourth; Ofall the MSS. it is peculiar to the Friderico-Aagustan
alone that each page of the text is divided into four columns, and in
this respect it comes noarest to the papyrus rolls from Herculaneum.
How strong an evidence this is of ita antiquity, may be infoerred from
the fact that three columns are found in the very sucient MSS., and
in them only; as, the Vatican MS. of the Bible, the MS. of Dion
Cassius, the two very old copies of the Samaritan Pentateuch that I
saw at Niblds in Syria, the Syrian MS, lately conveyed to London
from Nitria, which the subecription shows to be of the fourth century,
and also the Fragments of the Latin Pentateuch at Ley den, which
are of very great age.

There are other considerations less specinl, but among them that
relating to the correctors is of importance. For while it is probable
that the second and third of these put their hand to the MS., some
centuries almost afier the MS. was written, they seem to have be-
Jonged to a period not later than the end of the sixth century. Hav.
ing fully weighed all these partioulars cautiously and with diserimi-
pation, I judged that the Friderico-Augustan MS. was written at
about the middle of the fourth century, and to this judgment I still
adhere. If, however, any one else will examine this question in a
learned and conscientious manner, he will do us a very great favor;
but I make no account of a reckless passion for doubts nor of igno-
rance, whatever be its pretensions.

1 Consult § 5.
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Of the character of the text of this MS. I have not treated at great
length in my Prolegomena to it, nor is it my purpose to do so here;
but I have always believed that the Friderico- Augustan eodex ought
to be reckoned among the best means of restoring the text of the
Seventy, a fact which recently Adelb. Lipsiug, in a learned eseay on
my edition,! has most correctly proved from the marked resemblance
that subsists between the readings of this MS. and those of the Vati-
ean in the very passages where the Vatican exhibits the greatest
peculiarities.

§ 20. The contents of this codex are as follows : on the first four
leaves 1. ITagyad. 11: 22, -Bacayl ovros emaraker 10 19: 17. xai exo-
deflnoes aveor; on the next fifteen leaves I1.’Ea3p. 9: 9 xwpio¢ 0 Beog
guoew to the end of the book ; and the entire books of Nehemiah and
Esther,? together with the book of Tobit to 2: 2; mreyor zoy aded-
@ow guor; then from the twentieth to the forty-second leaf, Jeremiah
from 10: 25, ems yeveas, to the close of the book ; lastly, Lamentations
to 2: 20, wepeax xos moopy—

In this MS. there is an important dlverslty of hands, several hav-
ing been employed on it.” The person who first followed the writer
of the MS. appears to have belongud to the class called by the an-
clents, dopdwrai; that is, those whose duty it was earefully to revise
what had just been written by comparing it with the MS. from which
it was copled. The labors of this person we have indicated in onr
notes by two asterisks (**), but they consist almost exclusively of
corrections where mistakes had been committed in the process of

! Compare the Serapeum, 1847, No. 15—117, pp. 228—264 : On the Edi-
tion of the Frid.-Aug. MS. We there find on p. 258 seq.: The most impor-
tan! circumstance . . . is certainly this, that the original text of the Frid.-Aug.
MS. coincides with no other codex more frequently than with the Vatican, a
circumstance in itself sufficient to put the value of the newly discovered trea-
sure far above all doubt . . .; this one thing further mqy be mentioned, that this
coincidence is most clearly seen precisely where it would be least expected ;
that is, in the mode of toriting the Hebrew proper names. Consult 1. Ilapeld,
11: 12, 14, 15; IL"Eedp. 10 and s0 on.

! When the learned O. F. Fritzsche edited the book of Esther in 1848,
at Zurich, in restoring the text he made very great use of our codex, of
" which he remarks in his Preface: On a careful comparison of this MS. with
the rest, one will easily see that it deserves a place among the best, that few are
to be regarded as equal o it, and that the 1I. only, that is, the Vatican, ix per-
haps to be preferred. It exhibils a text, therefore, the least faulty for ils pe-
riod, but the hands, apparently different, which have altered it, are for the
greater part corruplions.
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copying. The third and fourih hands, or the second and third eovrec-
tors, then follow, and are designated in our edition thus: %%, 3§ re-
spectively. Each of these touched many passages and for the most
part made additions to them, but they agres iu wany inatances; for
as the third eorrector here and ihere changed or cancelled what the
second had writien, so those things seem to have been approved by
the third, which were not thus changed or cancelled.! Indeed, both
resorteil to the Hexapla of Origen for additions to the text, to which
a double note of the second revised by the third corrector bears wite
Bess ; at the close of the book of Eodp. g, the following being sab-
Joined by the third band : Arreplsfy zpes melawraror Ligy avrse
yeagoy dediop0wpusvoy yeips Tov ayiov pugrvpos mapgilov * omsg eyt
70¢p0y oy T Teler vAOAYULIONL Tig IDLOLEIYOS VIOV UMEXEITO EfOVOR
ovian : perediu@ly xes diopdwdy mous 1a tSanda wpiyeyovs arier
o0y arrepuley: mauqidos dwplwsa. And the sume is stated at the
end of the book of Esther in the same hand, but wore fully, precisely,
and in a more accurate manner, as followa : arrepiy 0y npoy salasa-
sazor Liay astiypugor 3edioglmpryor yeu Tov ayiov uugivooy Sapugl
lov: mpos 82 100 2:de tow wvrey sulaiwrarov Pifliov omep appyy pey
Hye ago 158 Mporyy sow Buaduoy* ug 8e 1y eaidnp edyyey* Toiavey
ti; v adare iwgeipng (the @ is altered to o), vaosguacis (-pu- is
changed 10 -pei-), 70V QVTOV pagrvpos vmExeiTe Epovow OVIwg: peve-
Lipgdy xas diogBwdy mgog va tfunda ogiyerovg v avrov Swpdwpus-
" uriwsivoy opoloyyray avrefuder - mapgidoy Singfwon 10 Tevyog
er 1y guleay’ Sia Tyy Tov feov moddyy xas yapy xut AaTvopoy * Ko
U ye py Prgy UREY TOVIO) TQ GYTIPEEPL RUQAmALOIOY BVQEIY aYTIyoR.
gor ov gudior : — Sugouvy 8e 70 avro nedaiwrazor Pifloy agos T0ds
t0 nevyoy &g T (3 is correcied, Tiva) xvpa ovopara.  From this
note it also appears why far more corrections have Leen made up to
the end of the book of Esther than in the fragments of Jeremiah.
But bow it aappened that the rame correctors did not even touch the
first four lernwes of the books of Chronicles, though the note testifies
that these books were contained in the copy of Pamphilus, inay be

! As there is great difficulty in distinguishing between the second and the
third correctors in the MS. itself and in its published form, those things
which I have made out by a careful examination and inserted in my appa-
ratus may be considered as notes upon it. Further, in the case of proper
nouns and others in which ¥ appears, it cannot be sid whether the diaeresis
is from the corrector only or he simply retonched what he found. 1am dis-
posed to believe this sign was in every instance correctly copied from the
dlex. MS. by Baber; but Grabe gave what he himself thought fit.
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learned from what is found written by the third hand at the bottom
of the fourth leaf, with the sign of a triple cross affixed. This ia as
follows: Meypt zov oyueiov Tow Tgidy CT@VPOY ECTIY €O TELOS TWIY 2R~
ta puilay Tor megsowy xas uy ovrwy vov esBpe. It is thus testified
that these four leaves, along with three others long since destroyed,
were not so much inserted in the codex in an improper place, as in-
troduced by mistake on the part of the copyist and perhaps twice
written on. It was for thia reason, I think, they were passed over
by the reviser. Lastly, the fifth hand, whose special busineus it was
to restore, or rather to mar, the letters which here and there had
faded, made one addition on Jer. 52: 12 which we huve admitted into
our notes under the sign, %5 .

In citing the readings of this codex we followed the same rule as
in the Alexandrine MS.,, except that fewer even of those things have
been omitted that less strictly belong to such an apparatus.! I will
here add a few not unworthy of mention. Os and v are found inter-
changed more frequently than bas been given in the notes; as in
Neh. 9: 6, goi, which is also in the Alex. MS.,? for ov in v &l evros ;
Jer. 22: 6, oot ot Esth. 1: 6, ayvmorg; and Jer. 15: 18, Louovyees.
In the word gevyety and the like, the y hus sometimes been thrown
out hy the first hand; as in Jer. 27: 28, pevorrwy; and 45: 19, se-
gevorwy; of & similar nature is fifios,® which occurs twice in Jer.
xxviii., in vv. 60 and 63, and rovuua which is found in several in-
stances for tBovuoua. There ure some cases of the confusion of e
and ¢ which might have been noted in their proper place, as in I..
Hapal. 12: 26, deves, found in this passage also in the Alex. MS.;
15: 4, devesrag; and Lam. 1: 6, evagemea. It has been already re-
marked above, that in 1. ITapad. 12: 30, not epoain, but epoasu is
the reading of the Frid.-Augusztan as well as the Alexandrine MS.

“§ 21. The third MS. of the Septuagint that we employed in our
apparatus is the rescript codex of Ephraem the Syrian, together with
fragments of those books which, according 10 Gregory Nazianzen
and others, were styled by the ancients giflos ozignpas and written
in verse.! These fragments, done in & quite uniform though not the

1 8ece¢l8 °

8 mpooroua, which is found in both MSS. in Neh. 213 for mpos oroua, is still
more strauge.

% It may perhaps be thonght that the Italian bibbia and the like should be com-
pared with this.

¢ On this subject read the following passage in a letter to Garbelli from Bian-
chini in his Vindiciae canonicarum Scripturarum Vulg. Lat. editwonis, p. ccxix.: 0f'
the Sacred Velume, seven books, the Psalter, Proverbs, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes,
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same hand,! were intermixed with fragments of the N. T, on account
of which for the Inst two centurtes this MS. has had such celebrity.
For while the attention of several scholurs had been devoted to the
latter before I edited them in 1848, the fragments of the O. T. were
lying almost buried in oblivion. Wetstein here and there looked at
them, as, for example, on I. Thess. 2: 8 he quotes the reading opei-
eorras from the Alexandrine and Ephraem MSS. in Job 8: 21; and
the anthor of the Catalogue of the Royal Library correctly pointed
out to what books of the O. T. most of the leaves belonged, but be-
yond this no person was found to seek the honor of examining these
treasures of eacred antiquity. So much the more, when my labors
on the fragments of the N. T. had reached a successful end, did I
conceive it to be my duty also to usher these venerable remains of
the O. T. from their long darkness into the light. ‘Whatever, there-
fore, of the ancient text, which had been purposely destroyed, such a
long series of ages before, could be made out by stody, so much I
made out and carefully published, in 1845, in a work entitled : Codex
HBphraems Syre rescriptus sive Fragmenta Veteris Testaments e codice
Graeco Parisiensi celeberrimo quints wt videtur post Christum saeculi.®

In the Prolegomena to thut work, and more particularly in our
Prefuce to the Fragments of the N. T.,* we have discussed more at
large the antiquity of the Ephraem MS., a nume which is derived
from the fact that the Treatises of Ephraem the Syrian were trans-
lated into Greek and written over the original writing of the codex.
To that place I refer the reader for the evidences which we said in-
duced us to ascribe this document to about the middle of the fifth
century, thus making it a little older than the Alexandrine MS., if
it were not better to reckon both as of the same age.

In respect of the country of this codex, seseral things were ad-
duced in the Prolegomena to the N. T. to prove that it was written
at Alexandria or certainly in Egypt; that being carried thence to
Palestine, Syria, or Asia Minor, it was at length in the twelfth cen-

Job, Wisdom Sol., and Sirucides were anciently wrilten in verse. And I doubt not, to
use the lunyuage of the veneralle Curdinal Tommusiy in his Preface to the Psalter of
the Vulgate, that this swas done in the first five books by the LX X. themselves in imi-
tation of their oldest Hebrew 3SS., and in the lust two Lovks Ly the writers qf them.

1 Cousult the Proleyomenn 1o my edition of these Fragments, ¢4 1. 2.

2 1t is sold at Leipsic by B. Tauchnitz for 9 thlr. or 36 fres.

3 1 published this at Leipsic, in 1843. Price 18 thir. or 72 fres, The frag-
ments of both parts together have the title: Codex Ephr. Syri rescriptus sive Frag-
menta utriusque Testamenti e cod. (iratco Parisiensi celeberrimo, etc.  Lipsiue, 1848,
Price 32 thir. or 128 fres.
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tury brought to Constantinople and there fell into the hands of the
person who obliterated the original contents of the parchment, and
then again wrote upon it. From Constantinople, Andrew Jobn Las-
caris, who had been sent into the East by Lorenso de’ Mediei for the
purpose of purchasing MSS.,, brought it to Italy, whence, on eoming
into the hands of Catherine de Médicis, it passed into the Royal
Library of Paris.

Fewer emendations of the ancient text are found in the Fragments
of the O. T. than in those of the N. T, and the band in whiech they
are made is very similar to the first corrector of the N. T., whom I
conjectured to have lived in about the seventh century.

The text of the Ephraem MS. holds a place midway between the
Vatican and the Alexandrine, but how much nearer than the rest it
approaches the genuine work of the Seventy, whom in the subserip-
tion to the Proverbs! it professes to follow, is fully seen from the
circumstance that it Appears not to have been subjected to the influ-
ence of the study of the Hexapla.?

§ 22, We must give a list of the fragments remaining in the
Ephraem MS,, and a3 many things in different places had so far
perished that they could not possibly be read, I will bare point oat
together what portions have been lost, lest any one should suppose

. that this codex corresponds with the Roman edition where in fact it

has oot been read.

Job 2: 12, -pptasres exaoros, to 4: 12, ev doyois cov; 5: 37, ov 3s
to 7: 7, 181y, and several words are wanting afier geavze in b: 27,
several here and there as fur as toyvg pov in 6: 12, a few as far as
garvroy in 6: 18, from which to gedeza in 6: 30 a great number is gone,
and some as far a8 7: 7; 10: Y, uryoOnzs to 12: 2, eote arfpwmor,
from the beginoing to g xas in 11: 2 something is wanting in every
verse, two words after upsusrog in 11: 4, the rest is nearly complete ;
13: 18, o1da eym to 18: 9 mayideg; from pov arr- in 16: 8 to avomyres
in 18: 4 several words are missing in various places; 19: 27, « o og-
Gadpung to 22: 14 ov xuives ye@-, almost entire; 24: 7, yvurovg to 80:
1 ev pegee; between adixwy in 24: 10 and opparmy 24: 20 a few things
are bere and, there wanting, and also 25: 1 and 26: 1,* and afier

1 8ee No. 35, p. 590, note 8.

¥ On this point compare the essay of the accomplished Lipsius concerning my
edition of the Fragments of the O. T. from the Epbraem MS.,, in the Serapewm,
1849, No. 22, pp. 346 seq.

8 'Trtolufoy 02 Bodddd & Javylens Aym, Trolafuy 83’ Isf AMyss and the
like, as they were written with red ink; have almost everywhere faded entirely
away,
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pewdyoosrss to xm ovx in 28: 5, 6: 81: 6 earapar to 35: 16 opyyy
avrow ; between avrov in 81: 28 and xat &1 8¢ emynpne in 81: 29
some things are destroyed. bmt the rest is almost perfect; 87: 5 Boor-
mea to 38: 17 Gasarov; 38: 1 has disappeared beeause it was writ-
ten in red ink ; 40: 20 -gers 32 popPeny to 42: 17 Budidevs ; a very few
thinge are gone between 40: 20 and 42: 4.

Prov. 1: 1 vogee 22 to 2: 8 Qapudaker, what precedes vanse ze was
written in red ink and has faded quite away : 15: 29 xpeisowy to 17:
1 gare payne: 18: 11 f 82 o5 to 19: 26 egzar; Letween xapdix av-
tov in 19: 8 and -pwpyres 19: 5, very much is wanting: 22: 17 oy
deopy tn 28: 25 5 rewovem oe; 24: 28 (29: 27) wyre afpora to 24:
56 (30: 21) oaaras g yns 26: 28 yuly laa to 28: 2 avrag; 29: 80,
31 yevdarg to 0 arnp avr.

Ecal 1t 1 parssorys par. ra to v. 14 mpompeses nyevparos; what
goes before par. p. ¢. was written in red ink and is gone; 2: 18 vao
o0 gleow to 12: 24 movnpos: between zoy yovs in 3: 20 and xes 7ivm
e in 4: 8, several things are missing; nothing is legible from 7ego-
ow to roy gareyes in 4: 10, and a few things are covered up in various
places between rov fadt- in 4: 13 and ayafBor in 5: 4.

Song Sol. 1: 1, but beginning with xas ooun, three verses having
disappeared, to 3: 9 salwpwy; after ovaxnios to xedgos in 1: 16, 17,
after tkype almost to sav in 2: 7, and some other things here and there
are not plain.

Wisdom Sol. 8: 5, -femerys to 12: 10 peravoias; 14: 19, o per yap
to 17: 18 evmedng; 18: 24 et yap to 19: 22 mepiazauesos; a very few
things in different places arc gone; as in v. 10, for example, the let.
ters between yy ox- and arre

Sirac., the Prologue beginning with -gyros to 7: 14 zpeafvrepnr ;
in the Prologue the letters between vaep wy and zo# tol, between
ervemovw and -ny nouereiny (sic) and a few others are concealed from
view, and also 1: 1, 2, but what follows is nearly entire; 8:15 avrog
70p to 11: 17 evoefeaiw; 12: 16 xar eay to 16: 1 aypnoror; between
¢t xoerw- int 18: 2 and puy ereye in 13: 11, some things here and there
are waoting, very many between argp in 18: 16 and xat ev roig in
14: 4, many between nzgedlfaro in 14: 14 and ey xzredvuars in 14:
25, and also a few in the remaining portion; 17: 12 dia@gxy» to 20:
5 gegpog; almost perfect; 21: 12 ov maudevdnoszau to 22: 19 weln-
o19; 27: 19 xac og to 38: 25 oraduor; 80: 8 tamo; to B1: 5 xapdia;
32: 22 xau 0 nvprog to 84: 22 ov uy gos; a few things in different places
are miasing ; 87:.11 uera yvrasxog to 38: 15 ag ye-; a few things are
bere and there wanting; 39: 7 avroy xarevOuvres to 43: 27 egixopsta ;
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between asasrgeqges in 40: 11 and 5 yridsos in 41: 12 some things are
here and there misced, and also a few between 44: 18 and yees in 48
19: 45: 24 1va to 49: 12 wmonedex, but from 45: 25 to 46: 9 very munch
is lost, and some thingn between 46: 9 and 47: 4; after rvpawsda in
47: 21 to ey appars in 48: 9, the greatest part is wanting and rome
things in what follows ; nothing can be made out afier ayefin cerva-
in 48: 18 to enomaey in v. 22, and moreover very much is wanting
quite to the end of these Fragments.

The plan we adopted in writing down the various readings bas
been already stated, as our remarke on the Friderico-Augusian MS.
relating to this matter apply al=o to the Ephraem codex. The forms
ep pecw, iypa, lages and the like. whieh appear in this MS., have
been cited with care. Beside ovsfacrayfnasras adduced on Job 28:
16, 19, there are many other cases of the same class; as cvsfamoig
Wisdom Sol. 8:9, 16 ; esxparne 8: 21; evxazedurer and so on, though
syxaralenpes is found in Sirac. 4: 19 as well as other regular forms
here and there.  To og8iry noted on Wicdom Sol. 11: 28, add opf-
{ovrec on Sirac. 4: 12, though in Sirac. 6: 36 opfesfes oceurs. 1t bas
often been indicated that § and & are confounded; as madyrovg in
Job 29:25; oy twice in Job; 5 #s Ecel. 6: 10; 5 xady twice in Song
Sol. 1: 15; and in all these connections this confusion seemed to be
somewhat important, but not so in the following: Eccl 7: 5, emnry-
pnow; 10: 19, svendnoes; Song Sol. 1: 15, mlugior; Sirac. 21: 10,
pydiaces; 7: 6, Qecerg; Job 38: 5, diyernoas; Wisdom Sol. 15: 18,
Siyuovgywy ; and in a few other passages. Puasov has been given on
Job 14: 4 and perixwr on 40: 25, Os and v have been interchanged
in about five words, which we have noted: 2oipcuverar on Prov. 27:
18; oo, Job 15: 4, for ov; and dwavvfes 11: 5: to which add domue-
sazas on Prov. 23: 8.

The reader may also supply in our notes, on Sirac. 28:19: C'ovx
81). % v g e, ovx standing instead of ovy here as ip vurious otlier places
that have been mentioned; and on 27: 29, C avrov pro avrms,
where the former seems to be an oversight of the copyist.}

1 T avail myself of this opportunity to make the following corrections in my
edition of the Ephraem MS.: p. 11, line 26, read avross; 22, 30, in Job 28: 8,
aviny; 50, 30, auwsdow; 75, 16. pnhees for unuyloss; 95, 2, yxolovdyxormry;
115, 14, uy wopsver; 135, 3, pviys for gvins; 68, 2, at the end, in Ecol. 9: 12,
xaxw was wrongly omitted; also 69, 30, at the end, and 80, 5, at the end, the
words oov Saodsa un xatagaon and tav uy o O dw were carelessly overlooked ;
88, 25, in Wisdom Sol. 16: 17, when 1 was in doubt whether I had rightly given
from the codex mdeoy for whezoy, the distinguishcd Hase wrote back to me thas
the M8, is now so discolored in that place, that nothing can be discerned.
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§ 28. Neothing now remains bat to give thanks to God that my
work has been brought to & bappy ead in such troublous times, and
heartily to pray that by these labors of mine the studies of many on
this great and venerable récord of ancient faith may be encouraged
and aided. Having fully set forth my purpose in undertaking the
task of an editor in this instance, I wish all fair judges would bear it
in mind, Jest haply they should accuse me of not having performed
what it was not my intention to do. While I was preparing this
edition, I was constantly reflecting, what a field of labor here lay
open for the critical study of the Greek text of the Old Testament,
and bow much fruit might thence be gathered for explaining and
illustrating the laws of the Greek language, and especially of that
dialect in which the books of the New Testament are written. This
field, 50 God please and grant me life and strength, I shall steadily
strive to go over, and shall do this with the greater care, the more I
hope that my labors on the text of the New Testament will thus be
forthered ; believing, as I indeed do, that severe study bestowed on
these sacred texts by a Christian is not only in keeping with his own
piety, but will yield good fruit to the Church herself, to whom
Divine Truth is of the highest concern.

Lrerrsic,
80tk March, 1850.

ARTICLE V.

OUTLINES OF A JOURNEY IN PALESTINE IN 1852 BY E. ROBIN-
SON, E. SMITH, AND OTHERS.

Drawn up by E. Robinson, D. D., of New York.

Ever since the publication of my work on Palestine, I had
cherished the desire of once more visiting that interesting country ;
purtly for the purpose ¢f examining some points anew; but still
more in the hope of extending my researches into those portions
which had not yet been explored.

In March of the present year (1852) I arrived at BeirGt, on my
way to carry these plans into execution. Here I was detained for
some time; at first by the unsettled state of the weather, which con-
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