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PEREFACIL.

1% 1he writer of an essay on the text of Aicah it would
be mere affeclution to profess that he has uttacleed the
subject without knowing, and te some extent being
affeeted by, the views of others.  He wonld at the outset
lie open to the pertinent inguiry into the reason for his
selecting this particnlar porfien of the Old Testanent.
The present writer was Jully aware of the cxistenec of
twoe diveetly opposed opinions, one of which helds the
Massaretic Text to e In an extremely unsatisfoctory state.
whilst tie other maintaing that it ha: ondermone bul
little corruption.  Baf it secmed to him guite Teasible to
wark out his own conelusions by careful oliservation of
the phenomena presented by the current Ilebrew Text
and the Anecient Versions, and then to reconsider those

conclngions m the ]ight af the vamous results which lis
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predecessore have obinined,  In this way a substantial
independence would be scoured whilst the unpardonable
presumption wonld be avoided of leaving ununoticed the
work already done.  The eonsequence of tlus reference fo
ithe eriticisms of others has in some eases been the altera-
tion or madification of the views adeptod and in others
the relention and defence of them. Hyssel’s © Unter-
snchongen iiber die Textgestalt und die FEchtheit des
Buches Micha® eulle for speein]l mention tn this con-
nection.  Muach of the muatber [ound in these notes 1z
also to be found in Byssel, But it is believed thal the
dillerence  between the mades in which thiz common
matter 1= handied o the {woe essaye pespeclively will
sufficiently prove that the remarks common to lLioth have
not been borrawed,  No two mwen cun lraverse the same
gronnd on the same gquest withoub being struck by the
satne prominent featores, and it woonld have been an
auworlly  yielding to the fear of lelne acensed of
plagiarizm to delete what had been written on finding
that i had been o grenter or less pact anticipated.

The rvsutt of the iuquiry inte the charneter of the
Massoretie Text needs hardly any other setting forth than
that which is supplied by the lists of prepozed emendations

whiel ave printed at the clese. They indicate the belief
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that this text is in many passages corrupt, that the
ancient Versions supply a considerable amonnt of help m
restoring ihe orviginal, and thot where these fail con-
jeetural emendations ave open to ns,  To this, however, it
must be added that in e than one instance it is im-
possible to arrive ot anvilues lilke assured convietion,

The course of the inquiry brings out the fact that the
LXX cught not to be credived with so overwhelming an
inlluence over the other Versions ag is frequently ageribed
to it. T mention first the Peshitta.  The late lumented
Dr. Hatch, in hig “*Hszaye in Biblical Greek,” p. 183,
says: “The Latin and Easwern Yersions of the Old
Teslament were made not from the Hebrew criginal bual
from the LEXX Version,” and nn lhe sume pawge ncludes
the Svrine amongst theze Fostern Versions, This 15 a
mere ebider dicdam, bub unless correctad L may prove
misleading,  Leaving azide ali consideration of the other
books of Seripture 1t would be quite evough 1o read
together the Peshitta nnd the Aralie of this Look of
Micab—the latter being eonfossedly o translation of the
LEXX—ta compel the conclusion that the fermer, thengh
ereatly influenced by the highly esteemed Greek Version,
is none the less a tronslation from the Hebrew. Dut it

is necessary to go further, Moere than once Ryssel uses
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sl linguage as that en p, 100; “die Pesch, wie sonst
abldingig von LXX sein kimunte,”  That © wie sonst” 1s
not justified by the facts. It might almost be laid down
as 2 rule that where there is o real dithenlty in the text
the LAX and the Peshitta each pursue their own way.
Uretrer's characterization of the Version as a whole, * zum
neherwiezenden Wheile nach dem Urleste abgefasst ™, il
gqualified Ly the vemark be elsewhere makes, © Der Syrer
falgt hier, wie hiwfiy in den Proph., den 70, is not far
from the truth. Bebol, aleo, “Ihe svrizebe Uchersetzong
der zwilf Rleinen Urovleten,” 15 undoubledly justified
when, i the Introduelion, be Tays stress on @ die Zulil-
reichen und stavlken Bevitheungen mit dem gewdlmlichen
padischen Torgum™  Na aceount of the Peshiita would
b eorrect which left Ghig unmentioned,

With some  medificalivn a similur careed micht be
entered agninst the terms in which the conpection between
the Vulgate and the LXX bas been spoken of. IIateh's
words, quated above, do nod denw the needinl distinetion
between the Old Latin, which was made from the LXX,
and the Volgaie,  And Byssel savs, on vi, 7, “die
Vulratn wie sonst von den LXX albiinome 15t No
doubit the influence of the LXX on the Vol i= deep and

pervasive.  DBut the liest correclive of undoly  strong
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language on the subject is supplied by Jerome’s Com-
menfaries, where the Vulg. i3 printed along with his
translation of the LXX, and the many discrepancies
between the two ave patent; where alse, as well in
his treatment of important Hebrew words ns in the
general course of his task, the rreat father is seen to he
striving after results which shull Le © juxta Hebraieam
veritatem,”

Az a rule thig casay has Llaken no asconnt of the Arbic
save when that {ranslation lersules {he gmidanee of the
LXX [or that of the Poshitta, or when iy renderings
have some besring on the variony veadings of the Greek
Codices.  Observations on the laller point eomfirm the
already well-caiablished Faet that (he 1xpe of text wsually
followed by the Arabic trunclutor is thal ropresented in
the Codex Alezandrions, and this the taeee markediy
when the divercroees of thiz codex from the Vatican
ME, proceed from desizn and noet from mere clerical errors,
Mozt of the guestions arising out of these divergences
must be decided 1 favour of the Vatican.

From the textual eritic’s point of view the Targum
is singnlarly disappointing,  Mueh might have been ex-
pected from  the linguistic {ned of mative pavaphrasts

writing it a ecoguate diplect.  Dut there i3 searccly o
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difficulty which the Targumists liave not evaded, and the
points at which one is most anxions to be sure what their
text was are the ones whera we are redoeed to utter un-
certainty. On the other hand the so-called Tarzum of
Jonathan can never fail to be interesting as one landmark
on the line of Jewish thought, or, pechaps, it would be
more correct to speak of 16 as exhibiting many suceessive
landmarks ; for there are in it elements belovging to many
ages, An early writer would not have dared explicitly
to name Home as it is named in Lhe Codex Henchlinianus
al ehap., vi. 10,

In a eonsidornble number of instances it hus secmed de-
sirable to point ont mistakes in the Latin translations which
are given m the London Polyglot.  Neo attempl has Leen
made to enumernte all that occor,  Huot the true sense of
the Vemsons is so frequently obscured in ihe Lalin ren-
derings that it behoves everyong who notes this te do his
part in indicating the danget of aso mmpliit relianes on
the translations,

Waorking for tho most part at a distanee fram 1he great
lilraries involves the disadvantage of baving few books
available.  For the Hebrew text Daer and Delitzseh's
Edition has been consalted, as well as the London Polyglot

and Athins: for the LXX the Pulvelot, and Tischen-



