New Testament Quotations of the Septuagint
within Patristic Literature

A Study on Textual Criticism and Hermeneutics

The differences between the textual traditions of Septuagint texts and the
transmission of those writings within the New Testament imply possibili-
ties of correction from either the Old Testament text to the New Testament
text or vice versa. Encompassing both manuscript traditions and patristic
quotations, I will question the principles of existence and non-existence of
cross influences. Does a relative homogeneity of manuscript tradition de-
termine a relative homogeneity of text-forms in patristic literature? On the
level of hermeneutics, furthermore, I will interpret a selection of state-
ments from ancient Christian exegetes, which disclose the background of
their exegesis and commentary.

1. Christian Disinterest Concerning this Issue

Ancient anti-Christian critiques were familiar with the problem of the dif-
ferences between Septuagint text and New Testament quotations. Some
rebuked the evangelists as forgers.! It goes without saying that ancient pre-
conditions of external textual criticism differed from modern ones; never-
theless, ancient Christian exegetes were often reticent to discuss the issue.
Even in extensive commentaries, we rarely find any statement regarding
this problem. Concerning the differences between Matt 26:31 and Zech
13:7 (see below), the Venerable Bede just writes, Hoc aliis verbis in
Zacharia propheta scriptum est.> We can explain his reluctance by refer-
ring to ancient Christian hermeneutics, wherein theologians were able to
integrate each of the textual variants into their system of belief. In the eyes
of the patristic authors, the New Testament author grasped the meaning of
the Old Text despite his altering the text-form.> We can compare Jerome’s

U'Cf. Jerome, Ep. 57.7.1-9.1, CSEL 54:512-18; id., In Os. 3:11.1, CCSL 76:121.

2 The Venerable Bede, In Matt., PL 92:114ab.

3 Eusebius of Caesarea, In Is. 41, GCS 57, 330; Jerome, In Matt., SC 259:276; id., In
Am., CCSL 76:297; id., In Ab. 1:2.4, CCSL 76 A, 600; id., In Is. 9:29.13, CCSL 73:375;
The Venerable Bede, Retract. in Act., CCSL 121:121-122.
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concept of translation as “sense for sense and not word for word”,* justify-
ing his view by referring to Rom 14:5 and 1Cor 7:7.° If we compare the
Scholia on Homer, we sometimes observe different readings standing side-
by-side without any comment but also discussions concerning the correct
text. Neither Homer’s poems nor their commentators (Zenodot of Ephesus,
Aristophanes of Byzantium, Aristarch of Samothrace) were sacrosanct.

As mentioned above, pre-conditions of external textual criticism in the
ancient period differed from modern ones. Of course, the translations of
Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion were well known among ancient exe-
getes, but they did not own any technical system of fabricated designations
for anonymous codices. Authors who were familiar with problems of tex-
tual criticism, like Eusebius of Caesarea and Jerome, were able to refer to
textual tradition only in a general way. We seldom find remarks concern-
ing the relative multitude of manuscripts offering a distinct text form; our
perception of the dispersal of distinct readings was not achievable for
them. It is therefore hardly astonishing that Jerome sometimes marks vari-
ants as Old Testament text-forms that which we know as New Testament
readings,® whereas other authors include Old Testament readings in their
rendering of the New Testament text.” Origen’s concept of textual criti-
cism is one of external criticism oriented to the criterion of concordance
with the text-form of the other translations and with the Hebrew text.?
With regard to internal textual criticism, we can compare Jerome’s work

4 Jerome, Ep. 57.5.2, CSEL 54:508. His concession “in ... the holy scriptures ... even
the order of the words is a mystery” (ibid.) does not have real consequences in Jerome’s
exegesis. He later dissociates himself from this concession (Ep. 106.55, CSEL 55:275).

5 Jerome, Ep. 119.11, CSEL 55:468; Ep. 125.8, CSEL 56:126-27.

¢ Cf. Jerome, In Os 1:2.23, on Hos 2:25 [23]: diligam non dilectam (cf. B-V 407
CoAecthp Cyrp); id., In Is. 8:27.9, CCSL 73:349 (peccatum eius instead of eius peccatum;
transposition based on Rom 11:27 tag apapias adtédv instead of adtol ™y auaptiav [Isa
27:9%XX]; cf. the hexaplaric sub-group ol and 377™¢). The mss. 393 and 534 offer a text-
form of Isa 6:9 with the plus mpd¢ Tov Aadv Toltov (Acts 28:26) after mopetfytt. Jerome
knows this reading as Septuagint reading (/n Is. 3:6.9, CCSL 73:91, in the Lemma) with-
out dealing with alternatives. In Isa 59:20, some mss. (22¢-93 564* 407 534) offer éx
instead of &vexev, which is in accordance with Rom 11:26. But also Jerome, In Is.
16:59.20, CCSL 73 A:689, quotes this text-form. In his comment on Jer 5:21, Jerome
does not refer to Mark 8:18. The Lemma of his commentary offers a reading, which
comes close to Mark 8:18 with regard to the 2. Pl. and the usage of participle: qui ha-
bentes oculos non uidetis et aures et non auditis (Jerome, In Ier. 2.2, CCSL 74:59).

7 Cf. Eusebius of Caesarea, In Ps., PG 23:740cd, on Ps 68:10 and Joh 2:17. The same
is true for the reception of Ps 50:6 in Rom 3:4. Origen, /n Rom. 2.14, FC 3/1:316, 328;
Theodoret, In Rom., PG 82:77b offer vixfoyg instead of vixyoetg in the lemma. The read-
ing is witnesses also in many New Testament manuscripts (B G L ¥ 365 1175 1505 1739
etc.).

8 NEUSCHAFER, Origenes, 98.
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with modern textual criticism to some extent,” though we should bear in
mind the difference in aims between ancient and modern textual criticism.
Ancient philologists on Homer or the Bible intended to constitute the best
text,'? not the eldest.!!

There are three reasons for discussing distinct readings: 1. Theological
issues are touched upon; 2. Anti-Christian critiques criticize the Bible;
3. Theologians sought to corroborate Christian identity by actual anti-
Jewish polemics. In these cases, Christian authors did not refer to the un-
conscious changes. Jerome’s comment on Hab 2:4 is an exception,'? but
demonstrates that ancient Christian exegetes were philological scholars!?
working within the restrictions caused by the sanctity of the authoritative
texts. Furthermore, we should bear in mind the concept of reality, which
encompasses also those issues which nowadays belong to the category of
human designation in Western thought, e.g., the substantiality of Jesus’s
divine nature or his birth by a virgin. Any argument for a Christological
reading of Isa 7:14 or Hos 11:1 presupposes and corroborates this concept
of reality.

2. The Background of New Testament Authors
in Ancient Christian View

Especially with regard to Jerome, we must bear in mind the ancient Chris-
tian notion of the background of the New Testament authors. Due to the
biblical preconditions, the Jewish origin of Matthew, Paul and John was a
matter of fact. Beyond the biblical preconditions, ancient exegetes corrob-
orate the Jewish background of many New Testament writings.'* Mark, the

° Cf. my study “Jerome as Textual Critic” (in this volume pp. 362-378).

10 That is true also for the characterization dxptfeis avtiypadot in Eusebius of Caesa-
rea, In Ps., PG 23:901d, on Ps 78:2. In this way, Eusebius characterizes manuscripts,
which, by offering 8i& tol mpod#tov, avoid the well-known wrong attribution in Matt
13:35 v.1. to Isaiah.

' Cf. BENGEL, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 384: ea (lectio), quae quiddam
priscum, grave, breve habet, praeponitur: ea quae maiore perspicuitate et plenitudine
blanditur, tanquam consilio introducta, plerumque postponitur.

12 Jerome, In Ab. 1:2.4, CCSL 76 A:597, refers to the confusion of 1 and * as reasoning
the distinct variants of Hab 2:4.

13 They also dealt with topics, which are not theological in the narrow sense, cf. Euse-
bius of Caesarea, Onomasticon; The Venerable Bede, Nomina regionum atque locorum
de Actibus Apostolorum; Julius Africanus, Chronographiae; Eusebius of Caesarea,
Chronica; Jerome, Liber Hebraicarum Quaestionum; Hadrian, Introductio; Ps.-Eucherius
of Lyons, De situ Hierosolymitanae Urbis; Theodosius, de situ terrae sanctae.

14 Matthew originally wrote his Gospel in Hebrew (Papias, in Eusebius of Caesarea,
H.e. 3:39.15, GCS 9/1:292; Jerome, In Os. 3:11.1, CCSL 76:121).
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pupil of Peter (cf. 1Petr 5:13)"%, is mostly identified with John Mark (Acts
12:12)'%, sometimes reckoned among to the priests!” who became believers
according to Acts 6:7b'%, sometimes, like Luke, among to the seventy dis-
ciples mentioned in Luke 10:1.!° In any case, his Jewish origin was undis-
puted. Luke, on the other side, was more familiar with Greek than with
Hebrew.?

Within Jerome’s work, we have to distinguish two traces of argumenta-
tion standing side-by-side beyond these matters: 1. The New Testament
writers did not follow the Hebrew source text or the Septuagint but ren-
dered the meaning of the biblical sentences by their own words because
they were “Hebrews of Hebrews”, educated in the Law;*! 2. They rendered
the Hebrew text, not the Septuagint.’’ Some Old Testament quotations
within the gospels of Matthew and John are proofs for this thesis. Jerome
is not aware of obverse facts,”> and none of his adversaries dared to refute
his one-sided thesis.?* It is well-known that Jerome’s negative evaluation
of the Septuagint increased during his lifetime.?

In the next section, I will deal with the most important differences be-
tween the Septuagint texts and the New Testament quotations.

3. Differences between the Septuagint Texts
and New Testament Quotations

In the following, I will present the different text-forms of any patristic
quotations which are identifiable as Old Testament or New Testament
texts, and then patristic statements on exegesis and hermeneutics. 1 will

15 Ps.-Oecumenius of Tricca, In 2Petr. 8, PG 119:576¢c, knows and abhors the thesis
that Mark would be Peter’s fleshly son.

16 According to Ammonius of Alexandria, the identification of the evangelist Mark
with John Mark named in Acts 12:12 is a matter of high probability but he does not ex-
plicitly state it as undeniable (Ammonius of Alexandria, Frgm Act., PG 85:1540c¢).

17 Cf. the monarchian prologues to the gospel: sacerdotium in Israhel agens secundum
carnem Levita (Die Monarchianischen Evangelienprologe, ed. Lietzmann, 15). Hippoly-
tus of Rome, Ref. 7:30.1, GCS 26:215, knows the legend of Mark with the stumbling
fingers: He has damaged himself in order to avoid his ordination to priesthood.

'8 The Venerable Bede, Mc., prol., CCSL 120:432.

19 Theophylact, In Matt., PG 123:145c.

20 Jerome, In Is. 3:6.9, CCSL 73:91f.

21 Jerome, In Is. 3:6.9, CCSL 73:91f.

22 Jerome, In Is. 9:29.13, CCSL 73:375; id., In Ier. 6:18.2, CCSL 74:306f.

23 Jerome does not realize that Paul in Rom 10:20 follows the Septuagint of Isa 65:1,
not the Masoretic text (Jerome, /n Is. 18:65.1, CCSL 73 A:743).

24 Cf. MARKSCHIES, “Hieronymus und die ‘Hebraica Veritas’,” 145.

25 Cf. SCHULZ-FLUGEL, “Hieronymus — Gottes Wort,” 746-758.
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begin with Isa 7:14. The other examples are ordered along the ordering
within the Septuagint.

3.1. Isa 7:14/Matt 1:23

The famous difference between mapfévos (LXX) and vedvig (Aquila, The-
odotion, Symmachus) does not offer problems with regard to textual histo-
ry. Since the days of Justin Martyr, Isa 7:14 is most likely to raise state-
ments on the Septuagint and its differences to the Masoretic text within
Christian literature, with or without explicit anti-Jewish polemics.?® With
regard to the topic of Jesus’s virgin birth, we observe a fourfold strategy of
Christian apologetics: 1. With regard to textual history, Christian authors
claim the inspiration of the Septuagint’’ and allege that the translation
vedvig is motivated by anti-Christian polemics.?® 2. With regard to “real
history”, Christian authors declare the young woman’s interpretation on
the wife of Ahaz and the child Hezekiah to be wrong.?® 3. Philologically,
they claim that vedvig designates a woman according to her age and does
not exclude her virginity in any way.*? 4. The argument that logically only
the birth from a virgin should be evaluated as a sign®! rather than a birth by
any young woman. But this symbolic character of the events suggested in
Isa 7:14 may also be regarded as sufficient by the ancient Christian authors
as a contradiction against a verdict of Emperor Julian the Apostate, who
had formulated: “The married woman was no longer a virgin, and before

26 Ephraem, Comm. in Diatess. 2.8, FC 54/1:165 thinks that the Jews killed Isaiah be-
cause of the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 (On the motive of the killing of Isaiah, cf. Heb
11:37).

27 Irenaeus, Haer. 3:21.2, FC 8/3:256.

28 Irenaeus, Haer. 3:21.1, FC 8/3:252-54; Theophylact, In Matt., PG 123:160a; simi-
larly Euthymius Zigabenus, In Matt., PG 129:132¢-33a.

2 Justin, Dial. 77.3f., Bobichon 1 396, similarly Tertullian, Adv. Iud. 9.1-16, FC
75:232-242; Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 7:1.40-50, GCS 23:305-307. There is no con-
temporary of Ahas to which the prophecy fits (Origen, Cels 1:25, GCS 2:86f.). Cyril of
Alexandria, In Is., PG 70:204c-205a, offers a twofold argumentation: 1. Nowhere in the
Bible, Hezekiah is called Emanuel; 2. Human beings are able to distinguish between
good and bad only when they become elder.

30 Similarly, ¢deAdds does not only refer to the biological brother (Jerome, Virg. Mar.
14, PL 23:183-206. Both Mary (Origen, Hom. Lev. 8.2, GCS 29/1:395) and the virgin
Eve in Paradise are called mulier (cf. MEISER, Galater, 181).

31 Justin, Dial. 84.1, Bobichon I 414; Irenaeus, Haer. 3:19.3; 3.21.6, FC 8/3:242, 266;
Origen, Cels. 1:35, SC 132:172; Tertullian, Adv. Iud. 9,7-8, FC 75:234-36; Eusebius of
Caesarea, D.e. 7:1.30, GCS 23:303; Ambrose, Luc. 11 78, CCSL 14, 65; John Chrysos-
tom, In Is. 7.5 (sic!), SC 304:314; Theodoret, /n Is., SC 276:288-290; Euthymius Zi-
gabenus, /n Matt., PG 129:133a.
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she could give birth she was locked up with the man who had married
her.”*

But Isa 7:14 deserves our attention not merely because of this known
problem. We can observe a divergence of text-forms also concerning &£t
and xaAéoeig in both Septuagint manuscripts and patristic quotations.

Aquila and Symmachus offer culapPdvet instead of €et.’® Further-
more, Mpetar (originating in Luke 1:31 culiun)* is witnessed in Sep-
tuagint manuscripts® as well as in patristic quotations.*® Irenaeus and Ter-
tullian offer this variant throughout their works.?” Justin’s example shows
how the readings here can become unimportant in the consciousness of
Christian authors: He casually cites Afjetal as a translation favored by
Jews,*® although he himself repeatedly presupposes this reading.’’ Justin
offers &yewv only in two places in the first Apology. This variant gradually
became more widespread from the middle of the third century onwards.*
But still Jerome presupposes AMyetat as the normal reading of the Isaiah
text. He justifies Matthew’s reading €%t with the idea that the prophet
writes about the future, the evangelist about the past: The conception is
already in the past at the time of the angel’s testimony.*!

The range of variations for the verb form, which concerns the naming of
the child, is even greater. Many manuscripts of Isa 7:14 offer xaiécets,
though Matt 1:23 reads xaAéoovow. The singular from Isa 7:14 has occa-
sionally flowed into the reproduction of Matt 1:23.*> However, corrections
have been made much more frequently in the opposite direction, in Septu-

32 Cyril of Alexandria, Juln 8:16, GCS NF 21:551.

3 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 7:1.32f., GCS 23:304.

34 The editors of *Nestle-Aland do not offer any variants.

3.0’ L’-311-46-233-456 C” 301 393 403’ 449 538.

36 Justin, Dial. 43.5, Bobichon 1 290 etc. (see below); Cyprian, Test. 2:9, CCSL 3:41;
id., Ep. 10.4.2, CCSL 3 B:51; (Ps.?)-Hippolyt, Pasc. 46, SC 27:171; Novatian, Trin. 9.6;
12.3, CCSL 4:25, 31; Lactantius, Inst. IV 12,4; Epit. 39,3, CSEL 19:310. 715; Origen,
Hom. Is. 2.1, GCS 33:249-250; id., Hom. Ez. 1,4, GCS 33:328; id., Cels. 1:33, SC
132:166; id., Comm. in Matt. ser. 6, GCS 38:11; Pamphilus, Apol. Orig. 84, SC 464:152;
Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 7:1.27, 30, 32, GCS 23:303f.; Ps.-Basilius, /n Is. 201, PG
30:464a; Ps.-Basilius, Hom. in sanctam Christi generationem 3.4, PG 31:1464c; 1465d;
Gregory of Nyssa, De tridui spatio, GNO 9:276; John Chrysostom, In Is. 7.4 (sic!), SC
304:308; Pacianus of Barcelona, Bapt. 3.1, SC 410:152; Theodoret, In Is., SC 276:286.
Hippolyt, Ref. 5.8.45, GCS 26:97, offers the variant ¥ mapbévos % év yaotpl Exovoa xai
cvAapPdvovoa xal TixTouoa vidy.

37 Irenaeus, Haer. 3:16.2; 21.4, FC 8/3:188 (quotation of Matthew), 262.

38 Justin, Dial. 43.8, Bobichon I, 292.

3 Justin, Dial. 43.5; 66.2; 68.6; 71.3; 84.1, Bobichon 1, 290, 362, 370, 380, 414.

40 Justin, 1.4pol. 33.1, 4, PTS 38:80//SC 507: 216, 218//OECT:172//FC 91:126.

4l Jerome, In Matt., SC 242:80.

2D pc bo™s; Origen, Hom. Is. 2.1, GCS 33:250; Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 7:1.55,
GCS 23:308.
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agint manuscripts* as in many patristic quotations,** sometimes even in

the commentaries.*> There is also the reading xa)léoete in Septuagint man-
uscripts*® as in ancient Christian literature,*’ as well as the reading
xaléoel.*® Jerome explains the genesis of this reading as follows: N&Ap
was understood as 3. Sg. fem., not as 2. Sg. masc.*” Origen gives an indi-
cation of how it came to the plural reading xaAécovatv: Ahaz could hardly
have called the Savior who appeared many generations after him Emmanu-
el. But he intends to also justify the singular in Isa 7:14: Due to the equa-
tion of David with Jesus Christ, the “house of David” names the church.>
Eusebius of Caesarea offers another solution: His starting point is that Jo-
seph shall call the child “Jesus”, not “Immanuel”. The addressed “House
of David” is therefore not to trust foreign gods, but only to describe as
Immanuel the one who comes to his aid in the military tribulations of his
time, and who will be born of the Virgin, but already now assists as “God
with us”. After this very sophisticated exegesis, Eusebius continues with a
very sober explanation: He suggests a corruption of text in Matt 1:23,
caused by scribes who did not recognize the meaning of the singular.’! He
quotes xaléaeis as a rendering of Matt 1:23.52 This objection by Eusebius
had no consequences. Jerome explains the difference between xaAéoets and
xaAéoouaty again with his standard theorem of analogous, not literal, re-
production.*

4326-106, 90™2, 130 233 393 410° 449° 456 534 764° Bo syP.

4 Justin, Dial. 66.2, Bobichon I 362 (but cf. id. Dial. 43.5, Bobichon I 290); Cyprian,
Test. 2:9, CCSL 3:41; id., Ep. 10,4,2, CCSL 3 B:51; (Ps.?)-Hippolyt, Pasc. 46, SC
27:171; Origen, Hom. ler. 1.7, GCS 6:6; id., Comm. Matt. ser. 6, GCS 38:11; Epiphanius,
Anc. 32.10; 116.2, GCS 25:42, 143; GCS 31:320; Ps.-Basilius, Hom. in sanctam Christi
generationem 4, PG 31:1465b; Gregory of Nyssa, De tridui spatio, GNO 9:276; John
Chrysostom, In Is., PG 56:82; id., Anom. 7, SC 396:152; Cyril of Alexandria, Juln. 8:42,
GCS NF 21:589 (but cf. id. In Is. 1 5, PG 70:204a [within the lemma]; 205 C [in the
commentary]); Cyril of Alexandria, /nc. unigen., SC 97:208; John of Damascus, Hom.
6.4, SC 80:54.

4 Ps.-Basilius, In Is. 215, 226, PG 30:489¢; 512c; John Chrysostom, In Is. 7.4 (sic!),
SC 304:308.

46 QwtL” ¢Il 301 403 538 Sa.

4T Irenaeus, Haer. 3.21.4, FC 8/3:262; Tertullian, Adv. Iud. 9,1, CCSL 2:1364; Lactan-
tius, Inst. 4: 12.4; Epit. 39.3, CSEL 19:310, 715.

%8S 311-46. In Matt 1:23, the codex Sinaiticus offers xaAécovatv. The similar is true
for codex Vaticanus, which in Isa 7:14 reads xaléceig, in Matt 1:23 reads xaAéoovaty; cf.
KARRER and SCHMID, “Old Testament Quotations,” 162.

4 Jerome, In Is. 3:7.14, CCSL 73:104. The rendering carathi is curious.

30 Origen, Hom. Is. 2.1, GCS 33:250.

3! Eusebius of Caesarea, In Is. 44, GCS 57:48f.

52 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 6:1.55, GCS 23:308.

33 Jerome, In Is. 3:7.14, CCSL 73:104.
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3.2. Ps 13:3/Rom 3:13-18

Some manuscripts of Ps 13:3%* offer a text-form which seems to be influ-
enced by Rom 3:13-18, perhaps due to the quotation of Ps 13:3 (mdvreg
e&dxdvay Gua Rypewdnoav: odx ot [6°°] moidv yxpnoTédTyTa) in Rom 3:12.
Jerome and The Venerable Bede criticize this variant: the scribes who add-
ed Rom 3:13-18 did not recognize the character of the quotation within
Romans 3 as a mixed quotation.’® In modern research, Alfred Rahlfs sug-
gested a Christian interpolation.’’ Yet it is also possible to argue the oppo-
site, that the addition proves that New Testament quotations are influenced
by distinct text-forms of the Old Testament pre-texts.>®

3.3. Hos 11:1/Matt 2:15

Hos 11:1M7T 2125 "nRIP O™MRAN
Hos 11:11%X ¢¢ AlydmTou petexdesa T& Téxva adTod
Matt 2:15 ¢¢ AlydmTou éxdAeoa TV vidv pov = Hos 1 1:140%

The difference in the text of this passage lies in the final turn. Only the
singular reading of the passage makes the Christological interpretation
possible. Julian the Apostate criticized Matthew, alleging that he intended
to mock the credulity of the gentile Christians.®® The variant filium meum
first penetrates the Coptic, Ethiopian and partly Armenian translations, but
not the Greek manuscript tradition.

Justin, Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian do not quote Hos 11:1. Or-
igen does not discuss the variants but discusses the assumption of some
others that Matt 2:15 is taken from Nbs. 24:8 (feds wdnynoev adTédy €€
Alybmtov). In this way, the singular could be explained.®! I have not found
the addition to Matt 2:15 in any ancient text-critical debates. In his com-
ment on Hos 11:1, Theodoret does not give any remark regarding this

4 B”-2019 U’-1221.

55 Some manuscripts of the Psalm offer the article (S-2019 U-1221), some manu-
scripts of Rom 3:12 omit it (A B G ¥, 33. 1739. 1881).

56 Jerome, In Is. 16. prol.,, CCSL 73 A:641-642; The Venerable Bede, Expos. Act.,
CCSL 121:13. For the Venerable Bede, there is a parallel case in the incorrect treatment
of a combination of quotations by an inexperienced scribe of Ps 108:8, who erroneously
entered the words from Ps 68[69]:26 due to Acts 1:20. This is the case in ms. Paris. Bibl.
Nat., Lat. 11947.

ST RAHLFS, Psalmi cum Odis, 31, considers this addition secondarily omitted in the so-
called Antiochene text and in the Codex Alexandrinus (cf. KOCH, Schrift, 56).

8 Cf. KARRER/ SIGISMUND/ SCHMID, “Beobachtungen,” 143—156.

% Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 9:4.1, GCS 23:412; Ecl. Proph. 1.13, PG 22:1069d.

% Jerome, In Os., CCSL 76:121.

o1 Origen, Hom. Num. 17.6, GCS 30:165.
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problem. We can only deny any influence of Matt 2:15.°> The same is true
for the commentaries on the Twelve written by Cyril of Alexandria and
Theodor of Mopsuestia.®* Neither of them speaks of Matt 2:15. At least
here, it is true that if only the Hebrew text offers the possibility of a Chris-
tological interpretation, but it is no longer known to the Christian authors,
they renounce such an interpretation. Whether this observation can be gen-
eralized remains to be seen.®

Some authors, however, explicitly mention the text difference. Jerome
refers to Matthew’s origins in the Hebrew-speaking tradition. Matt 2:15
becomes a main argument for him for the thesis developed in his late years
that the evangelists and apostles basically followed the Hebrew text. Euse-
bius of Caesarea does not perceive the character of the flashback. He refers
to tensions within the text of Hosea: After the statements in Hos 10:14, it
is illogical that the same people should be blamed in Hos 10:14 and the
words of praise should follow. “Israel” therefore stands for Christ.%> Ac-
cording to Eusebius, Aquila’s rendering (Ev 8pfpw xatesiwmify Pactrels
Topand, 6ti mais Topanh, xal Aydmnoa adtéy, xal amd AlylmTouv éxdleca
Tov vidv pov) has in mind that King Herod did not succeed in getting hold
of the person of Jesus thanks to the wise men.®® On the basis of the tension
between Hos 11:1 and Hos 11:2 (reference to the veneration of Baal), The-
ophylact of Achrida rebukes the Jewish exegesis of Hos 11:1 which refers
that verse to Israel’s Exodus.®’

3.4. Amos 5:25-27/Acts 7:42f.

The first of the three text differences is best presented in tabular form.
&v 7] éprjue =1

oixog Tapanh = 11

tegoapaxovra &ty = III

62 Theodoret of Cyrus, /n Os. PG 81:1612a: adtobs Alylmrtou petexddesa; similarly
Theophylact, In Os., PG 126:758a.

9 Cyril of Alexandria, In Os., PG 71:261d—64c; Theodor of Mopsuestia, /n Os., PG
66:189b—d.

% Similarly, in some commentaries on Isaiah, which are oriented exclusively to the
Septuagint, we do not find references to 1Cor 14:21 in the exegesis of Isa 28:11. Perhaps
it is also decisive in this case that there is no special theological interest in these verses.

%5 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 9:4.6-8, GCS 23:412f.; similarly id., Ecl. proph. 3.11,
PG 22:1337bc. Also Theophylact, /n Os., PG 126:758b, suggests the equation of “Israel”
and “Christ”.

% Eusebius of Caesarea, Ecl. proph., 3.11, PG 22:1136d-1137a.

7 Theophylact, In Matt., PG 123:168d-169a; similarly Euthymius Zigabenus, In
Matt., PG 129:152a. In an anonymous margin gloss, the rebuke of anti-Christian chang-
ing of text occurs also here (PG 129:1152b).
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text-form order of elements Septuagint manu- Patristic quotations
scripts (according
to Ziegler)

Am 5:25-27

év 7§ éprpw, I-11-1II A Epiphanius:

olxos Topani, I - 111

TETTAPAROVTA ETY)

olxos Topani Im-MI-1 C-68 233 Sy"

TETTAPAROVTA ETY) III. var. — I:

&v Tff Epfue John Chrysostom
IIT - I: John Chrys-
ostom

v 7§ épripw I-1I-1I MT, BV -239 - Jerome

TETTAPAROVTA ETY) Q-26’-49°198-407

olxog Topani

TeETTApAROVTA ETY) I -11 Go

oixos Topani

Acts 7:42

&ty TegTapdxoOVTe III (var.) - T —1I I invar. — T —1I:

&y Tff épruw Theodor of

oixos Topanh Mopsuestia;

I var. - T—1I

Anastasius Sinaita
Im-m-1 Epiphanius

Cyril of Alexandria

The divergence of the order of these individual phrases in the Septuagint
tradition continues without interruption in the history of the reception of
the passage in ancient Christian literature. Acts provides the order of ele-
ments I and II and converts the words within element II1.°® There is no ev-
idence of this change in the Septuagint manuscripts. In Justin’s quotation
of Amos 5:25-27, the order of elements I and II corresponds to LXX* and
Acts. Epiphanius of Salamis offers the text-forms mpoonvéyxaté pot, oixog
Topan) tecoapdxovta én® and uy €ty tecoapdxovra Buaiay mpoonvéyxate
wot, oixog Topand, év i Epuw side-by-side.”” Due to the closeness to the
Hebrew text, Jerome quotes the variant offered by the Codex Vaticanus
and others.”! In his homilies on Acts, John Chrysostom reads ocdayds xal
Buciag mpoanvéyxate, &ty Tecoapdxovta év Tf épYuw.”> Within the Lemma

% STOWASSER, “Am 5,25-27; 9,11f.,” 56, considers a re-arranging already in the Vor-
lage.

% Epiphanius of Salamis, Haer. 66.71.2, GCS 37:112.

" Epiphanius of Salamis, Haer. 42.12.3 refut. 18, GCS 31:167.

71 Jerome, In Am., CCSL 76:296.

72 John Chrysostom, Hom. Ac., PG 60:137.
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of the commentary on Amos written by Cyril of Alexandria, we find an-
other variant: Tecoapdxovta £ty mpoanvéyxaté wot, oixos Topan, év i
épiuw.”® Theodoret shortens the passage (tecoapdxovta €Ty xatd THY
Zpnuov).” Theodor of Mopsuestia omits ot and adds oixog Topay — in this
way, the order is in accordance with Acts 7:43. The word order tecoapd-
xovta €1y remains unchanged. Anastasius Sinaita offers the word order of
Acts 7:43, including the conversion of £ty and tecoapdxovra.”

The other two text-critical differences are more important. The first is
that in comparison to Amos 5:26, Acts 7:43 adds the rebuke of “worship”
(mpooxuvelv). The second is that according to Acts 7:43, the place of exile
is Babylon, while according to Amos 5:27 (similarly CD VII 15.19), the
place of exile is Damascus.

The additional rebuke of worship is first witnessed in John Chrysostom
and in the disputatio adversus Iudaeos written by Anastasius Sinaita’® but
not in the manuscript tradition of the Septuagint text.

The reading “Babylon” is also very rarely verifiable in the manuscript
tradition of Amos 5:27 and in some commentaries on Acts.”’ In his com-
mentary on Amos, Cyril is content with the information, which cannot be
verified from today’s point of view, that Stephen followed the Hebrew, not
the Greek tradition. In his commentary on Acts, he associates the neigh-
borhood of the Moabites with Damascus. After the addressees of Stephen’s
speech had fulfilled the wickedness of the Moabites, they would be told
that they would be banished even further away, not only to Damascus, but
to Babylon. According to Theodoret, the Prophet wants to scare his listen-
ers at the furthest possible distance; by “Damascus,” he actually means
Assyria. Stephen extends the interpretation to its logical conclusion.”® Sim-
ilarly, Ps.-Oecumenius understands Babylon the designate the outermost
end of the Syria-Damascus region.” Anti-Jewish polemics still remain here
at the level of describing the Prophet’s presence. The same applies even to
Jerome, who likes to derive anti-Jewish polemics from divergent texts

73 Cyril of Alexandria, In Am., PG 71:508d.

74 Theodoret, In Am., PG 81:1692d.

75 John Chrysostom, Hom. Ac., PG 60:137; (Ps.?)-Theodor of Mopsuestia, in Am., PG
66:280a; Anastasius Sinaita, Disputatio adversus ludaeos, PG 89:1249a.

76 John Chrysostom, Hom. Ac., PG 60:137; Anastasius Sinaita, disputatio adversus
ludaeos, PG 89:1249a; cf. Anonymi Auctoris Theognosiae dissertatio contra ludaeos 11,
CCSG 14:23.

77 John Chrysostom, Hom. Ac., PG 60:137, is an exception. Some other commentaries
on the Acts of the Apostles are only fragmentarily preserved and offer nothing with re-
gard to this problem, e.g. Didymus, Theodor of Mopsuestia, Ammonius of Alexandria.

78 Theodoret, In Am., PG 81:1693a; similarly (Ps.?)-Theodor of Mopsuestia, In Am.,
PG 66:280c: Stephen expressed cadeorepov what in Amos 5:27 were unvodyevot Témot.

7 Ps.-Oecumenius, In Act., PG 118:148c.



320 Textual Criticism of Patristic Quotations of the Septuagint

elsewhere® and suspects the translators of wanting to obscure the mystery
of Christ.®! One should by no means believe that Stephen was mistaken.
The subsequent martyr justifies his interpretation by the fact that, accord-
ing to the Prophet, the people of Israel always longed for the flesh pots of
Babylon and despised the manna given from heaven.®? According to Julian
of Aeclanum, Stephen combined diverse by similar periods in his rebuke,
following common biblical usage.®®> Beda extends this anti-Jewish attack to
the present day: Propter haec, inquit, sacrilegia uos non in Babylonem
tantummodo sed ultra Babyloniam quoque captiui duceimini. Like many
other authors, he sees the situation of the Jewish people after 70 CE as
God’s punishment.4

3.5. Mic 5:1/Matt 2:6

Mic 5:1"%X xal g0 Bybheep oixos Tol "Edpadd, Shiyootds el Tol elvar év xthidaw Tovde
éx gof pot égedeboetal Tod elvar i dpyovta év T4 lopani

Matt 2:6 xai o0 Bnbheey, y3j Tovda, oddapds érayioty el &v Toig fyeudoty Todda éx
ool yap eéechoetar Hwodpevos, 8aTis motpatvel Tov Aadv pou Tov Topani

Both text forms differ as follows: Matt 2:6 reads y# ‘ToUda instead of oixog
7ol "Edpaba; Matt 2:6 adds the negation, witnessed sometimes also in Sep-
tuagint manuscripts,® further é\ayioty instead of éAtyootds and #yodyevos
instead of to¥ eivat eig dpyovra. The pronoun pot (Mic 5:1) is omitted in
Matt 2:6; on the other hand, the term Aadg is introduced.

80 Isa 52:51%X reads: 8 Vuds di& Tavtds TOV Bvopd wov Pracdrueltar v Tols Edveaiv.
In the MT, the phrase év Tois €0vestv has no analogy. Jerome comments the MT as fol-
lows: The name of God is blasphemed in synagogis uestris, qui diebus ac noctibus blas-
phemant Salvatorem, et sub nomine, ut saepe dixi, Nazarenorum, ter in die in Christianos
congerunt maledicta (Jerome, In Is. 14:52.5, CCSL 73 A:578). Jerome can also accuse
the post-Christian transcribers of Hebrew codices, where only the Septuagint, but not the
Masoretic text, makes the sense, which is necessary for the New Testament author (Je-
rome, in Gal, CCSL 77 A:83f. 92).

81 Jerome, Ep. 57.7.8, CSEL 54:515-516; Ep. 121.2.6, CSEL 56/1:9. The judgement
in Ep. 106.7.7, CSEL 54:515 is milder: one should not blame the translators when they
have obscured the mystery of Christ but consider Jac 3:2: “We all miss in many ways.”

82 Jerome, In Am., CCSL 76:297: Magis enim intellegentiam quam uerbum posuit,
quia trans Damascum ducti sunt in Babylonem, sive trans Babylonem. However, Jerome
also turns this against idolatrous (= heretic) Christians who worship what they have de-
vised themselves.

83 Julian of Aeclanum, In Am. 1:5.25-27, CCSL 88:296.

84 The Venerable Bede, Expos. Act., CCSL 121:36-37.

851 49° 407 C-239 26°.
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How have the text forms influenced each other? Justin and some other
authors follow Matt 2:6 when quoting Mic 5:1%¢ whereas Ps.-Cyprian and
others quote Mic 5:1 in relative accordance with the known Septuagint
text.’” Eusebius once offers a mixed quotation: the beginning oixos o
"Edpabda stems from Mic 5:1, the continuation oddapéic éAayioty from Matt
2:6.%% Theodoret and Theophylact quote in the Lemma according to the
Septuagint. The addition of the Lemma is not influential in the text of the
commentary, therefore probably not part of the Vorlage for both exe-
getes.® To summarize, in the case of Mic 5:1, the New Testament text
dominates especially in earlier times. Later, the phenomenon diminishes. It
is most likely the copyists worked more precisely, preferring the older text.
However, in terms of the differences in the reception of Mic 5:1 in com-
parison to Isa 7:14, the Christian text form of Isa 7:14 lasts much longer
than that of Mic 5:1.

According to Christian authors, Jewish authors refer Mic 5:1 to contem-
porary or at least pre-Christian figures in order to falsify Christian claims.
But a Christian exegete also interprets Mic 5:1 in this way, (Ps.-) Theodor
of Mopsuestia, who writes that Mic 5:1 refers to Zerobabel who returned
from Babylon. Theodoret and others know this interpretation only as a
contemporary Jewish exegesis.”” They counter this interpretation that
Zerobabel was also born there. Jerome offers another kind of anti-Jewish
exegesis, stating that Matthew offers the version used by the Jewish priests
of his time to accuse them of negligence in the textual transmission of the
Holy Scriptures.’!

3.6. Hab 2:4/Gal 3:11/Rom 1:17/Hebr 10:38

This article will only discuss the second half of the verse with its divergent
distribution of personal pronouns. The easiest way to explain the change

86 Justin, 1.A4pol. 34,1, PTS 38:82//SC 507:220//OECT:174//FC 91:128; id., Dial. 78.1,
Bobichon I 398; Irenaeus, Dem. 38, FC 8/1:77; Tertullian, Adv. Iud. 13.2, CCSL 2:1384;
Origen, Princ. 4.1.5, GCS 22:300; Pamphilus, Apol. Orig. 84, SC 464:152; Ambrose, In Lc,
3.35,CCSL 14:94.

87 Cyprian, Test. 2:12, CCSL 3, 44f.; Origen, Cels. 1:51, SC 132:214; Origen, Hom. Lev.
8.4, GCS 29:400; Hom. Lc., Frgm. 55, GCS 49:249; Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 2.3,148;
3.2.46; 6.13.21; 7.2.1, GCS 23:87, 103, 266, 328; Gregory of Nazianzen, Or. 3.6, SC
247:248; Jerome, In Mi., CCSL 76:481; Cyril of Alexandria, /In Mi., PG 71:712b-713d,
Dial. Trin. 2, SC 231:304; id., In unigen. SC 97:292.

8 Eusebius of Caesarea, Qu. Ev. 8.4, SC 523:150.

8 Theodoret, In Mi., PG 81:1768a; Theophylact, In Mi., PG 126:1132b.

% Theodoret, In Mi., PG 81:1768bc; Theophylact, In Matt., PG 123:164b; Euthymius
Zigabenus, In Matt., PG 129:141c.

1 Jerome, In Mi, CCSL 76:481. The wording of Matt 2:6 does not match either the
Masoretic or the Hebrew text of Mic 5:1.
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between pov and adtod is to refer to the change between 1 and *.°> None of
the following readings must necessarily have arisen first in the Greek lan-
guage area (and as a Christian reading).

Hab 2:4MT 7'M in2nKRa pravy” Hab 2:449:% Tertullian pt.%
6 8¢ dixatds pov éx mioTews {foeTal
Hab 2:4-%XXA A’ 49-407n36-111 C-68 AchArmP;
Hebr 10:38 P46 & A H* 33 1739 lat sab oms; Clement of Alexandria,’®

Eusebius of Caesarea,”” Theodoret (within the Lemma).*®
Rom 1:17 C*

6 Ot dixatog éx TioTews pov (oetal

Hab 2:4-XXB.S (Ps.-)Cyprian pt;* Origens (pt);'°’ Eusebius of Caesarea (pt);
101 Jerome;'? (Ps.-)Theodoret of Mopsuestia'®

Hebr 10:38 D* pc u sy
6 ¢ dixatog éx mloTews (oeTal

Hab 2:4 Origen (pt);104 Cyril of Alexandria'®

Gal 3:11/R6ém 1:17

Hebr 10:38 P13; D> H¢1 V¥ 1881

We can state an analogy concerning the reception of Amos 5:25-27 and
Hab 2:4: The richness of variations in the various strands of manuscript
tradition has its parallels in the variety of text forms in patristic literature.
Ancient theologians do not see any necessity to decide on a single read-
ing!% Theophylact knows that the reading he uses is not the only one pos-
sible.!’” Even Jerome is not interested in these variants but in another prob-

92 Jerome, In Ab. 1:2.4, CCSL 76 A:597.

% Cf. also 8HevXllgr, Col. VII 30: xai ixatos év wiotet adtol {oetal. This reading is
presupposed also in 1QpHab VIII 1.

% Vde. Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 6:14.8, GCS 23:269; Jerome, In Ab. 1.2.4., CCSL
76 A:597.

% Tertullian, Castit. 7.4, CCSL 2:1025 (uiuit fide sua); id., Adv. Marc. 4:18.9, CCSL
1:591 (iustus ex fide usa uiuet). This reading ex fide uiuit in Hab 2:4, corroborated by the
apostle, proves the unity of the God of both testaments (4dv. Marc. 5:3.9, CCSL 1:670).

% Clement of Alexandria, Str. 2:8.2, GCS 15:117.

97 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 6:14.8, GCS 23:268-269.

% Theodoret, In Ab. PG 81:1819b; Theophylact, In 4b., PG 126:853a—c.

% Cyprian, Test. 1:5; 3:42, CCSL 3:10, 134.

10 Origen, Comm. Rom. 1.15, FC 2/1:134.

101 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 6:14.1, GCS 23:267.

102 Jerome, In Ab. 1:2.4, CCSL 76 A:596.

103 (Ps.?)-Theodor of Mopsuestia, In Ab., PG 66:436a.

104 Origen, Comm. Rom. 1:13, FC 2/1:124.

105 Cyril of Alexandria, In Ab., PG 71:869d-872c, in the lemma and commentary.

19 T did not find any discussion whether éx mioTews belongs to dixatog or to {foetat.

197 Theophylact, In Ab., PG 126:853b: [...] 8 xal elpntat, d¢ Twa T6v dvtiypddwy
gxeL ‘O 0¢ dixalds wou TouTéaTiv 6 TH Eufi xdpiTt dixatog yeyoves.
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lem: Why did Paul not use the Hebrew text when writing to the Romans?
Jerome answers that the Romans did not know the Hebrew text.!”® He does
not refer to Hebr 10:37-38.

The anomaly in this general trend is Eusebius of Caesarea. As is well
known, there is a difference between Hebr 10:38 and Hab 2:4 in the order
of the clauses. Hab 2:3f.1*X reads: “If it (i.e. the appointed time) should
tarry, wait for it, for when it comes it will come and not delay. If it draws
back, my soul is not pleased in it. But the just shall live by my faith.”!%
Hebr 10:37f. offers the last two clauses in a variated order. Eusebius fully
appreciates the achievement of the author of Hebrews. He clarifies the un-
clear phrase in Hebr 10:37f.: How should the phrase éav Umooteidntat, odx
e0doxel %) Yuyy) pov év adTd be related to “the coming one”? In the ar-
rangement according to Hebr 10:38, the clause has an adequate sense, that
the one characterized by UmogteiAntal is the one who does not believe in
Jesus Christ.!!” Theodoret and Theophylact do not address this problem.'!!

3.7. Zech 13:7/Mark 14:27/Matt 26:31

Within the exegesis of Zech 13:7 and Mark 14:27/Matt 26:31, commenta-
tors try to integrate the differences into a theological harmony of higher
order. The textual history of Zech 13:7 is very complex.

Mark 14:27 reads matdéw tov moipéva, xal t& mpéPata dieoxopmiohrioov-
tat;!? Matt 26:31 offers matdbw Tov moipévae, xal dieoxopmiohycovral Té
mpdPBata i moiwvns as quotation of Zech 13:7. There are variants at three
points of the text.

1. The verb at the beginning is read as imperative 2. Sg. in the Masoret-
ic text and in many other manuscripts and can be interpreted as a request to
God. Some Christian authors interpret this reading as a request to God to
make the salvific suffering of Jesus possible.!!® In addition, the indicative
1. Sg. occurs in Matt 26:31 and in the Fajjum fragment as well as in some

108 Jerome, In Ab. 1:2.4, CCSL 76 A:600.

199V, 4a is a new beginning, cf. KRAUS, “Hab:2:3-4,” 106-110.

110 Eysebius of Caesarea, D.e. 6:14.4, GCS 23:268.

I Theodoret, In Hebr., PG 82:756¢d; Theophylact, In Hebr., PG 125:340bc.

"21n the textual tradition of Mark 14:27, the ordering of T& mpdfata daoxop-
mobioovTal is sometimes re-arragend: diaoxopmabioovtal ta mpéBata (A ¥ ! lat). The
Codex K, following this alternate ordering, adds t#j¢ moiuvyg in order to make the text
close to Zech 13:7.

13 Justin, Dial. 53.6, Bobichon 1 320; Irenaecus, Epid. 76, FC 8/1:84; Eusebius of
Caesarea, Ecl. proph. 3.27, PG 22:1153d; (Ps.?)-Theodor of Mopsuestia, In Zach., PG
66:187; Cyril of Alexandria, In Zach., PG 72:236b; Theodoret, In Zach., PG 81:1949a
(he refers to divine cuyywpnotg); Anonymi Auctoris Theognosiae dissertatio contra Iu-
daeos 11, CCSG 14:23.
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Septuagint manuscripts''* and in Jerome.!'> On the other hand, several im-

portant Septuagint manuscripts, as well as some patristic quotations, offer
the imperative 2. P1.!16

2. There are variants concerning the object of the verb. The Masoretic
text and the gospels, and some patristic quotations, offer the singular,'!’
while the Septuagint tradition mostly offers the plural.!'®

3. In the continuation, Zech 13:7"¥XA offers éxomdoate whereas LXXA
offers diaoxopmiobioovtar. The text of the gospels and some patristic quo-
tations'!'” again come close to LXX?”. The reading &moleitat is not a real
text-critical variant but a polemic changing which interprets the catastro-
phe of Jerusalem (70 CE) as punishment for the refutation of Jesus, perhaps
motivated by Zech 13:6 (“I was beaten in my beloved house”).

Where the difference between the text forms is taken into account, me-
chanical causes of the text change are not named. Critics of Christianity
accuse Matthew of falsification: He has transformed what is considered in
Zech 13:7 as the prophet’s request into a statement of God.'?° Some Chris-
tian exegetes include Ps 68[69]:27 (871 8v oV émdtatas, adTol xatediwéav)
or comment on this phrase including Zech 13:7.!2! Within the frame of
ancient Christian hermeneutics, the combination of Ps 68[69]:27 and Zech
13:7/Matt 26:31 is self-evident: 1. The singular in the words of Jesus is
explained. 2. In Ps 68[69]:27, émdtafas refers to God, and xatediwéav to
human adversaries. Both factors together favor the interpretation of Ps
68[69]:27 as referring to Jesus’s Passion, whereas otherwise in the New
Testament the co-existence of the offering of Jesus by divine as well as by
human subjects is testified. However, the divine surrender in no way justi-
fies the actions of those who bring Jesus to death.'?> Theodoret and others
do not speak of the cause of Jesus’s suffering by God, but of divine per-
missiveness. They follow the tendency well-known in ancient Jewish and
Christian literature not to regard God directly as the cause of an evil.'?

114y 538 46-86°-711°¢ 106 233° Arab Arm.

115 Jerome, In Ion. 2.4, CCSL 76:396f.; Comm. Ps., FC 79:82.

116 W> B-S* Co (vid.) Aeth; Gregory of Nazianzen, Or. 2.63, SC 247:176.

17 Theodoret of Cyrus, In Zach., PG 81:1949a; Cyril of Alexandria, In Ps., PG 69:1173a;
id., In Zach., PG 72:236b; Theodor of Mopsuestia, /n Zach., PG 66:588a.

118 W B-S* Aeth; Gregory of Nazianzen, Or. 2.63, SC 247:176.

19 Justin, Dial. 53.6, Bobichon 1 320 reads dixaxopmigBycovtar; Cyril of Alexandria,
In Zach., PG 72:236b; Theodoret, In Zach., PG 81:1949a, offer diaoxopmichioera.

120 Jerome, Ep. 57.7.5, CSEL 54:514.

121 Jerome, In Ion. 2.4, CCSL 76:396f., who justifies the reference of Jona 2:4 to the
passion of Jesus Christ.

122 Cyril of Alexandria, In Ps., PG 69:1173a, similarly id., In Zach., PG 72:236b-240a
(without explicit reference to Matt 26:31).

123 Theodoret of Cyrus, In Zach., PG 81:1949a; Cyril of Alexandria, In Matt., PG
72:453b. He refers to John 19:11 as the biblical basis of the concept of divine permission.
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Euthymius Zigabenus considers it a peculiarity of the Hebrew language to
call the one who tolerates an event the originator of this event, because he
did not prevent what he could prevent.'?*

3.8. Isa 28:16/Isa 8:14/Rom 9:33/1Petr 2:6

Isa 28:16  idob éyw 2uPard eis T Huepria Siwv Abov moAlTe)d éxdextdy dxpoywvialov,
xal 6 ToTedwy em” adT@ ob wn xataloyuvhf

Isa 8:14  xat ody w¢ Aifov mpooxduuatt cuvavticesle adTd oVt wg METpas MTWUAT

Rom 9:33  idob Tifnut év Ziwv Aifov mpooxbuuatos xai métpav oxavddxov, xal 6 ToTEVWY
¢m’ adTé o xatatoyuvboetal

[Petr 2:6 800 Tibnut &v Ziwv Aibov dxpoywvialov éxdextdv Evtipov, xal 6 mioTebwy &’
adTé o0 wi xatatoyuvdi

Rom 9:33 is a mixed quotation of Isa 28:16 Ziwv Aifov and Isa 8:14 Aiflou
mpooxépaatt mETpe mTOUatt... 1Petr renders Isa 268:16 in a slightly vari-
ated way. From Rom 9:33, mpooxdppatos is influential for the textual his-
tory of Isa 8:14 instead of mpooxéupatt. Barn 6:2, Irenaeus, Tertullian and
(Ps.-)Cyprian quote Isa 28:16 as the prophet’s speech, not influenced by its
reception and continuation in Rom 9:33.'> The verb tifyw (Rom 9:33;
1Petr 2:6) is not part of the textual tradition of Isa 28:16 but is part of the
quotation of Isa 28:16 in Eusebius of Caesarea.'?¢

Aware of the character of Rom 9:33 as mixed quotation, Origen empha-
sizes the selective nature of reception within Paul’s line of thought.'?” Je-
rome, in his commentary on Isaiah, refers to Rom 9:33 only in his interpre-
tation of Isa 8:14, but not in that of Isa 28:16,'*® and he does not explain
the text difference any further. Elsewhere he only repeats his favorite
comment that the sense does not diverge anyway.!? Eusebius’s quotation
of Isa 28:16 is influenced by 1Petr 2:6 (Zvtipov)."** Cyril of Alexandria in
his commentary on Isaiah presupposes the Septuagint text of Isa 8:14;
28:16;"3! he does not refer to Rom 9:33. Theodoret offers idob éyd Eufaréd
gl T& Bepédia Ziwv Aibov moluTeddj in his lemma to Isa 28:16; he interprets
the fepeAids (sic) by referring to 1Cor 3:11. I was unable to find anything

124 Euthymius Zigabenus, In Ps., PG 128:701c.

125 Trenaeus, Haer. 3:21.7, FC 8/3:266-268; Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 5:6.10, CCSL
1:681; Cyprian, Test. 2:16, CCSL 3:51.

126 Busebius of Caesarea, In Is. 93; GCS 57:183: Todtov ¢ Tov Alfov émayyéletat
Byoew eig Ta Buepia Ziwv.

127 Origen, Comm. Rom. 7:19, FC 2/4:184.

128 Jerome, In Is. 3:8.14, CCSL 73:117.

129 Jerome, Ep. 57.9.8, CSEL 54:520.

130 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 1:7.14, GCS 23:37; cf. also Eusebius of Caesarea, In Is.
93, GCS 57:183 (tiutov).

131 Cyril of Alexandria, In Is., PG 70:232¢-233bB; 632¢—633b.



326 Textual Criticism of Patristic Quotations of the Septuagint

on Isa 8:14 in his commentary.!*> We can observe a certain restraint in the
tendencies of harmonization; the Christian authors were probably more
interested in the two images that can be interpreted in Christ.

3.9. Isa 42:1-4/Matt 12:18-21

Isa 42:1-4 TaxwPé mals pov, avtidiopar adtol: Iopand 6 éxAextds pov, mpoo-
edéato avTdv %) Yuy| pous Edwxa TO mvelud pov €m adTédy, xplow Tois
Eveawy €boloel. 200 xexpdbetal 008t dvioel, o0dE dxovabBioeTar Ew %
dwvi) adTod. *wddapov Teblacuévov ob quvtpipel xal Aivov xamve{éuevov
o0 oPéaet, aAN& els dABetav Efoioer xplow. *dvadapdel xal ob Bpavahi-
oetat €ws av Bf éml tis yiic xplow: xal éml 1@ ovépatt avtol £0vy
émiofoy.

Matt 12:18-21 idob 6 mals pov 8v Npétioa, 6 dyamntés mov eig dv evdbxnaey N YPuxy pou.
Ovjow 5 Tvedud wov &m’ adtéy, xal xplow Tols Bvecty dmayyelel. Povx
éploel 0000 xpavydoel, oUdE dxoloel Tig év Tals mAatelas THY dwviy
adtol. xdlapov cuvtetpiupévov ov xatedfer xal Alvov Tudduevov ol
oBéoet, Ewg &v éxPady el vixos T xplow. 2xal T4 dvéuatt adTod Ebvn
eamioliow.

Numerous divergences are encountered, especially at the beginning of the
parallel section. The most important are the additions “Jacob” and “Israel”
in Isa 42:1"*X in comparison with Isa 42:14% Y™ MT and Matt 12:18. Here
our previous findings about Isa 7:14 and Amos 5:25 are not confirmed.
The Septuagint manuscripts do not offer many variations. Bohairic manu-
scripts add xpiotv before in v. 1, similar to Mat 12:18. The manuscript
group cl integrates o0 xpavyaoet (cf. Matt 12:19) at beginning of Isa 42:2;
Ms. 534 replaces avnoet with éploet (cf. Matt 12:19); Ms. 46 replaces
teflaopévoy withouvretpiupévoy (Matt 12:20). Manuscript 534 replaces Tfj
with €xfdAn and adds ei¢ vixog from Matt 12:20. This manuscript reveals
the influence of New Testament quotations in other places as well.!*3 This
quiet history of the manuscript tradition of Isa 42:1-4 is contrasted by a
multitude of mixed quotations in the patristic literature. All in all, the New
Testament text tends to dominate, with quotations purely following the
Septuagint text being much rarer. We may now concentrate on v. 1f.

Justin discusses Isa 42:1-4"*X in an almost pure form'3* and also as a
mixed quote.!?> Tertullian offers Isa 42:1, identified as a prophetic quota-

132 Theodoret, In Is., SC 295:240-242.

13 In Isa 6:9, the words mpds Tév Aadv TolTov are added after mopedfytt (cf. also 393
Ath II 1001, and the lemma in Jerome, In Is. 3:6.9f., CCSL 73:91).

134 Justin, Dial. 135.2, Bobichon I 546.

135 Justin, Dial. 123.8, Bobichon I 516-18; similarly Ps.-Cyprian, Mont. 15, CSEL
3/3:118f.: From Matt 12:18, ecce and neque contendet are taken, from Isa 42:2 the order-
ing of non clamabit.
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tion, according to the wording of Matt 12:18,'3¢ and then Isa 42:2 as a
mixed quote'’” and as a quote from Matt 12:19."3 (Ps.?)-Cyprian and No-
vatian quote Isa 42:2 in the textual form of Matt 12:19.13° Origen follows
the Septuagint text in his quotation of Isa 42:1a, the Matthean text in his
quotation of Isa 42:1b—4."*" Eusebius of Caesarea partially follows the
Septuagint text in his quotations of Isa 42:1, partially Matt 12:18; once he
quotes Isa 42:1b—4 as a whole according to the Septuagint. Epiphanius
quotes Isa 42:1 according to Matt 12:18, but as the testimony of God the
Father. Conversely, no passages marked as Matthew’s quotation are found
in his works. Cyril of Alexandria offers the pure Septuagint text in the
lemma, in his commentary the pure Septuagint text of Isa 42:1. Theodoret
refers to the reception by Matthew without naming the differences in the
text.!*! Theophylact and Euthymius also do not discuss the differences.!*?

Eusebius of Caesarea and Jerome comment on the problem. Both refer
to the origin of Matthew; moreover, Eusebius offers the argument of real-
ism, Jerome the argument of linguistic usage.

Eusebius aims at the correspondence between prophecy and reality:
when the divine judgment announces judgment to the nations and breaks
the crushed pipe, but erects the afflicted, it does not fit the people of Israel,
but only Christ.!** Due to the difference between “Jacob” and “Israel”,
Jerome states that the prophet announces Jesus Christ. Where the prophet
speaks of Israel, he says it literally, where he does not speak of Israel, but
of Christ, he leaves out the names Jacob and Israel.!** Cyril of Alexandria,
however, offers a Christological interpretation despite the readings “Jacob”
and “Israel”: Jesus comes after the flesh from Jacob’s seed, from Israel.

3.10. Isa 52:7/Rom 10:15

Isa52:7 ¢ &pa éml TBY Bpéwv, @¢ médes edayyehifopmévouv dxoyv elphvng, g
edayyeh{uevos dyadd.

Rom 10:15 ¢ wpaiot of médes Tév evayyehlopévay [Td] dyabdd.

136 Tertullian, Prax. 11.5, CCSL 2:1171.

137 Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 3:17.4, CCSL 1, 531; id., Adv. Iud. 9.28, CCSL 2:1373:
necque contendit neque clamavit (from Matt 12:19) neque audita est foris uox eius (from
Isa 42:2).

138 Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 4:23.8, CCSL 1:606: necque contendet neque clamabit
neque uox eius in platea audietur (from Isa 42:2).

139 Cyprian, Test. 2:13, CCSL 3:46; Novatian, Trin. 9:6/48, CCSL 4:25.

140 Origen, fo 1:144, SC 120:134.

141 Theodoret of Cyrus, In Is., SC 295:432.

142 Theophylact, In Matt., PG 123:265a; Euthymus Zigabenus, In Matt., PG 129:373a.

143 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 9:15.6, GCS 23:436f.; id., Ecl. proph. 4.20, PG
22:1225bc.

144 Jerome, In Is. 12: 42.1, CCSL 73 A:479.
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Some Septuagint manuscripts of Isa 52:7 offer wpaiot instead of &pe, influ-
enced by Rom 10:15.'*° Similarly, Aquila reads dGpaicfnoav, Theodotion
empemels, instead of dpa.'*® On the other hand, Isa 52:7 provokes the addi-
tion of elpyvn in some manuscripts of Rom 10:15.'7

Irenaeus and Tertullian offer a mixed quotation as the prophetic text,
which is first formulated according to the model of the abridged version in
Rom 10:15 and only in the second part takes up the dichotomy of Isa
52:7.'%8 The plural at the beginning suggests itself for both, because they,
according to Rom 9:33, recognize the witness ministry of the apostles pre-
dicted by the prophet. According to Origen, the prophet addresses God’s
work, the apostle Paul takes Isa 52:7 as a comparison and speaks of the
work of human preachers.'* In their commentaries on Isaiah, Jerome and
Cyril of Alexandria do not refer to Rom 10:15.'* Theodoret in his com-
mentary on Isaiah offers a mixed text in the Lemma (&g wpalol oi médeg TGV
edayyehlopévwy dxony eipivns) and a reference to the apostle’s activities
in his comment.'>! He does not refer explicitly to Rom 10:15, but we can
be sure that he bore the text in mind.

4. Ancient Christian Exegetes on False Attributions
of Old Testament Texts in the New Testament

Occasionally Old Testament texts in the New Testament are attributed to a
false author. Today’s exegetes suspect errors of memory or point out that
the ancient Christian communities rarely had the complete Old Testament
at their disposal. Old church hermeneutics cannot be so forgiving, for the
claim of divine inspiration of the Holy Scriptures also depends on credibil-
ity and historical correctness even in details. There are analogies to pagan

145 Qme-88 22¢-62-111-36-93-86¢-456 403° 407.

146 Eusebius of Caesarea, In Is. 2:41, GCS 57:530.

4782 D F G Y 33; lat sy; Eusebius of Caesarea, In Is. 2:41, GCS 57:530.

148 Irenaeus, Epid. 86, FC 8/1:88; Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 3:33.1; 5:2.5, CCSL 1:538,
566.

199 Origen, Comm. Rom. 8:6, FC 2/4:224. Origen quotes Isa 52:7 in different forms;
the following listing is by no means complete. Sometimes he quotes Septuagint text (o.
1:63, SC 120:92), sometimes he offers a mixed quotation: quam famosi pedes evangeli-
zantium pacem, evangelizantium bona (Hom. Is. 5.2, GCS 33:264). The bipartism is tak-
en from Isa 52:7, the plural is taken from Rom 10:15.

150 Jerome, In Is. 14: 52.7, CCSL 73 A:580f.; Cyril of Alexandria, In Is., PG
70:1152b—1156a.

51 Theodoret, In Is., SC 315:136.
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philology on Homer, where the translators also pay attention to factual and
historical correctness in theologically irrelevant details.'>

4.1. Matt 13:35

The evangelist introduces Ps 77[78]:2 as a reference to prophecy. The con-
cept of David’s Psalms as inspired by the divine gift of prophecy is a Jew-
ish one (11Q05 VII 11), influenced by 2Sam 23:2. Following the rein-
forcement of this concept given in Acts 2:25-32; 13:34-37,"%* many Chris-
tian exegetes read all Psalms as prophecies concerning Israel’s future'>* or
Jesus Christ and the church. Furthermore, the subjects of prophecy not
only concern the future but also the present and the past.!>® By the inclu-
sion of the Psalms of Asaph within the biblical Psalms, also Asaph’s
psalms were interpreted in this way. Curiously, some scribes attribute Ps
77[78] to Isaiah.!® Porphyry, who read the Bible in order to refute Chris-
tian claims of truth, deduced from this attribution the ignorance of the
evangelist Matthew.!”’” Eusebius of Caesarea and Jerome supposed
“Asaph” to be the original reading in Matt 13:35; an unqualified scribe
replaced this name unknown to him by the famous name Isaiah.'>® Other
authors refer to the quotation as such but not to the false attribution.'>

4.2. Matt 27:9f.

According to most of the Matthean manuscripts, the announcement quoted
in Matt 27:9f. is incorrectly traced back to Jeremiah, rather than to Zecha-

152 ScHMID, “Diplés und Quellenangaben im Codex Sinaiticus,” 94-96, offers further
examples with regard to this codex: The quotation within Matt 2:6 is attributed to Isaiah
(Mic 5:1 would be correct), the quotation in Acts 13:41 to Joel (Hab 1:5 would be cor-
rect), the quotation in Mk 1:2f. to Isaiah (see below).

153 The author of Acts reveals the text-based rationale: David’s confession “you will
not abandon my soul to Hades or give your devout to see corruption” came not true for
himself, because he died (Acts 13:34-37, similarly in Acts 2:25-32). Within ancient
Christian theology, the concept of “David as prophet” also can be based on other texts,
e.g. Ps 50:13; 142:10, due to mentioning of mvedpa (Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 16.28
(Rupp 240f.).

154 Cf. Theodor of Mopsuestia, In Ps., PG 66:673a—676¢c/CCSL 88 A:220f., on Ps
54:12 etc.

155 Theodoret, In Ps., PG 80:861a.

156 0% @ £1.13 33,

157 Jerome, In Ps. 77, CCSL 78:66.

158 Eusebius of Caesarea, In Ps., PG 23:901cd; Jerome, In Matt., SC 242:284.

19 The Venerable Bede, In Matt., PL 92:68c: Hoc testimonium de septuagesimo
psalmo sumptum est (perhaps the missing septimo is omitted due to aberratio oculorum);
Ps.-Athanasius (Hesychius?), In Ps., PG 27:349d.
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0 some scribes trace back

162

riah. Some manuscripts make this correction,'®
this quotation to Isaiah,'®! and other codices omit a name altogether.

Irenaeus and Hilary of Poitiers trace the quote back to Jeremiah. Origen
knows that the quotation is not to be found in Jeremiah, either in the writ-
ings used by the Church or in the writings used by the Jews. Origen sus-
pects an error on the part of the evangelist. According to his view, the the-
sis that the evangelist drew from an apocryphal text should not be refut-
ed.!® The apostle Paul quotes 1Cor 2:9 from an apocryphal prophecy of
Elijah; 2Tim 3:8 from a text called “Jannes and Jambres.” Eusebius of
Caesarea considers the error one of carelessness by the evangelist or the
error of an inaccurate copyist.'®* Jerome, who knows that the biblical text
of Jeremiah does not include the quotation, claims that he has received an
apocryphon of Jeremiah from the Nazarenes!®> — researches are suspicious
of Jerome’s statements of this kind. Jerome, however, believes that Mat-
thew quoted from Zechariah, neglecting the sequence of words. In his
commentary on Zechariah, Jerome does not mention Matthew. Neither do
Cyril and Theophylact mention the problem in their commentary on Mat-
thew. According to Theodoret, there is no need to explain Zech 11:12 be-
cause Matthew sufficiently explained it.'®® Theodoret does not deal with
the textual problem at all. Quodvultdeus and Anastasius Sinaita trace the
quotation in Matthew back to both Zechariah and Jeremiah.'%” Augustine is
aware of the divergent readings within the codices. “Some of them state
simply that it was spoken ‘by the prophet.’ It is possible, therefore, to af-
firm that those codices which do not contain the name of Jeremiah deserve
rather to be followed.”!® In the following, he presumes the detection of the
rule called lectio difficilior potior:'®

“I look also to this further consideration, namely, that there was no reason why this name
should have been added [subsequently to the true text], and a corruption thus created;
whereas there was certainly an intelligible reason for erasing the name from so many of
the codices. For venturesome inexperience might readily have done that, when perplexed
with the problem presented by the fact that this passage could not be found in Jeremiah.”

160 22 Syhmg.

16191 1.

162 33 a b sy*P bo™.

163 Origen, Comm. Matt. Ser. 117, GCS 38:249; Cf. later Euthymius Zigabenus, In
Matt., PG 129:708c.

164 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 10:4.13, GCS 23:463.

165 Jerome, In Matt., SC 259:276.

166 Theodoret, In Zach., PG 81:1936d—1937a.

167 Quodvultdeus, Lib. prom. 1:37, SC 101:234; Anastasius Sinaita, Disputatio
adversus Iudaeos, PG 89:1244a.

168 Augustine, Cons. Ev. 3.29, CSEL 43:304f.

199 Augustine, Cons. Ev. 3.29, CSEL 43:305. ET: Philip Schaff, FaCh.
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At the end, however, he rebukes such discussions as absurd: The one and
the same Holy Spirit speaks in all prophets, and the concordance between
the words of the prophets is sufficient.!”® The Venerable Bede accepts this
precondition: There was no need for Matthew to improve anything.!”!

4.3. Mark 1:2-3

In Mk 1,2f., the mixed quotation (Mal 3:1; Isa 40:3) is attributed only to
Isaiah.!” Origen mentions it without comment.!” Porphyry accuses Mark
of ignorance, in line with his allegation of inaccuracy at the beginning of
his gospel.!” Jerome takes comfort in this error when he is reproached for
a translation error of his own.!”> Some manuscripts replace &v @ mpodnty
with the more general év tols mpodytois.!’® Authors of the so-called Ques-
tions-and-Answers-Literature twice discussed the problem. Hesychius of
Jerusalem interprets Mark 1:2f. as hyperbaton, similar to Gen 2 (reduplica-
tion of the story of Eve’s creation) or Ps 52:4 (“killing a wall”).!”” Accord-
ing to Ambrosiaster, Mark bore in mind that Isaiah was the first to formu-
late the main idea; therefore Mark combined the phrasings of both proph-
ets under the name of the former one.'”® Similarly, The Venerable Bede
states that Isaiah already formulated the sense of the words of Malachi; he
then repeats Augustine’s remark on the absurdity of such discussions.'”
Theophylact refers to the problem, but takes no position.'s

4.4. John 10:34; 15:25/1Cor 14:21

In John 10:34, Ps 81:6 is introduced by the formula “written in the Law”,
as is Ps 34:19 in John 15:25 and Isa 28:11 in 1Cor 14:21."%! The passages

170 Augustine, Cons. Ev. 3.30, CSEL 43:305f.

17l The Venerable Bede, In Matt., PL 92:102d.

172 The reading is perhaps old but not primary: SCHMID, Diplés, 96f., considers a sec-
ondary coming-into-being: A margin gloss, added by a scribe, was introduced in the main
text by a later copyist.

173 Origen, Cels. 2:4, SC 132:290; id., Comm. Rom. 1:3, FC 2/1:88.

174 Cf. Jerome, In Mc., CCSL 78:453.

175 Jerome, Ep. 57.9.3, CSEL 54:519.

176 A W {13 et al.; similarly Irenaeus, Haer. 3:10.6; 3:16.3, FC 8/3:94, 190. In Haer.
3:11.8, FC 8/3:112, he refers to Isaiah.

177 Hesychius of Jerusalem, Collectio difficultatum et solutionum 1, PG 93:1392b—
1393b.

178 Ambrosiaster, Qu. V. N. T. 57, CSEL 50:103f.

179 The Venerable Bede, /n Mc., CCSL 120:439.

180 Theophylact, In Mc., PG 123:493d.

181 The diverging text forms of Isa 28:11 and 1Cor 14:21 have not influenced the tra-
dition of the manuscripts of both texts. In some commentaries on Isaiah, references to
1Cor 14:21 are missing, cf. Eusebius of Caesarea, In Is. 93, GCS 57:182; Cyril of Alex-
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of the gospel of John imply a special problem: the omniscience of Jesus
seems to be not entire.'®> Commenting on John 10:34 or Ps 81:6, some au-
thors offer a moral interpretation. Christ teaches that every word of God,
not only that spoken by Moses, but also that spoken by the prophets,
should be received obediently as divine law. Therefore, prophetic words or
psalms can be called the “law”.!33 In their commentaries on 1Corinthians,
some interpreters note that the quotation 1Cor 14:21 actually comes from
Isaiah, but the Apostle Paul calls the whole Old Testament “law”.!34

4.5. Matt 2:23

Normally, ancient Christian exegetes are aware of the problem that no
concrete source is to be named.'®® They interpret Nalwpaios as “The Holy
One of God” (John 6:69).!%¢ Eusebius continues with a Christological exe-
gesis: There is a difference between those who have to be called “Naza-
renes” and Jesus Christ who is “Nazarene”, holy, by nature.!®” Other exe-
getes offer a more sober solution by referring to the loss of books'®® or
Jewish negligence'® or the Babylonian exile and other accidents.'*°

We can conclude by stating that attributions entail the problem of the
credibility of Holy Scripture. To explain any textual differences, ancient
exegetes usually refer to the theological harmony between the real and the
supposed author.

andria, /n Is., PG 70:625b (Cyril refers to Acts 2). Also Theodoret, In 1Cor., PG 82:344a,
does not mention the problem. Jerome, In Is. 9:28.11, CCSL 73:360, refers to the differ-
ence between 2 and dia (Isa 28:115%%); Paul (éx) followed the Hebrew text.

182 Mark 13:32 raises the same problem; cf. Ambrosiaster, Appendix quaestionum
Novi Testamenti 67, CSEL 50:460.

183 Eusebius of Caesarea, In Ps., PG 23:985ab; The Venerable Bede, In Joh, PL
92:773d; Euthymius Zigabenus, In Joh., PG 129:1337b.

184 John Chrysostom, Hom. 1Cor., PG 61:308; Theodoret, In 1Cor., PG 82:344a; Ps.-
Oecumenius of Tricca, In /Cor., PG 118:852d; Theophylact, /n I1Cor., PG 124:744a.

185 Ephraem, Comm. Diatess. 3.9, FC 54/1:188f.; Jerome, Apol. c. Rufinum 2:25, SC
303:172-175, suppose Isaiah as source. The editors of these texts refer to Isa 11:1 as
possible source text, cf. LANGE, Ephraem der Syrer, 189; LARDET, St. Jérome, Apologie
contre Rufin., 175.

186 QOrigen, In Matt., Frgm. 36, GCS 41:30; Jerome, In Matt., SC 242:88, The Venera-
ble Bede, In Matt., PL 92:45ab.

187 Eusebius of Caesarea, D.e. 7:2.46-51, GCS 23:336f.

188 John Chrysostom, Hom. In Matt., PG 57:180f. (he refers to Jer 36 and 2Kgs.22).

189 Theophylact, In Matt., PG 123:172bc.

190 Buthymius Zigabenus, In Matt., PG 129:156d.
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5. Conclusion

The relevance of patristic quotations for the textual history of the Septua-
gint and its reception is to be described as follows:

1. The divergence of the Septuagint manuscripts is reflected in the di-
vergence of patristic quotations. On the other hand, as we observed with
Isa 42:1-4, a relative homogeneity in the manuscript tradition did not al-
ways guarantee the same homogeneity in the patristic quotations.

2. In the processes of reception beyond scholarly exegesis, cross-
influences between Septuagint text and New Testament text can be ob-
served more frequently than in later commentaries. At least for the early
period, one has to reckon with a high proportion of citations from memory
for as long as there were no Christian writing schools and one could not
visit non-Christian schools. On the other hand, the great codices of the
fourth and fifth century show a progress in carefulness: “Manifestly the
Septuagint and New Testament texts are to be seen separately even when
both texts are written in the same scriptorium and incorporated in to one
physical entity, one codex.”'! In many cases, this conclusion is corrobo-
rated.

a) Sometimes the New Testament text-form is influenced by the Old
Testament text, and sometimes (in early periods more frequently), the Old
Testament text by the New Testament quotation. This is especially true in
details which are relevant for Christology, but the phenomenon also ap-
pears in details which are irrelevant from our point of view.

b) There is no systematization of such cross-influences. The quantity of
cross-influences does not depend on the degree of awareness of the Old
Testament text, nor on whether the deviation is to be found in a word of
Jesus, in a word of the apostle or in an authorial remark of the evangelist.

¢) Sometimes additional biblical texts influence the text-form of a quo-
tation.

d) Where the New Testament text agrees with the Masoretic text against
the Septuagint, few authors mention the New Testament author’s prefer-
ence for this text-form. Sometimes the reference to the New Testament is
not established. Sometimes the reference is made without reference to tex-
tual differences.

e) Due to anti-Jewish polemics, Christian authors especially in the early
period of exegesis are creative in inventing new readings.!®? Often these
readings are not relevant for the textual history. Especially in later times,
Christians abuse many texts for anti-Jewish polemics, independently from
additional text changes.

191 K ARRER and SCHMID, “Old Testament Quotations,” 162.
192 Cf Barn 2:7 etc.
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3. Christian exegetes give text-critical comments when specific theolog-
ical concerns of the Old Church are concerned. What from a more recent
point of view is considered a shift of meaning is not always perceived as
such in ancient ecclesiastical theology.

4. What we judge as dogmatic prejudice, old church authors evaluate as
reality, with which they also want the reproduction of biblical texts to cor-
respond. Individual remarks on the differences between the readings can be
used to compare text and reality, but also for anti-Jewish polemics. Misal-
locations of New Testament authors are often declared irrelevant by refer-
ring to a higher unity of Holy Scripture.

5. Ancient Christian theologians are, within the limits of hermeneutic
restriction of freedom in dealing with the sacred texts, scholars in the an-
cient sense. This must also be taken into account, for example, regarding
their comments on Isa 7:14.1%
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