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THE SEPTUAGINT TEXT OF HOSEA COMPARED WITH THE
MASSORETIC TEXT.*

BY GAYLARD H. PATTERSON, PH. D.,

New Haven, Conn.

PRELIMINARY REMARKS.

In sympathy with all earnest effort to obtain a better text of the Old Testa-
ment, I was led, at the suggestion of my esteemed friend and teacher, Professor
‘W. R. Harper, to take up the study of the Septuagint version of Hosea. Good
use has been made of the Targum by Wiinsche,} and Sebok} has investigated the
variations of the Peshitta. But the most important of the versions for textual
criticism, the Septuagint, has received little attention, having been investigated
only in a general way by the commentators as well as by Vollers in Das Dodekapro-
pheton der Alexandriner.

It is not my purpose to repeat the history of the version, the legend of its
origin, ete., since this work has already been done by those who have wider
experience. The purpose is simply to compare the Septuagint with the Masso-
retic text and note the conclusions that may be drawn from such comparison.

The great question, however, in the study of the LXX. to-day is whether the
variations, which it presents, are due to arbitrariness of translation or to differ-
ence of recension. Thus it is my object to consider whether there are variations
in the translation which would not be allowed a translator, and if so, whether
these are due to arbitrariness on the part of the translator or to difference of
recension.

Before proceeding to the consideration of the differences between the texts, it
seems best to present a brief outline of the manner in which the investigation is
conducted. Having studied the text verse by verse it was my intention to pre-
sent the results in somewhat the same form as is followed in the works of Lagarde,
‘Wellhausen, Ryssel, etc., but this, it seems, fails to present to the mind any clear
idea of the variations as a class. Therefore, after a brief statement in regard to
the condition of the text of the LXX., the variations are considered under three
general divisions which I have named Interpretation, Doubtful and Recensional.
Under Interpretation those variations which may, in any fair way, be attributed to

* Part of a thesis presented to the Faculty of the Department of Philosophy and the Arts,
Yale University, for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, by Gaylard H. Patterson.

+ Der Prophet Hosea iibersetzt und erkldrt mit Benutzung der Tar im und der jtidischen Aus-
leger, Raschi, Aben Ezra und David Kimchi. Leipzig, 1868.

+ Die Syrische Uebersetzung der zwolf kleinen Propheten und ihr Verhiiliniss zu dem massoret-
i8chen Text und zu den dlteren Uebersetzungen u. s. w. Breslau, 1887,
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the translation through free translation, different punctuation, confusion of let-
ters, etc., are considered. Under Doubtful cases, those variations which are of
such a nature that one cannot determine whether they are due to the translator
or to a difference of MSS., are considered, and under Recensional those cases
which can only be accounted for on the supposition that the translation is based
on a MS. or MSS. differing somewhat from those underlying the Massoretic text.
In these divisions the material is classified as in Workman’s Text of Jeremiah.
He adopts the old terminology *“in an accommodated sense.” With the Masso-
retic text as the basis, the variations of the second and third divisions are consid-
ered under additions and omissions of letters, words, phrases, etc., *‘ alterations
of mood, tense, gender, person, number and case.” Substitutions of parts of
speech, syntactical forms, etc. Thus the first consideration is as to the integrity
of the text of the LXX. Then those variations, which may be attributed to the
translator, are considered and thus one is familiarized with the general character
of the translation in such a way that he may proceed to the consideration of the
doubtful and recensional cases with an additional criterion by which to estimate
the value of the variations in these cases.*

The Hebrew text used in the discussion is the edition by Baer and Delitzsch ;
the fac-simile of the Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus edited by H. L. Strack
was also consulted. Tischendorf’s sixth edition of the Septuagint is used and
fac-similes of the Vatican and Alexandrian MSS. have been consulted.t

CONDITION OF THE GREEK TEXT.

With corruption in both the Hebrew and the Greek, results become very
uncertain ; so, while the examination of the text of the LXX. involves a special
investigation of itself, a few cases of interest may be noticed here.

In 7:2 there is manifest corruption, for the reading éwwc svvgdwow d¢ gdovrec—
is neither Greek nor Hebrew, nor is the variant érwc ovwddoverw d¢ svvddovres, better.
Ewald suggests that the text may have been o¢ owddovrec &v v4f kapdig adriv.y This
might then be a free translation, or perhaps they misread Y91 for YAN?!. To
suppose with Ewald that they read 33‘73 | I'HR’ 12 is to increase the difficulty.

In 10:6 the reading xal abrov eic 'Ao'o'vavg (Yr/o'avreg, amfveykav Sévia 76 Bacilel
Tapeip év déuare "Egpaty dééstar, must be corrupt; &éwae and év déuarc seem to be a
double translation for the same word, though the latter may be for the Hebrew
().

In 13:3 the daxpiwv of the LXX. is probably a confusion of letters from dxpidw

* Since the above divisions were made the excellent and recent work of Canon Driver has
come to the writer’s hands and he is pleased to find in it a very clear statement of the proper
method of investigation. Cf. Nutes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel. Oxford, 1890, p. x1.

+ It is gratifying to know that an excellent edition of the Greek text is now being prepared

for the Syndics of the University Press, Cambridge, by H. B. Swete, D. D.
% Prophets of the Old Testament. Vol. L, p.273. London and Edinburgh, 1875.
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which is a variant and a translation of the Hebrew consonants; kervodéync is
another variant and a good translation of the Hebrew.

In 9:10 the reading oxowov év ovkyi may have arisen in some such way as is
suggested by Schleusner,* viz., sxomdv is a confusion of letters of the word «(a)plmov
with oro!mov and ox 0f o(v)xy, which might then be a free translation. The paral-
lelism establishes the Hebrew.

Instances of readings which seem to be due to the confusion or to the simi-
larity in writing of the Greek letters are the following : The reading of the LXX.
in 4:14, viz., kai 6 Aadc 6 ovvidv ocwwemiikero perd mépvne, for which the Peshitta has
2] wa=l Nsdmw fy lsaso, is best explained as a corruption, since the
Peshitta, departing from the Massoretic text, agrees with the LXX. except that it
has the negative. Compare with this 13:13, where Cyrilf explains the LXX. ofiroc 6
B oov & ¢pdviuoc, as used sarcastically; and Cappelle conjectures that N9 was
read :“7 . But better than these is the explanation of Marck (cited by Simson),
Viz., viéc sov = vide ob, ¢ having been copied a second time. In 2:16 the LXX. has
kal TéEw abriy oc Eppuov for TATIANY ‘n’njbjnﬁ . Concerning this Schleusner
observes ‘‘ubi loco rdsw * * * reponendum videtur afe vel awdfo abriv eic Epyuov.
Ao habet quoque Cod. Basil.” These last instances as well as a conjecture of
Drusius (cited by Wiinsche) that 7uépa: 7:5 is due to the manner of writing the
dative HMEPAI, are sufficient to show that one must examine the ancient charac-
ters of the Greek before he can determine to what extent the manuscripts have
been influenced by transcription alone. This and the evident corruption indicate
that one must handle the text with great discrimination. ‘ But fortunately in
this case sound results in detail must precede and not follow the establishment of
a text sound throughout.”f

INTERPRETATION.

Under this division, as already indicated, it is proposed to consider those
variations which may be attributed to the translation, whether arising directly
from interpretation, or in any way due to the translator. Since the Greek trans-
lator of this book must have found difficulty in interpretation owing to the
peculiarities of the style of the Prophet, this becomes one of the obstacles in the
way of the textual study of the book. These peculiarities may be stated sum-
marily as follows : brief and unconnected sentences; frequent neglect of gender,
person and number ; intermingling of similes and metaphors; scanty use of parti-
cles ;2 feeble parallelism; rare words; peculiar constructions; inversions; ana-
colutha and corruption of text. To what extent the translation has been affected
by failing to observe these peculiarities will appear in the following.
mms in Vetus Testamentum. Glasgow, 1822.

+J. P. Migne’s edition of Patrologia Graeca. Paris, 1859. Vol. LXXI., p. 311.

t Encyclopedia Britannica. Article, ‘‘Septuagint” by Wellhausen. Vol. XXI., p. 669.
§ Henderson’s Commentary on the Minor Prophets, p. 1. Andover, 1868.
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I. There may be noted cases in which a word is given a meaning belonging
to it, but not the proper force according to the context, as in the case of

1. Nouns, when there is used,

@. A Common Noun for a Proper Noun. Sowéc for {3133 in 5:8; 9:9 and
10:9, influenced perhaps by 4:13 and 10:8, where the common noun occurs. The
first part of the words i'mn?j and SN, 4:15; 5:8; 12:5, ete.,* is always
translated by olkoc. Other examples are orom:d = [JOYL), 5:1; Wmrde =37, 5:8.

b. A Proper for a Common Noun. ‘Tapeiz = 3= 5:13 and 10:6. Compare,
however, A.V. and R.V. In this case the article would be expected with
_.‘"7}3 . 3 and O to the mouth of an Oriental are nearly related. Cf. Ps. 16:1.
For Mdyuac cf. p. 195.

2. Verbs; in some cases

a. A fair meaning is given. dmoppirre = [T, 10:7.15; émaroto = 1337,
2:23,24; cf. A. V., while in 5:5 and 7:10 {133} = rerewéo ( s"‘)* etc.

b. Not in accordance with the context, as in 14:9; 2:17, where the same
word is similarly translated. Juodo = [T, 4:5,8; mapacionde = PIIT, 10:11,
13, ete.

3. Tense. A few cases wiil suffice to show that the translation cannot be
relied upon in expressing accurately the force of a particular tense. In 1:2
éxmopvebovoa Exmopvedoer for "ufn 'm is a simple translation of the idiom, but
fails to convey the idea in its proper force. In 2:1 v is used for n?nj while the
same is used for n"'T’ 8:6, and in 11:4 n’n;ﬂ = kai icopal, while DDWDN is
translated by #gérewa abroic, etc. KEven upon super ﬁcxal examination one discovers
the inaccuracy of the translation in this particular. But when it is remembered
that interpreters still disagree as to the force of the * Perfect” and Imperfect ”’
in particular cases, one is not surprised to find that the ‘ present perfect,” the
“frequentative imperfect,” etc., are not properly rendered. Such nice shades of
expression cannot be expected in the translation. On the contrary it is just the
slavishness of the translation that makes it possible to reconstruct the Hebrew
text from it. No one would attempt it from a modern translation.

4. Government. There are cases in which the government or construction of
a phrase or sentence is not exact as when

a. A verb is read transitively with an object when it should be intransitive,
as kal dipara ¢’ aipact picyovee for 01]}}3 D’Dﬂ: D’D'ﬂ 4:2 iuépioav kapdiac avrov
for D:b j’?n 10:2; énéorpee T opyr]v ov for ’QN jw 14:5, ete. Compare also
13: 15b where, however, they may have pointed the verbs differently,

b. Which may also be the case in certain active verbs which are read passively,
as in 12:11 FIIN = dpocdnpy ; 5:7 '1?: = &yevvipfipoar(?), ete.

* When etc. occurs, a few unimportant cases are not cited since the cases under this division

are cited simply to set forth the general character of the translation; otherwise the treatment
is exhaustive.
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¢. The subject and object of the verb are also sometimes confused. In 4:11
this affects the entire verse.

II. As indicated, some of the above variations may have arisen from a differ-
ent pointing. To this cause many variations may be attributed and in some cases
the LXX. reading is to be preferred. Sometimes the change is

1. A Noun for a Verbal Form.

2 for 137 1:2, also for 927 13:1. The Massoretic text gives a fair
constrt_xction in Hebrew, and being the more difficult is to be preferred ; it also
gives a very good sense. The Peshitta and Targum, however, have the noun.
'W/D'N "ﬁth‘N 13:7. So also the Peshitta '9;4; and Vulgate, “in via Assyri-
orum,” and Hltmg * ny'\ (adj.) —nyﬁ 12:2 and 1"1")’ = 1,‘[&'1}3’ 11:7 wrongly,
as also 'in31 for ’D[‘D1 6: 9, and though in 4::19 97Y for -mg is adopted by
Drake,t the sense and context are better sustained by the Massoretic text.

2. Verbal Form for Noun.

&'\D N‘}Q 8:9, but this is contrary to the 8th verse. D'jjw gm:w
8:6, Wrongly, as also rmg'p for nngb 2:17. In 12:6 ;'19"19 for ,"n"'y’ oceurs
the more easily, as "n"v occurs in the precedmg

3. Verbal Form for Verbal Form.

In 3:1 y‘t ﬂD'lN »m nj,"m Drake assumes this without doubt to be
the true 1ead1ng Hermanni also adopts it, explaining the arrangement, however,
as chiastic. The ordinary reading is adopted by all the later commentators, but
it seems that a slight variation from the LXX. and Massoretic text, reading
»m ﬂ;n& after J. D. Michaelis,? gives a better parallelism as well as uniformity
in the use of the participles. The first two, thus, refer to the evil habits of the
woman in relation to her paramour and the consequent adultery, while the next
couplet refers to Israel’s relation to * other gods’ and the consequent idolatrous
practice, indicated in the expression ** love cakes of grapes.” Thus it is the way-
wardness of the woman not the decoyment of idols that is censured.

In 7:5 1‘7”;‘1 for \‘7;‘1,'[ , not badly. Several other cases, however, are not so
good, as: AL = NI 2:13; P NEP P =8P DY 615 0Ty =
19T 8:35 MY =N 8105 AN = M) 10145 DAY = DY 14
DI = DN 1L P =1 5

4. A Noun for a Noun.

ﬂDE_/’VJ nmwrj 14:5; cf. 11:7, but wrongly as also DN = UN 12:4,
perhaps a free translation here. DO =DI'MN 2:3;5 (7)) DININR =
D'NIANR 2:35 ()717% = MY 4135 DINY = DINY 5:6; mp: g p
5:6; A = NY 1018 ; '

* Die zw0lf kleinen Propheten. Leipzig, 2d edition, 1852, p. 56.

+ Notes on Jonah and Hosea. Cambridge, 1853, p. 98.

¥ Studien und Kritiken, 1879, p. 515.

§ Deutsche Uebersetzung des Alten Testaments. Vol. X1. Goettingen, 1782, pp. 4 and 21.
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5. Other Cases. D} for QY 12:1; Py = D’D 11:10; (?) T N= Tj}: 12:12.
These and other cases are noted under other heads. Cf. VIIL., pp. 201 sq.

III. There is also a number of variations arising from a different arrange-
ment and construction of the text, consisting in

1. The different grouping of words, affecting

a. A change in a verse, as 4:5 71N ’ﬂ’D‘ﬂ n{',”") = vukri Quolwsa Ty uptépa
cov. Vulgate, *“ Nocte tacere feci matrem tuam.” The connective } probably
did not occur in the MSS. from which these translations were made. The paral-
lelism and contrast between day and night favor the Massoretic text. In 9:6 the
LXX., & ralarrwpiac *Acybmrov, kal éxdéferar abrove Méngu, kal Odver adrove Maypude k.72,
misses the sense perhaps because of the general expression preceding DY and
the subject standing first ; while the incorrect reading of =371y also conduced
to this. Jerome* thought they confused =y and T]. Mdiyuac is elsewhere the
translation of Q«‘DDD and so associating this with Egypt they have misread here.

In 9:4, D37 DN DN7D DAL {990 KDY = LXX., wad oiy fdvar
abrp al Bustar abriw G aproc wévfove, KT Varlant idiwavro k.r..  Peshitta,
©Enausy a5 @amal flo.  Targum, [YPIIND NP7 19IPT N The
one reading of the LXX. as well as the Peshitta and ‘Targum take D‘T’njr as
the subject of the verb, giving the better construction. The variant of the LXX.
has in its favor also the fact that 7dive when used actively takes the accusative.
Cheyne suggests that the Massoretic division ‘“ was possibly caused by a wish to
preclude a misinterpretation of Hosea’s language, viz.. that the Israelites would
go on sacrificing to Jehovah even when in captivity.””f Other cases may be found
in 9:11; 11:8; 12:1,2,3; 13:2 and 14:8; they need no comments.

b. A change in raore than one verse, as in 4:14,15: ;'m;\‘ "13; oN otgj“)?
LXX.—ovverdékero pera mépvne. Zv. Here the LXX. seem to have tried to brmg
the last of the verse into consonance with the phrase Y79 P\ D), and
thus translate freely, reading D} for DX a very easy confusion. Sebok, how-
ever, suggests that the LXX. which he thinks the Peshitta followed, deluded by
the sound of the letters, translated ng'j’ , but this does not seem well supported
by his references. At any rate a glancre at the text shows it to be incorrectly
construed.

In 9:8,0 for “§3) 12'3 AL PVIT  WTOR N3 MDD the LXX.
has paviav #v bixy Beod karémniav. ipfbpnoay k.70 The two verbs commg together in
the Hebrew were separated by the translator and the first was given to the pre-
ceding clause. The Massoretic text, however, gives a possible construction and
being the more difficult is to be preferred. Other cases may be found in 4:11,12;
5:15 and 6:1, also 6:10,11.

2. The different grouping of letters, as in 4:4, where :Ln; ’D’WDD :‘Dyj =

* Patrologia Latina, Ed. J. P. Migne, Paris, 1845. Vol. XXV, p. 894.
+ The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges. Hosea. Cambridge, 1887, p. 94.
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LXX. 6 68 Aabe pov o¢ dvrideyduevos lepebe. The LXX. reading suits the context
better in placing J so as to read 3}, cf. v. 6. The J in the Massoretic text is
probably from the first of the following word, and so this case might have been
considered under Recensional variations, but being connected with an otherwise
free translation it seemed best to consider both under Interpretation. The trans-
lation of the latter part may be thought to invalidate that of the first part, but
the final Yodh of %3 195 was probably obscured in the MS., and thus this would
be a fair translation following closely the order of the words, since in Greek the
regular order would be the reverse. Thus the LXX. becomes a safeguard against
such conjectures as that of Wellhausen* unless such corruption took place before
the translation was made. One conjecture by Robertson Smith,i viz., 3 "),
is antedated by a conjecture cited by Rosenmiiller,} viz., * Quos conjecturae juvant,
miror, in eam pariter non incidisse, qua legeretur ’2 "‘m‘_') cum affixo primae
pers. singul. sicut contendens adversus me sacerdos, ita ut sensus exoriretur periodi ;
tum populus tuus tum sacerdos mihi contradicunt et adversantur. *Si genuina
floret lectio in Alexandrina versione, videri haec posset isti conjecturae ex parte
faveri.” 77

In 6:5 for RY! N T ""mgfﬁfj} the LXX. has «kal 10 kpipa pov d¢ ¢ ééedsboerar ;
the Peshitta, weasd 5l y—ai o ; the Targum, PQJ "ﬂnjj ’j"'n These
versions surely give the better reading here, not involving a change of person nor
the necessity of supplying, as the Massoretic text does. As is evident, this simply
requires the 5 to be joined to the following word; it is favored by Cheyne and
others.

Other cases are the following: For 1) 137, 8:12, the translation in the
LXX. is wkjfloc, kal ¢ véupa avrob k2. =YY 2N . In 7:11 for 1N-\P DYDY
19917 NN the LXX. has Aiyvrrov émexadeiro, kal ei¢ *Asovpiove .r.h. = [IY
) MENY NOD. In 11:2 for D3O the LXX. is i mpochmov wov: airol.
INYD =IND), 6:2,3. Cf. also p. 200 for 7:1.

IV. The character of the languages being so different, allowance must he
made for certain variations due to the genius of each language; as in the case of

1. Asyndeton, which occurs much more frequently in Hebrew than in Greek.
Cf. 1:1; 3:1, ete.

2. Verbal Apposition, when the second verb is often translated by an infini-
tive. Cf. 1:6; 5:11, ete.

3. Abstract Plurals, which are usually well translated by the singular, as in
1:2, D3 ﬂwx = ywaira mopveiag. Cf. also 2:4,6; 5:4, ete.

4. Coliecti'\"res, which are often translated by the plural, as in 2:20, where the

* History of Israel. Edinburgh, 1885, p. 138.

+ The Prophets of Israel. New York, 1882, p. 406.

+ Scholie in Vetus Testamentum. Leipzig, 1812. VIL, 1, p. 124,
§ Dissertationes Aurivilii. Goettingae et Lipsiae, 1790, p. 606.
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Hebrew n“wn D D)) = uerd 7w bpplov tob dypod. So also the other collectives
of the verse and elsewhere. Some cases are more doubtful, as duapriac for FINDM
4:8; ebgpavay Bacideic = "I")D'jnna_ﬁ 7:3. T

5. Infinitives, as in 4:2, where the infinitives are translated by nouns, repre-
senting the sense fairly. However, the translator may have vocalized the words
as nouns ; the stronger expression is given in the received text.

6. Peculiarities.

«. In the translation of M7 1:6, etc., it cannot be determined whether the
translator read nDrﬁD a participle, or a perfect nfgn‘) , since he would prob-
ably translate in the same way in either case. Thus the translation seldom gives
any light on such forms.

b. In a western language the expression ‘ their souls ”’ is preferable to ** their
soul,” but such an expression is quite common in Hebrew. In 4:8 for the He-
brew 1ng the LXX. has rda¢ yvydc edrov, reading Dng perhaps, as do many
Hebrew MSS., or they may have referred the smgular suffix to the community
and thus- translated in the plural; in either case the effect upon the noun is the
same, requiring the plural. Cf. also 9:11, D'ﬁj;; = al d6ar abriw ; 18:8, ng =
kapdiac abrévw, ete. T o

¢. In the Greek a part of speech frequently carries its force farther than in
the Hebrew, and so where it would be repeated in Hebrew the one answers in
Greek. Such is the case in 5:6, where D'\PDB} DJNgD = perd mwpofdrev kal
péoyov. Note also the translation of D'?RJN aiielal ng\g ‘mxw T, 18:14,
Viz., ék yewpos doov pboopar kal ék Bavirov Zvrpwcm/au avroby. Variant avrobe fOr kai.

d. Frequently the term 'nw}_z is translated as referring to the inhabitants,
as in 7:11, ete.

e. Other Cases. In 2:23 D.'n D’Dwn'nx "[JJ)N = émakoboopar ¢ odpavd,
kai avrée. In 5:1 nxf'ﬁybw = ’Alcovcmrs raira.

V. Some minor variations may also be explained as free translations and
may easily be detected. Such are the following :

1. Those which may be said to give the sense of what is expressed figuratively
in Hebrew, as in 2:7, where for '8 $710% the LXX. ra iudrié pov xai ra o0ivid
uov, gives the article for the material of which it is made and this is not far from
the Hebrew. Cf. Lev. 13:47, where =1)3] occurs with these words; cf. also 2:11.
The translation of the last word of the verse, MDY, by mévra boa por vafljre: Tep-
resents the idea of the Hebrew in a general expression. In 2:17 n?pﬂg =rd
wripara aveic, * which,” as Simson observes, ““is perhaps not to be emended to
xApuare With Drusius, but explains itself from the peculiarity of the LXX., in the
use of synecdoche, preferring to place the genns for the species.’”*

2. In many places Qj* seems to have been taken in a general sense and is
translated by the plural. Cf. 4:6;.5:9; 7:5; 10:14, ete.

* Der Prophet Hosea. Hamburg und Gotha, 1851, p. 101.
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3. There are also some cases in which the translator seems to have given a
peculiar meaning to a form by reference to the root from which the word is
derived, as in 2:17, where for "n')n nng‘p the LXX. has dwavoifar oiveow avri,
pointing the first as an mﬁmtlve ‘which, with the ordinary meaning of mon,
does not make good sense; but the translation is not so remote as to require the
conjecture that they read nJPn (Drusius). The words in their first meanings are
not so far apart as they seem to be, 1)) meaning ‘“to bind” and oiveoic (cvvinu)
‘“a joining together,”” so that though {137 is not translated elsewhere by this
word, it seems probable that it is the form which was before the translator. The
vocalization, however, may have been ,‘ni‘;n as Sebok suggests. The LXX. take
this verse as one of warning and so the translation of this phrase is more in accord-
aunce with the context as thus understood. In 5:12 wy is translated by rapays
and the root from which 3 is derived is frequently translated by rapdssv, so
that, though the exact meaning is not given here, the translator’s intention is
shown to be right.

4. There are other cases in which the meaning given a word or form is
inexact, as in 1:6, where dvrirasaducvoc avririéopar for NWN N3 does not seem
so strange when one thinks of the different mterpretatlons that lrlave been given
this clause by the commentators. Wiinsche and Nowack say this translation
demands the Hithpa'el, but it is to be remembered that the translator must not
be held respousible for modern knowledge of gramimar; moreover such transla-
tion nowhere occurs for the Hithpi‘el. It is also to be noted that the same words
oceur in 1 Kgs. 11:34 for Y32'N N3, from which Schleusner conjectured
that the translator read the same here. However, the emphatic infinitive con-
struection points to the form here as the basis, and if the translations are in any
way related then it seems probable that the translator of Kings read N3
INN which only involves the change of a [§ to an N ; not a difficult change
with the old Hebrew characters. Though the translation itself cannot be sup-
ported, it is interesting in that it shows an attempt to translate the form which
occurs in the received text. Moreover the influence of '3 preceded by a negative
perhaps had some force in affecting the translation. In this case it may be com-
pared with that of the A. V. In 2:15the LXX. has év ai¢ émétver avroic for \YPIN
ons 'WDPI'I , referring TN, with D3 omitted, to 13, to which Hitzig refers
it also, since otherwise the latter part of the verse requires some additional expla-
nation. Nowack takes =& as an accusative of time. There is no reason for
supposing that the translator* found D3 in the MS.* used. In 3:2 the translation
of MMIN by éuoctiwsiuny is probably based on the same text. Cf. the Arabic
s }_( in the eighth form. However, the translator may have referred it to =9’ .

* The singular, transiator, should not be taken as implying that the translation was made by

one person, since this is not known, but it is used for sake of convenience. MS. is used in the
same way.
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In the difficult figurative language of 7:4sqq. the translator seems to have
found some difficulty, but has given the words fairly, though missing the sense.
D99 is translated by mdvrec, either dropping {J on account of the same letter fol-
lowing, or probably it is used as expressing the meaning. (Cf. v. 7): keraxabuaroc
for Y22 seems to have been taken as referring to the fire and thus the sense
is missed. In v.5 Zowudc for 3‘7 does not give the exact meaning of the word,
but it is frequently used for '(‘) . Inv. 6 avekaityoar for Y3 does not require
the conjectures that the reading was 37 (Cappelle), {171 (Buxtorf), etc. The
sense seems to have been adapted to the figure. The translation of J3€N by
karapdoow is free also. Cf. the translation of 3\ by karappéw in 1 Sam. 2:35.

In 12:7 the LXX. &yye for ,"np is probably a free translation. Though the
phrase ®N 9399 to which the translation corresponds is one of frequent occur-
rence, Ezek. 40:46 ; I Sam. 14:36, etc., the other is also, as in Ps. 37:34; 27:14,
and suits the following =*23} better.

In 5:8 several words are Tendered freely, as may be seen by a reference to the
text, but the idea is conveyed ; such is the case also in 8:4, but the idea in Y3137
and Y¥’17 is not so well expressed. Other cases of free translation are the fol-
lowing :  YODN! = éxdeipovorw, 4:3; YYME = rarcvbivoo, 4:105 PN = Ojoouar,
4:75 D 1D = rapowrpica k.., 4:165 WYY = anéorn, 5:35 Y132 MM =
bre Tov kbpLov éym‘ré).mm;, 5:75 n:n‘? = ¢éyyog, 7:65 Y3 npﬂf = &iplyoav airg, 7:9 5
1IN = meord ( n_ﬁDN), 5:9; UDP’ = ékavaoryodueha (?), 6:25 V) = aveudghopa,
8:7; WVQ’P = ole@pog, 9:6; ; n:n = {mdvecev, 9:16 "JJDN = {mepacmid (UD ?),
11:85 MYIRYS = doudre, 18155 bnw = mwavlip,* 13:7; ete.

VI. There are some variations which appear to be slight turns given to
expressions for the sake of clearness or interpretation. They are cases which, if
retranslated into Hebrew, would require,

1. An alteration or substitution, as in 4:3, where for the Hebrew 991NY
“: nwv"‘?: the LXX. is kal cuwpvbicerar odv waot Tolc karouwoiow abriv. The verb
bemg taken as passive it was easiest to refer it to the land, and thus {13 232} 99
is construed, as the following words, with 3. In 4:12 the force of 3 in the first
clause is either carried over to the second or the translator supposed the second
should agree, reading 1“)')7;31 , but this does not suit here. In 9:8,17 the suffixes
are not translated, but in the connection the general term D)% 79N seems to have
been preferred, though the translator probably found *[19§ in the MS. If the
Greek kai tdfw abriy d¢ épypov, 2:16, is original this is a turn in exp1e%10n but see
p. 192. Cf. also D’ﬂ‘?jw = arexvebijoovrar, 9:12; Dﬂ$ W = detrawi clow, 7:18.

2. An addition, as in 2:10, where, for the Hebrew M 9 R L"Dj\
ﬁwy the LXX. is «al apybpiov émdijfwva abri. adry 08 apyvpa ral xpvoa émoinoe, Which
seems to have been caused by the peculiarity of the arrangement of the Hebrew.

* Modern interpreters also find difficulty in translating the Hebrew words for lion.
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There is an attempt to convey the idea. But are the people represented as using
silver which God had given and gold which he had not given ?

In 3:3, if érépe was in the original it is a wrong interpretation, but some
editions do not have it,* and it is probably a correction.

In 4:2, misled by taking the infinitives as nouns, the translator makes these
the subject of the verb Y¥™&9 which is translated «éyvra: éxi rijc y7c, retaining the
image of the breaking forth of water, as also the Vulgate in ‘‘ inundaverunt,” and
this probably explains the addition ; though it may be a copyist’s error, being
repeated from the preceding verse.

In 7:1 for the Hebrew ]’1]’[3 )OS N2 A3 the LXX. has «ai
KAETTYC Tpoe abTiv cicedeloerar, ixdidbokey Anetic fv T 606 adrob. The addition arose
perhaps from carrying out NY3J more fully than the verb alone does. (Cf. 9:4,
where the preposition is added to convey the idea.} The variation in the last is
suggested by the preceding, but the initial § of the following verse was no doubt
read as a suffix to 13 .

In 5:11 the IHebrew D"_\QN PW)JZ seems to have been too general an expres-
sion for the translator, and the vowel letters not being in the MSS.{ perhaps he
took this form as well as the following V}'g‘\ as active and supplied the object
for the first. Similarly F'!'?W’] , 5:13,is not expressed in Greek without an object
as easily as in Hebrew, so m[igﬁuq is supplied as an object in Greek.

Other cases may be seen in the following : n‘p,\: = dévdpov ovokidlovroc, 4:18 ;
N?D? = owbpvor dpvuoi, 13:85 uy‘j = munalovoa, 14:9;T D%w,'j = avramodboede aov (?),
9:7; variant, arraradioeoc | n;al}s = ayarhoede pov, 11:4 5 ete.

VIL. There are some cases in which the translator has missed the sense
through a false construction or misunderstanding of a word, ete. There may be
noted,

1. The misunderstanding of words and incorrect reading of suffixes often con-
nected with such misunderstanding, as in 2:18, where 9'71); = Baaieiu. This
probably arose out of a difficulty in the mind of the translator in not understand-
ing how Yahweh could ever have been called ‘7}73, or an unwillingness to
admit it.

In 13:14 ;"9"1;"; = dirn cov, referring to the singular '\;j rather than to
737 o

" In 11:1 for the Hebrew %39 the LXX. is ra téxva abron, referring by the
suffix to Israel probably, but this would be their fathers. Cf. Mt. 2:15. Note also
the suffixes of the first for the third person in 12:5.

In 7:16 [ = évrerapévov, cf. Jer. 4:295 MDY = doflevioer, 4:5; an: =

nolévpoar, 14:2 : 11],‘[ = kardrapwoc, 14:7.

* Field's Hexapla. Oxford, 1875. Vol, IL., p. 944.
+The * plena scriptio” probably was not common in the MSS. which the translators used.
Ct. Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel, p. xxxii.
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2. Wrong Constructions. Closely connected with the preceding is the mis-
understanding of the word Y'M135, 10:5, for which the LXX. reads rafoc¢
maperikpavay abrév, deriving it from {IM) with 3, but this construction requires
WNS . The uncommon word seems to have caused difficulty.

In 2:19 for DDW: milY 1"’:7’ &‘71 the LXX. i8 «ai ob uy pvnofoow ovk ére v
ovépara abrév, ta,kmg 3 in construction with the verb and translating as in the
Hiph4il. Cf. Josh. 23:7; Isa. 48:1. Perhaps they vocalized as Hiph'il, but §1¢
seems well sustained. Cf. Zech. 13:2. o

In 6:5 for DINDID NAYM the LXX. has amebépioa tode mpoghrac dusv. No
object being expressed for the verb the phrase was probably taken in the sense of
“ glaying in”’ or ‘‘ among the prophets >’ and read DJ'N!'J3]. The received text
and interpretation are sustained by the parallelism.

In 11:6 for Y93 N9 Y3 N 9 the LXX. has «ai fobévyoev
&v pougaia dv Taic wéreow avrod, kal karémavoev év Taic yepov avrob. The first verb
is derived from {197 and both it and ;799 are taken intransitively, while
¥*712 is made to correspond with Y"}’] in the first clause and so is read
Y13 . The translator seems to have been influenced by an attempt to bring
out parallelism.

In 9:1 93 9N is translated in the LXX. by u»ndé ebgpatvov; in the Vulgate,
“noli exultare.” The early translators probably overlooked the fact that '78 is
not thus used. They may have read 934 9N, but cf. Job 8:22, which favors
the received text.

In 7:14 the LXX. makes D:‘; the subject of the verb in the translation «ai
obk ¢Bénoav mpoc ué ai kopdiar avTov, "for the Hebrew D:bj N jpyf N9

In 6:7 Y923 DTIND DM, the translation of which is adroi 04 eiow dc
dvbporos mapafatvov.  YM2Y is read N2Y, qualifying D=IND . This is a weak
statement, but perhaps not more so than one interpretation of 4:4, viz., ‘ thy
people are as they that strive with the priest,” or the expression in 5:10.

In 6:8 rlx l')yg ﬂ"\P—mﬁng tpyaopbvy pdraw; NI QAP =év roic
Aaoi¢ avrod (annexion ?), 7:8; "n'jb"” = rob ékduciicar, 12:3.

VIII. Again, there are some variations which seem to have arisen through
the peculiar difficulty presented by the Hebrew or the MSS., or a strange mis-
understanding of the text. In many cases a combination of these causes explains
a reading. Since the reason for a variation of this nature is not very evident they
need not be classified more definitely. The following are instances of such varia-
tion:

In 2:4 for the Hebrew 19392 13 DM (V.6 IV HN ig), the LXX.
reads «al é£apé Ty mopvelav avrig ik mpoghmov pov (V. & bmwc &v éxdbow abriv). Perhaps
the first person is used as anticipative of the same in the following verse. Though
the sense is missed, the translation does not involve any important change in the

*5
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text. DN for DM and 139 for [1°3H!, the former being much more
common would naturaily be taken in case of obscurity. ;g in v. 5 was perhaps
read %) unless the Greek should read oroc u7(?). Cf. p. 192,

In 12:15 for the Hebrew D'WI DONR D3I the LXX. has ipwcey
"E¢paiy kal mapdpyroe ; variant, insert év before 'E¢pain. I8 this an attempt to render
the phrase by the combination of two verbs or was one originally an adverb in
force, but altered ? The second verb of the Greek is the one most frequently used
for D33, but the other is also used. There must be an alteration or corruption
here, perhaps a double rendering.

In 14:8 it is suggested that the LXX. (foovrac kal pebvoticovrar oire, is a double
translation of p" 3*F7*, being read once 1’['1,’ once 1’(1) , to which uefvobioov-
ra corresponds, but this word with ciroc is unparalleled. Thls is probably to be
traced to a tampering with the text of the LXX. Such * conflate readings” are
probably rightly attributed to admixture from other versions. According to the
following canon, *“ If two readings coexist, of which one expresses the Massoretic
text, while the other can only be explained from a text deviating from -it, the
latter is to be regarded as the original,”* ucfvofioovrar oiry should be regarded as
the original reading. This then may be a free translation of I ;t' N7, which
would not be bad in this connection.

In 14:3 x\pn'ﬁj = brwe uy AdByre. In the unparalleled Hebrew the trans-
lator seems to have found difficulty, reading }¥» 9 perhaps for 95. The
difficulty of the expression baffles the modern interpreter also.

In 12:1 for the Hebrew VJRJ D’W\";P o 5N 0} 71 7Y the LXX. has
viw Eyvw abrods 6 beds kal 6 Aadc dytoc kekAfoerar, mistaking blame for praise, but such a
sentiment in this connection is altogether out of place. A slight change of con-
sonants and pointing would admit the Greek reading, viz., ‘7}: DJZ"}? Ry
TN DR O3 C

Other cases in which a slight change will admit a peculiar reading are the
following: 6:9 altered to “131 1&’3}‘1}'} @M W’N ‘Inj may explain the
LXX. kai % ioybc cov &vdpoc wetparod eicpmpav k7. also 1117, mlnj V'}P’ Ljy ‘7&1 F
for which the LXX. is kai 6 fedc éml 74 tiua abrod uoffoerar.  12:12 again,
D"\t&‘ "W‘?JJ rx -‘be'Dx for the LXX. & uf Takadd éotw....év Talaad
apyovrec. Wlth 8:9, ddpa fydmnoav compare TJﬂN ﬂj,‘m 9:1. The translator
has not used {139 anywhere; at least no tnansla’mon requnes it. 13:1, A =
Swkabpara, perhast for = Aramaic(?). In 8:7 %9 seems to have been omitted.
bvoaothpia Ta fyarpuéve, 8:12, repeated from 8:11 by copyist ? In 2:8 [N 1)
M) = kal avowodopfiow Tac odobe, free ?

* Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samauel, p. xlvii.
t+ Not Hx\ after Simson and W insche, as Nowack indicates.
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IX. Another reason for variation in the translation is the confusion of con-
sonants ; these must often have been dim and obscure in ancient MSS. Moreover
the similarity between some of the letters must have led to confusion. The MSS.
used by the translator were probably written in the old Hebrew or ‘‘square ”’
characters, and the letters may have been confused in the transmission of those
MSS. before the translation was made. Hence it is difficult to determine, many
times, whether the translator erred in reading these, or some copyist before him.
It seems probable, however, that as good a MS. or MSS. as the average would be
used in such a translation, and accordingly the following variations may fairly be
considered as due to the translator.

In 1:4 for N7 the LXX. has 'Toida. Jerome believed this to have been due
to the inexperience of the translator, using this word because it was the more
common. Simson also points out the fact that ‘“Judah” is thus brought into
consonance with ‘ house of Israel” at the end of the verse. [7"7)/7* might also
be confused easily with /7, especially the apocopated form “13;7*. Thus in
case of obscurity Judah would naturally be taken. But we, thinking of a definite
fact, find that the context requires NY7? .-

Instead of ';j]"? (2:14) the LXX. has ¢i¢ uapripwov, concerning which Jerome
observed, * LXX. posuerunt testimonium, Re¥ et Daleth literarum falsi similitu-
dine.” This seems probable, since Yodh (*) might easily be obliterated.

In 10:14 for ‘7&3‘)8 DD the LXX. has é rob vixov rob Tepofodu ; variant,
"IepoPadhr. The latter reading is that of the Alex. and Sin. MSS.; it is also the
one Jerome gives for the reading of the LXX. It would seem then that “NSTN
was read 9N=)? through confusion of § and ¢, perhaps also N and Y, while
5’0 was translated. Possibly a confusion of Zalmunna with fD‘?W may have
led to the peculiar reading here, referring to Jerubaal, mentioned in the same
passage, viz., Judg. 8. Jerome endeavored to explain the reading from this, but
the reference is to a place, not to a person. The passage in the Hebrew awaits a
satisfactory explanation.

In 4:12 M9 *D = nvedpar: of the LXX. The reading was probably 3 for 19
and this the more readily since {3377 is without an object, unless the reading
was DT as in some MSS.,* and is translated freely.

In 10:2; 5:15 and 14:1 QPN is translated by 4¢avico. The translator prob-
ably read DY . Cf. 2:12 and 5:9, where the forms from D3¢/ are translated
by derivatives of agavifw. It is possible, however, that the translator may have
connected these two roots in some such way as Schmoller, whose opinion was
that from the idea of suffering punishment comes the idea of being desolated,
waste.

* Davidson’s Hebrew Text. London. P.123.
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In 7:6 for DrHN the LXX. has ‘E¢paiu, which is not easy to explain unless
the reading of the MS. was D 1'ON and this was confused with the form DMHN
in some way. Perhaps the left foot of {7 was obliterated and then the remain-
ing form and Y6dh were transposed, or ) may have been read for ¢, since
these letters were sometimes confused in the old characters.* Compare also
oM for O, 6:8.

’ _In 11:4‘3]16 LXX. has d&¢ parilwv dvlpwroc émi Tdc owaybvac abrov for the Hebrew
oINS 9Y 9P NI, reading 9P YN and omitting one DY : this is
taken as a threat; cf. Isa. 50:6. The context shows it to be wrong. *Avfpuros is
used indefinitely, as several times.

In 8:6 é&v ¢ 'Topa#? arose probably from confusing ) with 3 and thus
D would seem a repetition or was obscured perhaps. 3 and 3, however, are
very similar in the old ‘‘square” characters and may have been confused in
the MSS.

Other examples of such confusion of letters may be seen in the following :
DN =0DY 414; DAYH =0NI¥7 7:12; DY M ="10)D ph s:1; DY
= DY 9:2; TP =P 10:11; 059 =155 10:12; =¥ = T 10:14. Cf.
also the more doubtful DN = D) 13:1; YINYN = 1IN 14:9; ji‘)'\ =
jr_/)l') 5:12 (cf. 13:14 7).

X. Very peculiar are the variations in the translation of the particles. In
many cases the variation may be affected by the context as in the case of %D
which is frequently translated by 6. and diér. but after a negative by aizé. But
as an accurate knowledge of the use of particles seems to be one of the last attain-
ments in the study of a language, the translator is not to be censured if he allow
the context as he understands it to determine the force of a particle. This our
translator seems to have done always, rather than to have used the particles at
any time as an aid in discovering the meaning of a particular passage. The fol-
lowing groupings of the translations of prepositions, conjunctions, ete., will serve
to show this:

WIND = kaboc dv, 7:125 by mpémov, 9:18.
N (N) = émicw generally, but uera radre, 3:5.
"lx = dpa, 12:125 wijw, 12:9; brwc, 4:4(?).
T = év o adrp, 11:85 Y = émi 10 adrs, 2:2.
N9 = oi and oi w4 frequently ; 7, 6:6.
dia robro, 4:3, ete.  Cf. ;3’7 also, 2:8,16, ete.

R s

* Cf. Wellhausen'’s Der Text der Buecher Samuelis. Gottingen, 1872. Pp. 18 and 169.
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or. and diuére, general.
arx 4, 1:6 5 7:14.

diud tovro, 8:10; 9:6.
brav, 4:14.

év, general.

eml, 2:255 3:5, ete.
eic, 4:7; 5:5, ete.
mwpbe, 2:4.

kard, 2:11.

obv, 4:3.

uerd, §:6.

dative, 7:9.

dative general.
genitive, 1:9; 2:14, etc.
eic, 2:14 5 2:21, ete.
wpébe, H:1.

émiy 2:205 3:3.

&, 9:5.

petd, general.

wpbe, 4:1; 12:3, ete.

=)

oy

on

P
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¢k, general.

aré, 2:20; 5:3, ete.
dud, 8:4.

uetd, 6:2,

uhy 2:11(?).

eic, 7:4.

7, 2:9; 6:6.

oc, general.

kabioc, 2:5; 3:1, ete.
kard, 2:17; 4:7, ete.
otrwc, 4:9.

émi, general.
kard, 7:13; 8:1.
v, 7:14.

dud, 9:15.

mpb¢, general.

émi, 3:3 5 3:5, ete.
eig, 7:155 8:1, ete.
v, 4:8.

Perhaps a table of some of the Greek particles with their equivalents in
Hebrew, according to the translation, may be of interest in showing the peculiari-
ties in an even more striking way.

y
omwe

y '
omwe av

N, 44
189, 2:5(7)

debre kal dav =N 1D (9:12)

&

Iz

dud TovTo

Ay
tav

= 9* 5
= 3 5
= 3 5
= 3 5
= 2

= 3

= DRnn (4:12)
= 9N No
= 139 129y
= N (12:9)

= DN (9:12)

Y5 (8:3)

broc ph =99 (? N9 19), 14:3

D D) (9:16)

Ry

37P3 (5:45 11:9)

1D (8:12) 5N
2y N
oy on
Y D
oy 1
Ry "
0VTWE = 2 ID
Ita)
2D 'D D) (8:10)

NN (18:4)
NN (8:7)

* The equivalent most frequently used is underscored; in most cases the references in the
above table suffice.
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Thus the majority of the variations which may be attributed to the translator
have been considered, and the general character of the translation in cases in
which the text underlying it was similar to the Massoretic text, has been noted.
It has been seen that passages in which the Greek text is corrupt or doubtful, are
of such a nature, usually, as to indicate that they should not be used in textual
study. The cases of free translation are such as may readily be detected, either
in the peculiar reading or difficulty of the passage, or in the approximate sense
expressed. Most of these are of such a nature that, if held to indicate differ-
ence of recension, one could ouly substitute a word related in meaning to that
in the text.

Interesting cases of the use of the same Greek word for different Hebrew
words, such as avramodidwue for D‘)w' in 9:8 and 14:3, for ¢ in 4:9; 12:2,14;
and different Greek words for the same Hebrew word, as D9 = dugopd, 11:4,
and &divee, 13:13, which is used for itoj , 9:11, show that the translator, not
always influenced by a desire for uniformity, simply expressed what he regarded
as the sense of a particular passage.

There are also slight traces of local influence in the translation as the prob-
able reference to pa3douanreia, a sort of divination among the Greeks, in 4:12;
also a reference to the rites of Venus and other deities in the rereAeouévar of 4:14.
In both cases, however, the translation is fair and may have no reference to cus-
toms of the Greeks. But after having attributed to the translation all that can
fairly be considered as belonging to it, in accordance with the general disposi-
tion or tendency of the translator,—his evident fairness of intention,—there still
remains a number of variations unexplained.

DOUBTFUL CASES.

There is a number of variations the character of which is doubtful. One
cannot say positively that they are due to difference of recension, but they seem
to be due to this. In some cases the readings are certainly not as good as those
given in the Massoretic text, but at the same time they bear evidence of having
been translated from Hebrew, while in other cases they are much better than the
received reading.

I. Under this division additions may be considered first.

1. No great stress can be laid on the addition of a letter or particle, yet there
are a few cases in which such an addition gives a different and often a good
reading.

In 2:13 the connective «ai occurs between all except the first two nouns. Why
not here ? If the translator inserted it, why not between each word as in 1:1 and
2:7? If this difference is recensional, perhaps in the original construction the
words following {1232t 95 were adverbial accusatives as Briggs seems to take
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them in the translation, ‘“ And I will cause all her mirth to cease in her feasts
(and) her new moons and her sabbaths and all her festivals.”* It is in fact the
mirth of these feasts that is the prominent idea. Cf. Amos 8:10; Isa. 58:13.
Adopting this construction of the passage, Cheyne’s observation, that the sabbath
did not pass away, becomes unnecessary.

In 13:13 [9Y 997 = ddwee o rwrotone. 1t is difficult to determine
whether ¢ is inserted to relieve the difficulty of the sudden change to the repre-
sentation of Ephraim as a son immediately following, or is due to difference in
MSS. It seems scarcely probable, if the translator had inserted it, that he would
have been so exact in retaining the construct relation, with the particle inter-
vening, though this construction may occur in Hebrew.

In 4:19 Dﬂ]r‘[:ﬁj— éx Tov Gvowaotyplov adrév. If this is to be taken as it
usually is, it is "the ‘only instance of such a plural for FDT The reading of the
LXX., DAY , or perhaps with ) omitted in order ‘to avoid the repetition
of the same sound, is better. So Hitzig, citing Zech. 14:10, ete.

In 10:15, for D=3 DD") -|wy 1123, the LXX. has oirac modow iuiv,
oikoc Tob 'Iopanr. The addition of an N before nwy and =i before BN would
give the reading at the basis of the LXX., viz., DN [¥3 DI nYN,
which gives good sense here. Why should Bethel be represented as doing this
and not Yahweh ? Cf. 10:11; 11:1, etc. Ewald made Yahweh, understood, the
subject of n'wy and 9N=F'3 accusative of place. However, sikoc 70p "Iopad
may have arisen from taking it as synonymous with the Hebrew, in its meaning,
house of God; the other is generally T\N Ny

Other additions of this nature are oié¢ in 1:7 (some MSS. have D'DYDIY);
&re, 1:85 d¢, H:1, and b7, 5:6.

2. There are also cases in which a word, phrase or even sentence is found in
the Greek but not in the Hebrew. In 2:25 for %1%\ the reading of the LXX. is
Kipwog 6 febc pov €i ob, Trequiring FMIN ’;‘1'7& MY, and this carries out the
parallelism, giving a better balance of clauses, as well as a better meaning.
Other gods are spoken of, as in 3:1, but Yahweh is the distinctive God of the
Israelites.

In 6:1 the LXX. has Aéyovrec as an addition. With this the Targum and
the Peshitta agree, but in the connection it might be inserted in interpretation
legitimately, and so one cannot say that the difference is recensional ; nor of the
addition rov feov fudv after mpdc rbpov for MIT 9N can one say much more,
though it is probable, as in 2:25, that the full expression occurred here.

In 13:4 a most peculiar and remarkable passage is found in the Greek, viz.,
2y 68 khpiog 6 Bebe cov 6 oTepedw TOV obpavdy kal kTilwv yiv, ob al xeipec EkTicav wacav v

6TpatLay Tob odpavod, kal ob wapédeifd cow avta Tov wopevestar omicw avTOY Kal Eye Aviyayby

* Messianic Prophecy. New York, 1886. P. 170; (and) is inserted.
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oc ik yiic Alybmrrov k7.2, For this Newcome* has given the following Hebrew, which
he supposes to have been the basis of the LXX., viz.,

TN T 2N

PN R2Y O D)

DY N3¥ 90 Wy
DTN 1059 DR AT R
DMIED PIND oD 12

“M DN

The omission in the Hebrew he thought might have arisen through the care-
lessness of the scribes, passing from one 'JJN) to the other. For avjyayév he has
the participle "’7;7}3 which is possible, though not what a retranslation of the
Greek requires ; in Ps. 81:11 the LXX. has the form avayayiv for "“) Pt The
Greek here requires 'Vn"p 17 though in this place perhaps the participle is
better. The passage gives evidence of having been translated from Hebrew by
the Hebraisms which it contains. The occurrence of the article in ov otpavér and
its omission in «ri¢wv y7v is peculiar. The position of the indirect object so: when
not emphatic is peculiar in Greek, but regular in Hebrew. However, if the pas-
sage did occur in the MS. before the translator it certainly is not from the hand of
the Prophet. Sabaism among the Israelites is not mentioned until the time of
Manasseh. At all events its influence came too late for Hosea’s notice and more-
over this is the only mention of it in the book, and it is not to be supposed that
one of so intense a spirit as Hosea, would have been satisfied with giving it such
a simple and passing notice as this. As to avfyeyév it may be noted that in this
place it gives a better balance of clauses to retain it; in 12:10, however, it is not
so well retained. Other cases of this nature are found in the occurrence of yisc
before Aiyirrov for QYY) , 12:14; cf. 12:10 and 13:4; Oeov duov, 14:3, cf. 6:1;
avrove after evpy for N¥MIM, 2:9.

Some of the additions are cases in which a clause seems to be repeated from
another verse, but one cannot say whether this was a copyist’s error in the MS.
from which the translation was made or is due to a Greek copyist. In 2:14 the
addition xai Ta werewa Tod odpavod kal Ta épmera Tic yijc is perhaps made by a copyist
in order to assimilate it to verse 20, but one expects the promise to be wider than
the threat of punishment. There can be no motive on the part of a copyist for
the omission in Hebrew. In 8:13, kai &v ’Acovpiowc dxdflapra ¢dyovrar is probably
taken from 9:3. With the addition «ai cdv roic épmeroic mic yic (4:3) cf. 2:14,20.

II. There was, no doubt, on the part of early translators and copyists, a

* Oritical Version of the Minor Prophets. (In loco.)
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tendency to make slight additious by way of explanation, ete., but there are also
omissions which are not so readily explained.

In 10:10 for the Hebrew D‘)D&j D'\Dx\ ’j"nxj the LXX. has (726¢%)
radeicar abvroic. . . .év T¢p madebechar abrobc ; the Vulgate “cum corripientur propter
duas iniquitates suas’’; the Peshitta, (co12enaw vauzal\.k; ema?d D0 .
*MIND seems to have been taken wrongly from Nj3, but the important point in
this connection is in the last clause. The form on which the above translations
of this clause are based must have been DNDYT] and this in connection with
‘ iniquities ”’ (undoubtedly the correct translation here) gives a good sense. This
verb and DODN) seem to have the same meaning and as Ewald observed =DN
in force is weak and obscure.

In 7:14,15 for Qnyﬁ? PRI ATDY R) 102 IND! the LXX. is éra-
debyoav év tuol, kayd karicyvoa Tovg ﬂp(z,rtovag abrow, ev1dently omlttmg either Y\D*
or *MND?Y. The translation requires as its basis '3 Y)D?, very similar to
the end of the previous verse, and the clauses of this verse are better balanced
without '3 YMD?. D! is probably a corruption by repetition of the preceding
letters. For, in addition to the peculiar association of these two verbs with the
same object, what can */AMD?* mean in connection with BN ? Probably the
basis of the LXX. was ’ﬂPrn 9JN1 o] 1‘\019

In 4:18 the LXX. #ydryoar for 13"1 13;‘1}: gives no equivalent, but of course
it is impossible to give an exact translation and so Y377 may have been omitted.
It seems more probable. however, that it is a repetition of the last three letters of
AN by a copyist.

In 9:14 for Dnb rﬂ Zﬂﬂ 1) the LXX. has i ddoee adroic; variant, add
do¢ adroic. Tn is perhaps a copyist’s repetition of the last two letters of Tnn 3 it
is supported, however, by one reading of the Greek, but this may be a correction.

ITI. There are also certain variations in number, person, gender, etc., which
often give a good reading but yet are of a doubtful character. Such may be seen
in 12:5, where, for 1INY! DN O 13PN, the LXX. has xai édeifhody pov,
év T oike "Qv ebpoodv ue, a strange variation for which there seems to be no good
explanation unless it is connected with the substitution of oixe "2 for BNT ,
which may best be considered then in this connection, though not properly
belonging here. About the time the translation was made and before this certain
‘ tendency changes ’ are said to have been made, such as, pxﬂ’j for NI,
Ay for ;1aYY ; cf. p. 211, Elsewhere in the book 71&1‘1’3 is found, but here
the historical reference demands '7;»:['\’:. However, one cannot say whether
this is due to the translator or to the MS. which he used, and the other variations
are probably connected with this. At the end =pi¢ airoic for 131337, as Cheyne

* This occurred in some codices and seems to have been in the original for anyone, inserting

later to make it agree with the Hebrew, would certainly have inserted the correct translation.
+ See Geiger’s Urschrift und Uebersetzungen der Bibel, pp. 259-433. Breslau, 1857.

*6
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observes, was probably for 13}’. When used of the community the singular
suffix is often translated by the plural, and so the LXX. may have taken it here.
The Peshitta, which otherwise does not agree with the LXX., has oS and this
suits the context better.

In 13:8 the Hebrew is w;?;_ oY 099N); the LXX., «al arapdyovrac
abrob ékei arimor dpuod ; the Peshitta, i) 02 @3] Neslle . Sebdk thinks
they may have read D'jjwj or D'?jm (the latter, if the person is changed,
gives the proper consecution in tense though the form in the text following in
the same person as the preceding verbs may be regarded as coordinate with these),
5 before X!3% being erased. He also takes the preceding verbs in the first
person as establishing the Massoretic text; however, it is to be noted that the
following verb is in the third person, and this arrangement would make the first
two and the second two agree.

In 2:8 for 1377 the LXX. is mj» 6dov abrjc; the Peshitta, mdwje]. Preced-
ing and following this the third person is used, and such a change is hardly
justifiable, even in Hosea, where the change is not infrequent. "‘3'11 ‘““has
nothing but difficulty in its favor ”’ (Briggs).

In 4:8 for 'm/’gg the LXX. has rd¢ yuydc avrov; the Peshitta, (cora=d ; the
Vulgate, “ganimas eorum ;” Symmachus and Theodotion, év taic yvyaic adrow.
Thus the versions as well as some MSS. read D@/83 and this is demanded by the
context. However, see page 197. -Compare also 172! = N1D?, note y follow-
ing, 12:2; M =07, 9:2.

IV. There is also a number of cases in which a substitution of one part of
speech for another or a variation of expression is such that it is difficult to deter-
mine whether the reading is due to difference of MSS. or to the translator. There
may be noted,

1. Cases of the variation of a word or expression, as in 1:7, where, for the
Hebrew ;‘['n"'l’ D2NNY, the LXX. has 7oic d2 viods 'Tobde, requiring ’jj-nxj
;'1'11 ﬂ’ which was probably in the MS. before the translator. Both expressions
oceur in Hebrew for the same idea, and in the Greek olxo; may be used, as well as
the expression here used, to convey this idea, viz., that of posterity. There is a
score of places in the Bible where this interchange occurs, the LXX. having one
form and the Hebrew the other. Perhaps these may be recensional; they may,
however, be explained as due to the translator’s desire for variety of expression,
as the use of ayerdw for D™ in 2:25 (where, however, the variant élcéo agrees
With that in 2:3,6) must be explained. Similar to the foregoing is the variation in

D7ON 133 D7 N DN 1Y N DI N = bty airic ob ads
Jov v,uetg, n?LﬂH;;oome k@l avroi viol kr.a.  If exact, the tra.nslatlon of the second verb
requires x"]rT)’ For such variation compare Isa. 62:4 and 32:5, where, how-
ever, the LLXX. in the first passage translates both words by xeléw, the last by
eirov in both forms.



THE SEPTUAGINT TEXT OF HOSEA. 211

In 3:4 for Y the LXX. is fvowaorppiov = . Sebok explains the
variation as due to the confusion of letters, } for ¥ and 7 for {7, or as a
“ tendency change.” This latter seems more probable. Professor Ladd observes,
“The effect from the dislike of idols and their surroundings may be seen in the
change by the later Jews of the word 7% —sacred stone images which served
as altars but which were regarded as objTectionable, although they appear in Gen-
esis as used by the Patriarchs, often consecrated to the service of Jehovah,—into
M3 % The Professor shows by a comparison of 2 Kgs. 3:2 with 1 Kgs. 16:32
that ﬁ:mg is the original in the latter; he also observes that the verb DWP
does not well apply to 7219 but to 7Y ; cf. Deut. 16:22.

The peculiar translation of 587 NON by the LXX. ieparciag ovde dhrov,
may possibly be attributed to the same cause. If not, the translator may have
taken *1\ON in its usual meaning as an article of sacerdotal dress, and this then
as the insignia of priesthood, and connected with this the Urim and Thummim
which d720¢ represents elsewhere (Thummim, Deut. 33:8; Urim, Num. 27:21 and
1 Kgs. 28:6). It may, however, be a free translation of D9 as giving
knowledge of things doubtful and hidden. In such cases there is too little basis
for decision.

In 2:16 190808 1OIN = LXX. &0 =davd. [ is here taken in the bad
sense and so Cheyne’s citation of Ps. 107:40, where this word is the translation of
IP5, hardly seems necessary, though this same verb is used for |3}/ in 4:12
and possibly occurred here. However, {18 is thus translated in Ezek. 14:9 and
Prov. 1:10.

In 8:11 for the Hebrew NN the LXX. is 7yaryuéva, requiring D'ININGD),
and this is better than the repetition of Nlﬁﬂ'? which may be a corruption from
AN

In 13:6 }pnw = LXX. ¢i¢ whyopoviy = ny:@}‘? ;3 cf. p. 209, for bN'ﬂ?D s
12:5.

2. Cases in which the variation may be due to a confusion of consonants.

In 5:2 for 9929 DM 1IN PPN DVY FOMLA the LXX. is 4 of ay-
pebovres i Bfpav katérniav, fyo 08 wadevric udv; the Peshitta, Op—3ad —gar? ]?‘6°
\om 191 < R fas . The Magsoretic text is so peculiar that one is inclined

to look with favor on the versions of the LXX. and Peshitta, which carry on the
figure of the preceding verse. But it is very difficult to determine what was the
basis of these readings. a¢ypebw occurs twice for =1yY¥, though Trommiust gives
I8) for this word in Job 10:16, while in Prov. 6:25 it occurs possibly for 1% .
‘With only these few and doubtful cases one cannot easily find what was the basis
here. #7pa is usually the translation of =13¥, cf. Gen. 25:28; 27:4; and it seems

* Doctrine of Sacred Seripture. New York. Vol. 1., p. 707.
+ Concordantiae Graecae in Septuaginta, etc. Amsterdam 1718, p. 18.
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probable that =1Y¥ (cf. Peshitta) was not the basis here or it would have been
translated by 6ppetw. Moreover the peculiar position of the relative and the con-
struction here is unexpected. The variation may be explained, though unsatis-
factorily, by the confusion of letters, ¥ = ¢, Y= and O for ¥, D 7'Y(?),
D99 =D®)3%. It is easier, however, with Sebdk to suppose a confusion of
sound in which Q¥ = D’DWU . The MSS. seem to have been obscure here.
Compare that pl'ecedfng, viz., at the end of ch. 4; cf. p. 214,

In 9:13 for the Hebrew 1133 (192 "NYS the LXX. has cic #hpav mapéornoay
ra térve abrév, simplifying the difficult Massoretic reading, and with slight altera-
tion, giving a fair parallelism. However, there has been a confusion of letters,
etc., and as the reading involves the unexpected change from 7' in the first
part to Y933 in the second, also the use of =% in a sense in which it does not
occur elsewhere so far as I have been able to learn, it may be due to the trans-
lator. The form 9L = (F19)) in this reading.

In 9:7 for the Hebrew N'3377 9NN ONOE#H Y the LXX. has «ai
kakotfoerar 'Topagi bomwep 6 wpoghrye «.7.4. The difficulty of the Massoretic text ren-
ders the translation doubtful. The LXX. seems not to have had N and this
may be a repetition of the last letters of the preceding word; however, as '7’\&
is frequently translated by saxév it may be contained in rakwbjcerac, which requires
(q)'y-\j for 4P=7*. N7 in this reading would be N33 . The idea then is
that at that time Israel will be humiliated as the prophet is now. The last clause
of the verse is probably altered to render the verb conformable with the previous
“pjy. emmdindy for 197 is better syntax than the A.V., viz., *“ great hatred.”
According to the received reading of this verse, as Cheyne suggests, it is necessary
to supply some introductory words if the idea of reproach is conveyed. But if the
true prophets are referred to, in what sense is Y} used ?

In 11:4 for the Hebrew /1)) N9 (9oIN v'm DN the LXX. has «ai émfaé-
ouar mpd¢ abrév, Jwihoopar abro k... The pecuhar form 999N may have misled
the translator, and even if it comes from bJR an object would be expected. This
and the fact that x'j at the beginning of the following verse is inconsistent with
8:18; 9:3,6; 11:11, unless indeed one admit with Kuenen* that the prophet con-
tradicts himself, favors the reading Y which interchange with N is not infre-
quent in the M3 and '3, and this with 599N is no more difficult than the
peculiar use of the word. ’em3épouar may be a free translation of O\ or
HAN(?). The misconception of the preceding part of the verse (cf. p. 20_4) is
sho.w-n here also, but this does not greatly affect it for the purpose here considered.

In 5:11 for w the LXX. has riv paraiov = N'If&' which is frequently trans-
lated by ,uamtog'l’ If 13; were the form the artlcle would be expected. The

* Prophets and Prophecy in Israel. London, 1877. P. 158.

+ Geiger, Urschrift und Uebersetzungen, p. 411, regards uaraiwy as a free translation of y¥
(Vulgate), which was changed to 1}’ on account of offensiveness.
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error of a scribe would be the more easy, since the initial letters of *3NY are the
same as the last letters of Ny (Secker).

In 9:3 for the Hebrew D™¥1 DMAN J2) the LXX. has «argryoer "Eg¢pain
Aiyvrrov and this carries out the contrast with the first part of the verse very well,
but possibly it is a confusion of ¢ for Yy since the conjunction would be expected
here. Cf. also 14:8, ’;w* = rabovvrar = 13(2}’ ().

In 7:1 SNDMD = Ev ¢ idoactal pe = RO (?). Cf. 6:11.

V. Closely connected with the preceding are a few cases of transposition of
letters and words as in 8:13, where, for Y9N O3 YA AT M, the
LXX. has diuére éav Obowoe Ovoiav kal ¢dywoe kpéa. The Hebrew is peculiar and diffi-
cult, if indeed it is Hebrew at all. TUsually the LXX. follows the Hebrew
order, especially in difficult passages, and the translation here would indicate that
the Hebrew at the basis of it was, ={2*3 Y998 M3 YT DN *9, which gives
the same arrangement of clauses as the received reading, or even better than this.
19131 looks very much like a peculiar repetition of the letters in [72¢ slightly
altered, viz., {7 for f7. For the use of QN 2 cf. 9:12 (LXX.); cf. also '3 D),
9:16. '

In 6:3 for the Hebrew V"N Y ww)")fjj the LXX. has wpdwoc ral dpruoc
vii, and this order requires V'-m(b) mp&m ), taking {17 as a noun
as the A.V. also. The arrangement would then be similar to that in Joel 2:23,
but the usual order may be taken because the word is taken as a noun, though
this is not probable.

In 7:16 for the Hebrew 93 N9 Y232 the LXX. has ireorpignoav eig obdév;
the Peshitta, Sogso IS NN aneams]. These versions give little help here ; they

seem to have taken these two words in the reverse order, viz., x'j '7;7 , unless
the sense is * to the not high one,” “no god” (Gesenius), which is not probable.
In the former case x'j would hardly be used as this arrangement requires.
Williams’ conjecture, 9N ,* is also impossible.

In 13:10 for the Hebrew NION -‘3‘773 SFIN the LXX. has i 6 Baoiiehc cov
ovroc; which is a fair translation, taking N as an interrogative, and it seems
pr(;bable that the letters * and [ have been transposed, the original being [N,
and this is confirmed by RYAN , which would naturally follow [N as an enclitic,
but is peculiar after . The form N would arise the more easily since it
oceurs in v. 7 and elsewhere. The forms in v. 14 were probably [T\ also. So
the versions in 13:10.

In 13:15 there is clearly a transposition of letters, YY"\ for ©J¥IN, but
amiss.

RECENSIONAL VARIATIONS.

There are still other variations of a different nature from those already con-

sidered. These are of such a character that they can only be explained by

* The Hebrew Prophets. London, 1866. In loco.
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supposing the translator to have used a MS. differing somewhat from the MSS.
underlying the present Massoretic text. An examination of these cases will show
this. There may be noted,

I. Additions.

In 4:17 for 'i")'f'ljfj the LXX. has éyxev éavrd ordvdada. Nowack and Simson
regard this as an interpretation in explanation of the preceding D'2%Y, but as
Ewald perceived there is an incompleteness in the verse as it now stands, ‘“ And
Ephraim shall not be left with his idols as is strongly enough expressed, v. 19.”
The sentiment too is foreign to the spirit of Hosea and especially so if satirical.
This also is against the reading of Ewald, viz., ‘“ the scandal giveth him restora-
tion.” He supposes some such word as 9)2f3!) to have dropped out of the text
and vocalizes [1°)77. It seems better, however, to vocalize '3, which is
used of the setting up of idols (cf. Isa. 46:7 and 2 Kgs. 17:29), aﬁd to construe
(2 D™’ as object of the verb. Thus the reading would be, Ephraim is
joined to idols, he hath set a stumbling-block for himself. 'The last clause then car-
ries out the idea preceding and gives good parallelism ; note also the connection
with the following verse according to the LXX.

In 4:18 for ;7'33H ﬁ'?') arn YyamN the LXX. has dydnypoav dripiav ix
dpvdyuaroc avriic. By the addition of a letter () and a change of pointing, a vari-
ant, and in this case a much better reading, is obtained. The MSS. underlying
the Massoretic text seem to have been corrupted or obscure in this place as the
peculiar Hebrew and variations of the LXX. in the last verses of this chapter as
well as the opening of the next chapter indicate. The Hebrew of this clause is
certainly very peculiar, but accepting a suggestion of the LXX., an excellent
reading is obtained. Hermann* pointed out the fact that though the present
reading of the LXX. gives no fit sense, yet a restoration of that which was its
basis gives a form susceptible of a good translation: he suggests [7T'3INJ) with
the translation *  sie lieben Schande mehr als ihre Ehre.” Cheyne favors this cor-
rection, referring TWNJ to Yahweh, the Pride of Israel, her God. Cf. Zech. 11:3.
He would then translate ‘‘they love infamy rather than her Euxcellency.”” The
peculiarity of the Greek shows that the translator was following Hebrew.

II. There are also a few cases of omission which indicate that certain letters
and words were not in the MS. before the translator.

In 2:23 for the Hebrew D'OZ/;T N FOUN T DN YR the LXX.
has Aéyer kiprog éxakoboopar ¢ ovpav. The first [JIPN occurs unexpectedly here
in the Hebrew and evidently was not in the MS. before the translator, for it is
not his tendency to omit.

In 8:2 for HN™P" ek ON P %9 the LXX. has éué xexpdéovrar ‘0
Osdc Eyvdrapéy oe. ‘7&‘1@” occurs in a’ peculiar position and is probably taken from
the following verse ; a copyist’s error, since there can be no reason for its omission.

* Studien und Kritiken. 1879. P.517.
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In 14:3 for the Hebrew Y3'OY D™ 92’S) the LXX. has «al dvramo-
dboopey kapmov yedéwv fuiv. Here the omission of a letter causes an important
change and relieves a clumsy construction of the Hebrew. The difficulty of the
received reading is the only thing in its favor, if indeed the construction is
justifiable. But it is just such peculiarities that a careful study of the LXX.,
and restoration of the text underlying it, will show to be incorrect readings. The
proposal of Newcome to read Y8 after the LXX. relieves the difficulty and
receives some confirmation also from Heb. 13:15, where the connection points to
this passage rather than Isa. 57:19. This does not occur in the LXX. of Isa.
57:19, and ') is not translated by xapméc. The Peshitta also, departing from
the LXX. and Massoretic text in other particulars, agrees with the LXX. in
reading 8. The explanation of this variation given by Pococke, shows to
what conjectures one is driven by the theory that the translation of the LXX. is
based on the same MSS. as those underlying the Massoretic text, or rather that
there were no variations in the MSS. He observed, ¢ For this end I conceive that
kapmée here is by the Greek taken in the same notion that rdprwpe or rdpresi is
by them elsewhere used, viz., for a whole burnt offering, which usually the Rabbins
tell us were some of them called M 1), the xapréc or summer fruit of the
altar, so were such free-will offerings, they say, called ; because they were to the
altar as summer fruits to a table after a banquet.”*

III. There are also some cases of variation through change of person, num-
ber, etc. The character of these is here considered.

In 12:9 for NOM R NI 9 INYD 8D 1) 9 the LXX. has rdvrec
o mévor abrob oby edpebioovrar abrd, Oi ddikiac G¢ fuaprev. When NP is used of dis-
covering a fault it is usually followed by 3 of person; but it is often used with
'? in the sense ‘“‘to suffice,” and this gives a better sense here, adopting the
suffix of the third person for the first in *31).  Thus Cheyne, ““(but) all his
profits will not suffice for (i. e., to expiate) the guilt which he has incurred,”
reading NI YN I\J)‘? WY N9 Y % ; but this is a rather forced
meaning, (to expiate ?), and it seems better to follow the LXX., reading 1‘7 for
%5 and putting the preposition 93 (cf. 9:15) before N} thus it would read
NOM WNR DY 91 19 INYD KD VM3 9D, i e, all his profits will not suffice
him because of the guilt which he has incurred. This gives the same connection with
the next verse as the reading suggested by Cheyne as it also gets ‘‘rid of the
unnatural distinction supposed above between ‘iniquity’ and ‘sin.””

In 11:3 for YA 93 OAP 075X *N2170 123N the LXX. has «a
¢yo owvemédioa Tov "Egpaiy, avédafBov abrdv éni tov Bpayiovd pov; the Vulgate, ¢ portabam
eos in bracheis meis”’; the Peshitta, w3y S @3] ANase sawpsin 2ioy Wie.
Of the peculiar forms 3™ and Dﬂ,’) one cannot say much except to note

* Theological Works. London, 1740. Vol. II., p. 684.
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that the translation of these forms is such as to indicate, at least, that the Hebrew
was followed, and so the following may be relied upon as accurate. cwerédica is
evidently an effort to translate the root '7;'\ , though influenced by the concep-
tion of the following verse. Cappelle* justifies it by making it equal to * attem-
perare pedem.” The form D7), however, is anomalous and according to the
translations was at least taken as the equivalent of D’nnij'j , and this must have
been the original since Dnij cannot be explained as an infinitive or participle. At
all events the translation ¢ taking them by their arms,” A.V.,is contrary to the
use of '7]] and it also involves the difficulty already mentioned, while ‘ he took
them on his arms”’ (R.V. margin) involves a sudden change of person as well as
philological objections. It seems better, therefore, with Cheyne, Nowack and
others, to read *MINTN 9P (2 D’ﬂﬂj‘j “T took them up in my arms.” Cf.
R.V., also Isa. 63:9.

In 2:18 for the Hebrew %% NTD N9 129N ’mpn the LXX. has xa2foe:
ue for both ; the Vulgate, ‘‘ vocabit me,”” for both ; the Peshitta, wl.;o2 for both.
The Hebrew, strangely, has the verbs in the second person and omits "7 after the
first verb, though two codices have it.t The LXX., as indicated, translates both
clauses in the same way and the verb is in the third person, agreeing with that
preceding and following. The Vulgate, seldom agreeing with the LXX., is con-
firmatory here.

Similar to this is a peculiar change in 5:3, where, for D*ONR 310 ) D
5&'\@" Ny the LXX. has dibre viv égembpvevoey "Egpain, éudvly Topafd ; the
Peshitta, Nujpa] 2132lo Sasis] wad] baay S0 ; the Vulgate, “ quia nunc
fornicatus est Ephraim, contaminatus est Israel”; the Targum, u}tg iyj N
")N“W’ fgiel 13&}10& nﬁgx D'3. It would seem that the persons should
agree, and the third person of the first verb in the versions is certainly as good as
the received reading. Note also DAY = rarowid oe, 2:20.

IV. Finally several substitutions of letters, words and phrases occur, and
they are of such a character as to show that they are not due to the translator.

In 13:9 for the Hebrew ""\ryj 1 99 BNTp ']nnw the LXX. has
™ Guaglopd oov "Topajh tic fonbhoe.; the Peshitta, gir\1 edss. Sebok supposes 3
may have come from )i (Cappelle). 9 may have come from *#) or J also, for
the LXX. and Peshitta must have read ‘r\u)j 91y and that this is a better read-
ing than that of the Massoretic text, a simple comparison of the texts shows, as
well as the peculiar readings and ellipses supposed in attempts to translate the
received reading. Cf. R.V. Cheyne retains *J, reading "ﬂfyj ™ 1D, “He
hath destroyed thee, O Israel; yea who is thy help?” However, there is no

* Commentarii et Notae Criticae. Amsterdam, 1689, p. 558.
+ The Hebrew Text, p. 123.
+ So also Driver in an incidental note, p. Ixviii.
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reason for its omission by the translator. The conjecture of Houbigant* and
others after him, viz., ')ry? is unnecessary since the construction with Qs
good. Cf. Nah. 3:9; Pss. 118:7 and 85:2. Of course the translation of ']ﬂrm’
cannot be sustained as exact.

In 13:5 for the Hebrew "?ﬂy';? 23N the LXX. has éyo éroiuewdv ce; the
Peshitta, y2ans 13]. Here, as Sebok well points out, ‘]’ﬂ’j}'} suits the fol-
lowing S3=1193 as well as the next verse better. =1 and = are readily confused ;
note also the ¢ of $3 which might easily be repeated. The Targum gives a free
rendering in I W10IY DROID N j;»z , but it shows the sense demanded here.

In 13:15 for N’.}D’ D’nx r: xﬂn 99 the LXX. has dure olroc avauéoov
adedgiw duaorelei; the Vulgate, ¢ Quia ipse inter fratres dividit, ete.” ; the Peshitta,

. «aocp2d. These versions require 198! instead of Nﬁg’, for it is not

probable that they took this verb as equivalent to the Arabic 6;5 . This then

becomes a reference to the separation between Judah and Israel. Cf. Zech. 11:14.

In 5:8 for the Hebrew T’D’j) ‘l"‘}f'm the LXX. has #&éorn Beviapiv. Here
again is a peculiar phrase in Hebrew, it being necessary to supply to convey the
supposed meaning, while the LXX. my;g 177 is at once clear and forcible in
this connection. Cf. the translation of =19, 11:10,11. Cheyne's translation of
this is good, viz.,  Benjamin is distraught.” For the conjecture of Meier,} viz.,
DN, I fail to find the support which he finds in the LXX. It is evident that
the Massoretic reading might readily have been corrupted to the present form.
Cf. Judg. 5:14.

In 13:2 for the Hebrew D'INY DIIIND (3 in some texts) the LXX. has
kat'eikéva eidbrov ; the Vulgate, * quasi similitudinem idolorum ’’; the Targum,
IIOINTD (SDID NN NNY T3P These versions require the
reading w;yy 300D, which indicates that there was no art then in the
manufacture of such images (Cheyne).

In 2:11 for 13099 the LXX. has roi u sa2brrew, which requires i1 ,
as this is the usual method of translation of the infinitive with . Commenta-
tors have succeeded in explaining the use of the 5 as that of purpose, but an
ellipsis must be supposed, such as, which should have covered. Strange infinitive
force! If referred to the nouns as 3D must be, another pointing of the con-
sonants at the basis of the LXX. would be more forcible, viz., DDy . Cf.
Ezek. 1:11,23, etc. However, the reading ﬂiD;p is the one expected —ffom the
context.

In 5:7 for ¢f=y7 the LXX. has épuwoiy. Kuinoel’s conjecture w‘m (cited
by Drake) is due to the theory that the variations must be explained: go as to
harmonize with the Massoretic text, and this only involves the confusion of =

* Biblia Hebraica. In loco.
+ Studien und Kritiken. 1842. P.1028.
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and =7, but /977 is not translated by #pvsisy in the LXX., though this is not
decisive. It seems more probable that the reading was ®Dfy. Cf. Joel 1:4
(LXX.). The sense of the LXX. is manifest, needing no explanation. If gf=
is taken in the sense of month, the most natural meaning, as it occurs without
the article, then, as Prebendary Huxtable observes, ‘ The Hebrew scriptures
perhaps furnish no other example of that particular form of personification by
which a period of time is spoken of as itself effecting what is done by other
agents in it.”*

In 4:18 for ONRAD "D the LXX.is ypérice yavavaiovg. It is supposed by many
commentators that the translation of the LXX. arose from the reading D'NJD
and the confusion of the Sabeans with the Canaanites, but this again is due tZ) a
theory. Only on the supposition that the MS. underlying the translation differed
somewhat from those underlying the Massoretic text, can such variations be
explained satisfactorily. A remark of Ewald shows that a fair reading is given
by the LXX., viz., “it attached itself in close friendship to the Canaanites; in
which case we should have to read u)jj =10 (comp. =IDY)), and the sense would
not be bad in this connection as well as suitable to the words in 12:8, if only
Tyjj were not so very unlike the letters DNJD .” Theory then is all that is
against the reading of the LXX. =D (1D?) is not so translated in the LXX., but
was chosen because of the similarity of the letters. =73 is the word most com-
monly so translated, but does not seem quite suitable here, though a better word
does not suggest itself to the writer.

In 8:10 for D1 :‘l?’? N vyn a‘;m] the LXX. is «ai rordoovor pukpov
Tob xplew Baciléa kal apyovrac. Ewald’s rendering of the Hebrew, ¢ cease a little ”
(pointing 1'7['1’1) and ‘ sorrow a little”” (A.V.), are both open to Nowack’s ques-
tion, Why a little ?t Nor is the reading given by Simson, Wiinsche, etc., better,
viz., “in a little, etc.” What usage is this? P}M) in 1:4, cited by Nowack, is
different. Nor yet that of Hitzig, Keil,f R.V., etc., ‘“ they shall begin to be
diminished ” (reading {3 as inf. or ““ adject. verb”). Cheyne well asks, “ Why
‘begin’ ?”’ None of the above explanations being satisfactory, the only remedy
is with Cheyne to turn to the LXX. which reads -]'773 Ann Byn oM
DYy, possibly ﬁn’j as Ewald read, may be retained ; the rendering would be
““that they may cease f(;): a little from anointing a king and princes.”” The reading
“Xking and princes” is found in some Hebrew MSS. and in the versions: it is
confirmed also in the following citations by Reuss,? viz., ch. 3:4; 7:5; 8:4 and
13:10, where ‘ king ”” and *‘ princes ”” are thus associated.

In 3:2 for the Hebrew D"Wi;«' ~ln'7~| D’ji?i;’ -\pi-n: the LXX. has xal youdp

* Bible Commentary. London, 1876. Vol. VL., p. 440.
+ Der Prophet Hosea. Berlin, 1880, p. 150.

+ Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Edinburgh, 1878. Vol. L., p. 116.
§ La Bible. Part II. Les Prophétes. Paris, 1876. In loco.
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kpfov kal véBel oivov; never guudpov for 'In'p , as Gesenius and a number of com-
mentators give it, so far as I have been able to learn. Cheyne suggests that
probably the translator was unacquainted with the ‘‘lethech;” but this fails to
account for the transliteration of a Hebrew word. As *© n‘) is one of the dras
Xeydueva and there is no measure corresponding to it in the Egyptian dry measure,
which, as Cheyne observes, ‘‘ in other details agrees exactly with the Hebrew,’ it
is very difficult to determine the cause of the variation and at the same time sus-
picion is cast on the Hebrew word. yéuop is used as often for <137 as for 13> ,*
and so one cannot determine which was in the MS. before the translator, or some
aid in explaining the variation might be derived from it. oivov for D")j}'w might
be explained from the use of barley to make wine. Compare also the i)lural of
kp0 in Greek; or possibly, according to Schleusuer, ¢ Sed mihi '\‘_‘)Q_‘j legisse
videntur.” T

No explanation on the ground of the use of a MS. similar to that of the Mas-
soretic text is satisfactory. Why should the translator give a Hebrew word in
Greek letters if he did not find it in the MS. before him ? Newcome supposed
that 6i2akoc, which Symmachus used in the translation here, had crept into the
Greek from the Hebrew. This change, however, would not have occurred long
before the translation of the LXX., while the word is found in the Odyssey and
was used also by Aristophanes; moreover there is another word, Asxvoc, which is
just as likely to have come from "‘n“; , but it occurs in Aristophanes, Euripides
and Herodotus. It seems more probable that the Hebrew came from the Greek,
from confusing the two words, perhaps, with a transposition of consonants, viz.,

0(v)A{a)k(oc)
Hm)k(v)0(oc)

sonants in the Greek words. The former was used for meal, etc., and from the
Greek translation, may have passed into Hebrew in this disguised form. There
seems to have been great confusion among the Fathers in the reading of this

—a very easy confusion with the different arrangement of the con-

passage. A remark by Epiphanius, viz., Acfex d2, d¢ év 70 "Qoné 76 mwpogihry elpnprac,
ot duobooduny Euavrg el kplow' év avriyphgorc 08, yéuop kpilbov, To adréd clor déka
yap kai wévre pédio onuaivovrar ovror, shows that he regarded the ‘ lethech”” and the
homer as the same measure wrongly, thinking that there were two homers, one of
twelve and the other of fifteen baths, the ‘‘ lethech ’* corresponding to the latter.
This looks as if there had been an understanding that the two expressions were
equivalent or that 2é0ex was an explanation of yéuop. In the editor’s discussion of
this passage, a reading from Ambrosius is cited, viz., *“ Et conduxi eam gomor
hprdei et semi-gomor hordei et nevel vini.”” This combines the two readings, but
affords no light on the question considered, except in showing that the texts of

* Driver, however, gives a number of instances showing y to be the transliteration of }
( g ?), pp. 105, 106.
+ Patrologia Graeca, edited by J. P. Migne. Paris, 1858. Vol. XLIIL., pp. 272, 278.
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the versions have heen tampered with. Whatever the origin of the variation may
be, the reading of the. LXX. is at least as satisfactory as the received reading.

The explanation of this, referring to 2 Kgs. 7:18, and the inference that a
homer and a half of barley would have a value of fifteen shekels, which plus the
fifteen shekels of silver would equal the price of a slave, Ex. 21:32, is simply
arbitrary. Lt rests upon the following uncertainties: the value of (1) barley, (2) a
slave, (3) "1 ; the reason for the amount being (1) the price of a slave, (2) part
money, part barley. The best explanation of the received reading is that this
amount was given for provision- (Huxtable), and this applies to the LXX. also.
Cf. I Sam. 25:18; II Sam. 16:1. An offering might also have been contemplated,
cf. I Sam. 1:24; perhaps a jealousy offering, cf. Num. 5.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS.

Thus it is seen that, while there are many variations in the LXX., most of
these can be satisfactorily explained. It is inevitable that there should be some
corruption in the Greek text, and this renders the reading in some places doubt-
ful, but such cases are nearly always manifest and thus one is warned not to use
these for critical purposes. The fact also that the translator’s aim was to pro-
duce a translation for the use of the people of his times, and not that the Hebrew
text might be reconstructed from it, allowed him to translate as he understood
the Hebrew, and thus to interpretation a number of minor variations may be
attributed. Yet the fairness and the literalness of the translation are, withal,
astonishing ; and these would no doubt seem even greater if we had the MS. from
which the translation was made.

The faithful reproduction of Hebrew idioms and even the order of words in
Hebrew is remarkable. In ch. 1:9 the translation «ai éyd obr eint duév, shows that
if D’H5N5 has dropped out of the text, as many suppose, it must have been
before the LXX. was translated. Many other passages showing that the LXX. is
a protection against rash conjecture, might also be adduced. But is the value of
such a translation to end with this? So, many treat it. An example may suffice
to show how the translations of the LXX. are usually treated, viz., in ch. 2:22 the
text of the Western Jews is [7Y1* [AN P as found in our Hebrew Bibles, but
in the Babylonian codex the reading is ;3% AN *J D). Now if our He-
brew text had happened to have read as the Babylonian codex, no doubt those
who regard the LXX. as of no value, would have found here a false translation
of the LXX., supporting the text by the Vulgate, ‘‘scies quia ego Dominus.”
Both translations, however, may be sustained on the supposition that there were
different readings in the Hebrew MSS., as there are in this case. This illustrates
the difference between the explanation of the variations, by those who hold that
there were different recensions of the Hebrew text, and that given by those who
do not admit this.



THE SEPTUAGINT TEXT OF IJOSEA. 221

In the present investigation it has been the aim to explain all the variations
which can fairly be attributed to the translation as due to this. But after one has
studied the character of these variations, whether due to free translation or to
imperfect transmission of the text, and has noted the general tendency of the
translator in those instances in which it is evident he has given a free translation,
he finds that there are some variations which might possibly be attributed to the
translator, but are more likely due to difference of recension or perhaps in some
cases to imperfect transmission of the text. There are still other variations, how-
ever, which cannot be explained in this way. These can only be explained as
arbitrary or recensional, but the general fidelity of the translator will not allow
the former explanation, moreover the excellence of the readings in many cases
will not admit it. Certainly the important variations are not numerous, but one
would not expect many variations in Hebrew MSS. of a book the size of Hosea.

The peculiar addition in ch. 13:4 may be thought to reflect on the character
of the MS. used by the translator. Yet such peculiarities may easily be detected,
and it is to be remembered that if we had the early Hebrew MSS. it would be
necessary to use critical judgment in choosing a variant reading, just as is the
case with the MSS. of the New Testament. It seems of great importance there-
fore that the text of the LXX. receive more attention, that it may be had in its
very best and most complete form, in order that a more careful comparison of the
version with the Massoretic text may be made. Great results certainly may be
expected from such study, even in the Minor Prophets, where the translators are
supposed to have treated the text with great liberty.

It seems strange that the American Revisers, otherwise less conservative
than the English Committee, should have disagreed with the latter in that they
refused any reference to the Septuagint and other versions. Care must certainly
be used and great discrimination in the study of the versions for textual purposes,
but to throw such a valuable critical aid as the Septuagint out of consideration, is
to reject what Providence has preserved ; it is to close one’s eyes to the light.
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