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Abstract
P.Grenf. 1.5, a fragment from a papyrus codex with Ezekiel 5:12-6:3, is
here put in its historical context. Since it was written close to Origen’s
own lifetime (185-254 CE), it provides early evidence about how he
used critical signs in his editions of the Old Testament. It also sheds
light on the work of the scriptorium of Caesarea half a century later.

P.Grenf. 1.5 — PGrenf. 1.5 and Origen’s critical signs — Hexaplaric Texts and
P.Grenf. 1.5 — The “Revised” Edition of the Bible— P.Grenf. 1.5 and the Codex
Marchalianus (Q)— Critical Signs in P.Grenf. 1.5 and Q —The Position of the
Critical Signs in the “Revised” LXX Text — P.Grenf. 1.5 and Origen’s Work on
the Bible — Conclusions

PGrenf. 1.5 (= Bodl. MS. Gr. bibl. d. 4 (P) = Van Haelst 0314 = Rahlfs
0922) is a fragment from a papyrus codex containing a passage from Ezekiel
(5:12-6:3). After its publication by Grenfell in 1896, this papyrus has been
included in the online repertoire of the Papyri from the Rise of Christianity
in Egypt (PCE) at Macquarie University (section 24, item 332). However, to

T presented earlier versions of this paper at the 27th International Congress of Papy-
rology, Warsaw, in July 2013, and at the SBL Annual Meeting, San Diego, in November
2014.Iwould like to thank all the attendees of the sessions for questions and comments.
While writing the final version, I had helpful exchanges with Willy Clarysse and Peter
Gentry, who also both provided very useful bibliographical references. In particular,
during my visit at the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in May 2015, Peter Gentry
spent considerable time with me discussing many issues related to the Hexapla and its
tradition. He also provided me with digital images of the Codex Chisianus 88 (Vat.
Chigiani R. VII. 45), which I needed to inspect. I am very grateful to him for all his
generous and valuable help. Jason Zurawski helped me with the Hebrew and Syriac.
Lastly I would like to thank the anonymous readers for their constructive criticism
and helpful suggestions. — For abbreviated references see the bibliography at the end.

2Grenfell 1896, 9-11. See Ziegler 1952, 36.
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my knowledge no one has attempted to study this fragment within its histori-
cal context and compare it with other, similar manuscripts. This is the aim of
this article, in which I would like to show that P.Grenf. 1.5, being very close
to Origenss lifetime (185-254 CE), provides important evidence about how
critical signs were used in Origen’s edition of the Old Testament. This papyrus
fragment also sheds some light on the work carried out in the scriptorium of
Caesarea between the third and fourth century CE.

P.Grenf. 1.5

The fragment (14 cm wide and 10.7 cm high) belongs to the upper part
of the page of the codex. The upper margin is preserved and is 1.7 cm high on
both sides. As for the external margins of the original codex, the external (=
right) margin of the recto® at the widest point (1. 5) is 2 cm, while the external
(= left) margin of the verso at the widest point (l. 5) is 2.3 cm, suggesting an
average width of ca. 2.15 cm for the external margin. On the other hand, the
internal (= left) margin of the recto is preserved at the widest point (Il. 2-4 and
10-13) at ca. 1.2 cm, while the internal (= right) margin of the verso is between
1 cm (1. 10) and 1.8 cm (1. 12), which indicates an average width of ca. 1.5 cm
for the internal margin.

The page has one single column of text with an average of 24 or 25 letters
per line. According to Turner, this page layout is typical of early Christian
codices, while codices containing Greek prose literature tend to have more
letters per line (an average of 40 letters per line).* Most of Ezek. 5:15° is miss-
ing because it was written in the lost lower part of the page; this verse might
have occupied some four lines.® We can thus reconstruct the original layout:
since the fragment is ca. 14 cm wide and 10.7 cm high with a lacuna of four
lines in the lower part, it is likely that this was a “square” codex of 14 x 14-15
cm, according to Turner’s classification.” This format is typical of codices of
the third/fourth century CE; in fact, many codices of this size can be dated to
the end of the third century CE at the latest.

3T use the terms recto/verso as they are unambiguous in this case, since PGrenf. 1.5
is a codex. In addition, the recto is also the side written along the fibers and the verso
is across the fibers.

*Cf. Turner 1977, 85-87. The papyrus is classified as OT 207 in Turner 1977, 183.

>kai o1 otevakTi) kKai SnhaioTh) év 101G €0veat ToiG KUKAW ooL €v T@ Totfoai pe &v
ool kpipata €v ékdiknoet Bupod pov.

¢See below, p. 203.

"Turner 1977, 21, and 24-25.
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The dating of this papyrus is indeed crucial for discussing its relationship
with Origen’s work; unfortunately, as often happens with literary papyri and
especially codices, which never have a datable documentary text on the back,
dating can only be determined on paleographical grounds, and this is a notori-
ously slippery practice. P.Grenf. 1.5 has € with a protruding middle stroke and
a straight back, a with a rounded loop (although sometimes it is more wedge-
shaped); o is small and circular, while 0 is quite large and its middle stroke
does not extend beyond the oval; ¢ is sometimes rounded and sometimes
more narrow with a rather straight back; pt and v are wide, and p has a middle
stroke written as a single curve, v is Y-shaped, y has a very wide and almost flat
cup, w has a flat bottom without a definite division into two lobes. Bilinearity
is generally preserved with the exception of o, which floats above the line, and
of v, p, ¥, and sometimes T, whose stems descend below the line with a slant
to the left. The script belongs to the “formal mixed” (or “severe”) style with a
sloping hand (sometimes called “sloping oval style”) according to the classifica-
tion of Turner-Parsons; this style began in the second century CE and extended
into the fourth or even fifth century CE.® More precisely, according to a recent
article on the paleography of New Testament papyri by Orsini-Clarysse, the
letters of PGrenf. 1.5 find parallels both in the “severe style” (y, ¢, 0, K, \, W, v,
0, 6, w) and in the “sloping ogival majuscule” (a, 7, p, 0, T, 0, V); thus the script
seems to belong to the “transition from the sloping severe style to the sloping
ogival majuscule” Among the papyri that Orsini-Clarysse mention as typical
of this “transitional” script, which develops in the late third to fourth centuries
and runs through the fifth,' P.Grenf. 1.5 shows some similarities with P.Oxy.
6.847, PBerol. inv. 11765, and P.Scheyen 1.20," all dated to the fourth century;
yet the script of these papyri is much more bilinear and regular than the one in
P.Grenf. 1.5. The script of P.Grenf. 1.5 finds a much closer parallel in P.Chester
Beatty X1, dated to the early fourth century; however, Cavallo-Maehler rightly
point out that a similar script can also be found in the second half of the third
century; for example, in PBerol. inv. 9766, dated to the middle of the third

8 Turner-Parsons 1987, 22, give as examples 14 (Harris Homer Codex = P.Brit.Lib.
126, dated to the second half of the third century CE), 42 (= POxy. 11.1373, dated to
the fifth century CE), and 49 (= P.Oxy. 34.2699, dated to the fourth century CE).

°Orsini-Clarysse 2012. In particular, the script of PGrenf. 1.5 finds parallels in scripts
4 (severe style), 5 (transitional phase from severe style to sloping ogival majuscule), and
6 (sloping ogival majuscule) in the comparative paleographical chart at the end of the
article (Orsini-Clarysse 2012, 468). In the PCE at Macquarie University, on the other
hand, the script of PGrenf. 1.5 is defined as a “sloping literary informal round hand”

0 QOrsini-Clarysse 2012, 453-454.

" Orsini-Clarysse 2012, 457.



184 Francesca Schironi

century.”” Indeed, among papyri dated with certainty, P.Grenf. 1.5 shares simi-
larities with PRyl. 1.57" and especially PFlor. 2.108 (e.g. a, €, {1, V, 0, p, G, @, W,
as well as the breaking of bilinearity and the sloping hand).'* Both papyri are
from the Heroninus archive and the documents on their back date from shortly
before or shortly after 260 CE. The literary texts on the recto of PRyl. 1.57 and
PFlor.2.108 are thus dated to around 200 CE." These parallels suggest that the
script of PGrenf. 1.5, though transitional, is closer to the sloping severe style,
which developed after 200 CE,'¢ rather than the sloping ogival majuscule, and
therefore this does not exclude a late third-century dating for PGrenf. 1.5.

As is clear from the above discussion, the paleographical comparison is
far from decisive when it comes to a precise dating of P.Grenf. 1.5 — parallels
simply point to the late third or fourth century CE. For example, Grenfell dated
the fragment to the third or fourth century, with a preference for a later dating,
but Wessely did not exclude the late third century. Orsini-Clarysse have now
proposed 300-350 CE."” On the basis of the early parallels mentioned above,
I would suggest a late third/early fourth century date. I will come back to the
dating of the papyrus at the end of my discussion of its context and its meaning.

Before analyzing the historical meaning of P.Grenf. 1.5, it is useful to first
look at its content. For this purpose I offer a re-edition of the papyrus on the
basis of a new collation I made in Oxford in summer 2011 and on subsequent
examination of high-resolution digital images. The original to which Grenfell
had access was probably better preserved, as I could not read some letters that
he seems to have detected in the manuscript; now the ink is completely faded
in many places. I have supplemented the text in square brackets when nothing
was legible either because of faded ink or a gap in the papyrus; I have also put
a dot underneath letters which were barely visible at the time of my inspec-
tion. I have compared the text to and added supplements from the Gottingen

12 Cavallo-Maehler 1987, 10-11 (2b), who dated P.Berol. inv. 9766 at the end of the
third century CE on the basis of the (false) identification (first proposed by Della Corte)
ofthe scribe of this papyrus with the one of POxy. 1.23, whose terminus ante quem is 295
CE, the consular date in the documentary text on the back. The most widely accepted
dating for PBerol. inv. 9766 is now the middle of the third century CE; cf. Seider 1970,
95; Haslam in CPF 1.1***, 80.96TT, 491.

13Roberts 1955, 22c¢.

4Roberts 1955, 22a.

15Cf. Roberts 1955, 22.

' Orsini-Clarysse 2012, 456.

71 would like to thank Willy Clarysse for sharing his and Orsini’s unpublished
research (from a paper they delivered at the Symposium Das Neue Testament und
sein Text im 2. Jahrhundert, Dresden, 6 March 2015) and for discussing the dating of
P.Grenf. 1.5 with me.
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Septuaginta by Ziegler'® (Q2); in the apparatus I also record the readings of
A (Codex Alexandrinus, fifth century CE)" and B (Codex Vaticanus, fourth
century CE),*® among the most important manuscripts for the LXX.*!

Recto
*2kal 1[0 TéT]a[pTOV] GOV MEdODVTAL
év polplealila kO[kA]w cov kal 1O
Té1apT[6v] Gov &ig ma[vTa] &vepo(v)
oKopT[1® avTOVG: Kal pdyatpov]
5 ékkev[w]ow [on]iow a[vt]@v. *P*kai
ovvt[eleaBnolet[at 6 Bupdg]
pov xai 1) Opyn én' avtov[g, kai ma-]
pakAnOnoopat kai émry[vaon]
816t [¢yd] k(Vp1o)g AedA [nKa &v TiAw)]
10 pov év td guvtel[éoal pe THV]
opyRV Hov ém' avt[ovg. *MKai Brco-]
pai oe ig Eprpov * [kai ig dvel-]
do¢ 10ig £0veoty 1oi[¢ KOKAW oov]
[kai t]ag Buyatépag oov [kVUKAw cov]
15  [¢vomo]v mavtog Stodevovtod]

1-4 xad 1[0 tét]a[pToVv] gov mecodvtal | &v pop]ealila kb[kA]w cov kal
10 | tétapt[6v] gov gig md[vta] dvepo(v) | oxopm[id avTolg]: Kai TO TETapTov
oov &lg mavta dvepov Staokopmid (oxopmid B, Staomep®d A) avtodg: kat TO

TETAPTOV OOV €V popaiq mecodvTal kKUkAw cov Q 7 1 opyn: 1 0pyn
pov Q 7-8 na]|paxAnOnoopat kai: om Q 9 [¢v {M\w] with Q: év 1@
Mo A 12-13 [xal €ig dvel]|Sog T0ig £€Bveoty Toi[g KOKAw cov]: om. Q

14 [k0xAw oov] with Q, kvkAwoovowy A*

18 Ziegler 1952, 108-109.

On the Codex Alexandrianus (Brit. Lib. Royal I. D. v-viii), see Rahlfs 1914, 114-116;
Swete 1914, 125-126; Jellicoe 1968, 183-188; Metzger 1981, 86-87 (no. 18).

200On the Codex Vaticanus (Vat. Gr. 1209), see Rahlfs 1914, 258-260; Swete 1914,
126-128; Jellicoe 1968, 177-179; Metzger 1981, 74-75 (no. 13).

2 Another very important witness for this specific passage of Ezekiel is the Codex
Marchalianus (Q), dating to the sixth century CE. I will provide a detailed comparison
between P.Grenf. 1.5 and this latter manuscript below (see pp. 199-203). On the other
hand, the famous papyrus codex known as Rahlfs 0967 (fragments are hosted in several
collections: Cologne, Dublin, Madrid, Montserrat, and Princeton), dating to the second
or third century CE, preserves a portion of Ezekiel (11:25-17:21, 19:12-39:29) that does
not match the one contained in P.Grenf. 1.5. Thus, even if this is a very interesting wit-
ness for the text of Ezekiel, I will not use it in the present study.



186 Francesca Schironi

Verso
£yw k(Oplo)g AeAdAnka. *1¢ ¢v 1@ éEamootei-
Aai pe tag PoAidag pov t[o]d A[p]od
¢ avTovg Kal Ecovrat €ig [E]kA[et-]
Y & [almo[o]eA@ abra dlaghler-

5 % patvyldlg kai Aewdv ov[v]d&w é¢’ -
[udc kai] guvtpiyw ot[Rpry]ua dp-
[tov oov.] *'7ka[i &)EamooTe® émi ot Ai-
[pov xa]i Onpia movnpa kai [T]etpw-
[pricop]ai gg, kai Bdvatog kai aipa

10  [Stehevoovt]at €mi o€, kol popgaiay
[éndw émi] gt [iux[A0Bev- £yd k(bpio)g
[AehdAnka. “'x]ad éyéveTo )\(')yéc k(vpio)v
[pdg pe M éywv- “2vit av(Bpdm)ov, oThpL-
[oov 10 p]ocwnov gov [Em]i T[a pn]

15 [I(opa)nA 3édxovo]ate Aoyov Ad[wvai]

18vt@ Q:kaiévt®B 2 t[o]ON[p]od Q: o0 Bupod A 3-4 [E]kA[ed] [yiv:
gxhenytv omnes: éEdhenyy Corn. p. 207 (cf. Ziegler 1952, 109, app. adloc.) 4
s above the alpha, as if inserted later  4-6 & [&]no[o]Ted® avTd Si[agd]el|pau
vulalg kal Aewoy ov[v]akw ¢’ O|[pdc]: om. QO 5 hewdv: leg. Aoy 8-9
[t]eww|[proop]ai: leg. [t]ww|[phoop]ai  14-15 [én]i t[& &pn] | [I(opa)n)
axovo]arte: émi T 8pn Iopan\ kai mpo@rTevooV € adTA Kai €peig Td 6pn
Iopan), dxovoate Q15 Adyov Ad[wvai]: Aoyov kupiov Q

P.Grenf. 1.5 and Origen’s Critical Signs

The text in the papyrus mostly follows €, but it shows an interesting
agreement with the Codex Vaticanus (B) in the reading oxopm® against Q
(Staokopmid) and the Codex Alexandrinus (Staomep®) at Ezek. 5:12 (P.Grenf.
1.5, 1. 4r). The most significant difference, however, is that the text in P.Grenf.
1.5 is longer than (), as the papyrus includes some additions to the text of
the LXX. Even more interestingly, these additions are sometimes highlighted
with asteriskoi within the text and in the margin. It is not clear whether the
asteriskoi were written by the same hand as the main text. They seem to have
been written by a finer stylus; yet, even if added at a second stage (including
the one in line 4 of the verso, which was definitely added later, as it is placed in
the interlinear space), the text was from the start intended to have asteriskoi in
it. This is clear from line 12 of the recto (figure 1), where the asteriskos is placed
within the text; in this case, the space was intentionally saved by the first scribe
who wrote the text so as to allow for inserting the sign, which means that the
original editorial product was meant to include asteriskoi.
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R i ' i 4 :
Figure 1: The asteriskos in line 12 of the recto of P.Grenf. 1.5 = Oxford, Bodleian

Library, MS. Gr. bib. d. 4 (P). Reproduced by courtesy of the Bodleian Librar-
ies, University of Oxford.

Asteriskoi in a text of the Bible unquestionably recall Origen’s work on the
Old Testament, as he himself explains in a passage from the Commentary to
Matthew (ca. 249 CE):*

Origen, Comm. Mt. 15.14 (387.27-388.24 Klostermann): vovi 8¢
ONAov 8Tt OAAR yéyovev 1] TV AvTtypdewv dagopd, €ite amod
padvpiag TVOV ypagéwy, eite Amd TOAUNG TIVOV poxOnpdg <eite amo
aperodvTwv> TG S1opBwoews TV Ypa@opuévwy, €iTe Kol Ao TV T
gavtoigdokodvTaév T StopBoel <ij> mpooTBEVTWV T dpatpodvTwy.
TNV pév ovv év 1oig dvtrypdeolg tiig makads Stabrkng Stapwviav
Be0D S186vTog ebpopev idoacBal, kpiTnpiw xpnodpevol Taig Aotmaig
¢kd00oeoy: TOV yap apeBallopévwv mapa toig ERSounkovta dia
TV TOV dvtypagwy Stapwviav Ty Kpiolv momodauevol and tdv
Mom@v ¢xdooewv tO ouvadov ékeivalg épuldapey, kol Tivee péev
wperioapev <we> &v 1@ EPpaik@ pr keipeva (o0 Todunoavres adTd
avTy mepiedeiv), Tiv 68 pet’ dotepiokwv mpooedikauey, ivae Silov
7 671 un keipeva map Tois EfSoprxovra éx t@v Aomdv éxdéoewv
ovpeavws 10 Efpaik@ npooednxauey.

Now it is clear that among the manuscripts there was great discrep-
ancy, [and for various reasons]: because of the carelessness of the
scribes, or because of evil daring of some [copyists], or because of
the correctors of the text already written down who did not care [to
correct it properly], or because some added or took away whatever
they decided when they were correcting it. Therefore with God’s will,
we contrived to fix the discrepancy in the manuscripts of the Old

2 For a general introduction on critical signs, see Gudeman 1922 and Stein 2007. On
the relationship between the Alexandrian and the Origenian critical signs, see Schironi
2012.
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Testament, using as a guiding principle the other editions. Judging
what is in dispute in the Septuagint because of the discrepancy of the
manuscripts we kept what the other editions agreed upon. And we
marked with an obelos some passages because they were not present
in the Hebrew version (not daring to delete them altogether), while we
added other passages together with asteriskoi so that it was clear that
they were not present in the Septuagint; we made these additions from
the other editions which agree with the Hebrew Bible.”*

Inadopting the critical sigla for his editorial work on the Bible, Origen, who
was born and raised in Alexandria and was educated there as a grammatikos,
was consciously going back to a tradition established by the Greek scholars
working in the Alexandrian Library, as he himself clarifies in his Letter to Afri-
canus (PG 11, 56B-57A: onpeia mapednkapev tovg kahovpévovg map’ EAAnowv
OBeolg ... wg maALy dotepiokovg).** In Origen’s system, however, the obelos
and asteriskos have meanings different from the original Alexandrian signs, as
they mark quantitative differences between two texts, the Hebrew Bible and the
LXX. The obelos highlights what is present in the LXX and not in the Hebrew
Bible, and the asteriskos what is absent in the LXX and present in the Hebrew
Bible. As Origen himself explains in the above passage from the Commentary
to Matthew, he compared different editions of the Bible in order to use these
signs on the LXX (trjv kpiowv mowmodpevot amod t@v domdv ékddoewv) and
added passages marked with asteriskoi to the LXX by taking them from other
editions (i.e. translations) of the Bible (tiva 8¢ pet’ dotepiokwy npooednkapev
... €K TOV Aom@v €k800ewv ovpewvwg @ ERpaikd mpooednkapev).

# On this passage, see Neuschdfer 1987, 88-93; Grafton-Williams 2006, 125-126;
Stein 2007, 145-147.

*The obelos and the asteriskos are the only critical signs discussed by Origen. He
never mentions the other critical signs used for the OT, the metobelos, the lemniskos,
or the hypolemniskos. While the metobelos is present in some later manuscripts (such
as the codices Colberto-Sarravianus and the Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus; see below,
pp- 207-208), only Epiphanius, who probably never saw the Hexapla (Neuschéfer 1987,
97), attributes the lemniskos and hypolemniskos to Origen (De mens. pond. 8 and 17).
These two onueia are then listed as Biblical critical signs in later compendia, but these
works depend from Epiphanius (e.g. Isid. Et. 1.21.5; Doctrina patrum de incarnatione
verbi, 249 Diekamp); cf. Stein 2007, 147-152. In addition, the metobelos, lemniskos,
and hypolemniskos are not among the onpela invented and used by the Alexandrian
grammarians. The lack of evidence that Origen ever used these three signs should be
taken into account when discussing the reliability of later manuscripts, such as the
Syro-Hexaplaric ones, in preserving the “original” sigla used by Origen. See below, pp.
211-212.
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The asteriskoi in P.Grenf. 1.5 thus connect this text with Origen’s editorial
activity on the Bible. A synoptic view of the text in P.Grenf. 1.5, the LXX, the
Hebrew Bible, and its translation (tables 1-2, pp. 190-193) is useful for test-
ing the possibility that our papyrus follows Origen’s system in using critical
signs in the LXX. The text has been divided according to the chapters of the
Hebrew version. **

P.Grenf. 1.5 agrees with the Hebrew Bible against the LXX in adding some
phrases missing in the latter, which are marked in underlined bold in the
synopsis:

o [kal o] |pakAnOnoopat in Ezek. 5:13 (R Grenf. 1.5, recto, 1. 7-8).

« [kai gig &vel] [8og T0ig EBveoty Toi[g kOKAw oov] in Ezek. 5:14
(PGrenf. 1.5, recto, 11. 12-13).

« & [a]mo[o]TeAd avta Siagb]elpar Dp[d]c kai Aewdy ov[v]agw &g’
O|[péc] in Ezek. 5:16 (P Grenf. 1.5, verso, 11. 4-6).

The last addition in Ezek. 5:16 is marked in the papyrus with an asteriskos
at the beginning (1. 4v) and one in the margin (l. 5v), while the end of the addi-
tion (l. 6v) is now in a lacuna, so it is impossible to know whether an asteriskos
was placed there as well. Similarly, the addition to Ezek. 5:14 in the recto, lines
12-13, is marked by an asteriskos within the text at the beginning of it (1.12r),
while the end of the addition (l. 13r) is now in a lacuna. Only the addition to
Ezek. 5:13 in the recto, lines 7-8, is not marked by any sign, but its beginning
falls in a lacuna ([kai na]|pakAnOnoopat), so that we cannot exclude that at
least an asteriskos was placed in lacuna at line 7 just before the addition, as
happens at line 12. On the other hand, there is no asteriskos within line 8 to
mark the end of the addition, which is fully preserved.

The agreement with the Hebrew version is not limited to additions. At
Ezek. 5:12, P.Grenf. 1.5 follows the order of phrases of the Hebrew text (marked
in underlined italics and underlined bold italics) rather than the order in the
LXX. Yet, interestingly enough, while following the order of the Hebrew, the
papyrus preserves the readings of the LXX (“one quarter shall fall by the sword
around you; and one quarter I will scatter to every wind”) and not the reading
of the Hebrew text (“one third shall fall by the sword around you; and one third
I will scatter to every wind”).?

»T would like to thank Jason Zurawski for helping me with the tables 1 and 2 and in
particular with the Hebrew text in them.

*In the Hebrew text, at Ezek. 5:12 there are only three plagues (1. pestilence and
famine; 2. sword; 3. wind), while in the LXX the first one (pestilence and famine) is
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Table 1 (left): PGrenf. 1.5 recto, LXX, and Hebrew Bible

Recto of PGrenf. 1.5

LXX (Ziegler)

2 xai 1[0 TéT]ee pTOV] OV MEGOTV T
év poluloalila kb[KA]w oov kai TO
Térapt[6v] gov ig né[vra] dvepo(v)
0K0pTI[1d aVTOVG. Kal péxatpav]
¢xkev[w]ow [omt]iow a[vT]dv.

12 10 TéTapTOV cov év Bavatyw
dvalwBroetat kol O TETAPTOV GOV €V
AMpd ovvtelecbnoetat év péow oov.
K&l TO TETAPTOV 00V €i§ TAVTR &vepov
Siaoxopmid adTOVG. Kol TO

TETAPTOV 00V &V pouaiq meoodvTaL

KUKAw gov, kol pdxatpay
EKKEVWOW OTIOW adTMV.

5:13 Kol

ovvt[eheoBnoletat 6 Bupog]

pov kadi 1y 0pyn € avtov (¢, kai ma-]
paxAn@noopat kai émy[vawon]

S0t [¢yw] k(VpLo)g AE)\C’I.}\[I]KG év (o]
pov €v 1@ guvtel[éoat pe V]

OpYRY pov &1 adt[ovc.

5:13 Ka‘l

ovvteleoOnoetat 6 Bupog

pov Kai 1) 0py1| Hov n’ avTovg,
Kal Emyvawor)

S16TL €y® KOpLog AehdAnka év (M

pov €v T¢ ovvteléoal pe TV

OpYNV HOL €T a0TOVG.

1 kad Ooo-]
pai oe eig Epnpov * [kai €ig dver-]
806 101G £€Bveoty T0i[¢ KOKAW cOV]
[xai T]ég Bvyatépag oov [kKikAw cov]

1 kat Or00-
pai ot gig €pnuov

kel TG Quyatépag ocov kUKkAw oov

[¢voTio]v mavtog Stod[gvovToc] £VOTov Tavtog 8100e0oVTOoG,

Another similarity between the papyrus and the Hebrew version occurs
at Ezek. 6:3, where the papyrus has Aoyov Ad[wvai] (the latter word is in bold)
followed by a lacuna as the preserved portion of the fragment reaches its end,
instead of A\dyov kvpiov in the LXX. The reading of P Grenf. 1.5 might have been
Aoyov Adwvaikvpiov, whichisavariant reading presentin some manuscripts,”
and which is the exact translation of the original Hebrew ma *j1%-127 “the word
of the Lord (i.e. Adonai) Yahweh” Generally the Greek versions use k0ptog to
translate the tetragrammaton YHWH (Yahweh); sometimes, however, k0ptog
can also be used to translate the cluster Adonai YHWH in the Hebrew text.”®

turned into two different punishments, so that people are now divided into quarters,
not thirds. On this discrepancy between the MT and the LXX, see Olley 2009, 264.

¥ Cf. Ziegler 1952, 109, app. ad loc.; manuscripts have both kvpiov Adwvaiand, more
often, ASwvai kvpiov.

#0n the rendering of the name for God, and especially of the tetragrammaton, in the
Greek Bible, see Cerfaux 1931a, Cerfaux 1931b; Jellicoe 1968, 270-272; Metzger 1981,
33-35 (with further bibliography).
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Table 1 (right): P.Grenf. 1.5 recto, LXX, and Hebrew Bible

Hebrew Bible

Hebrew Bible Translation

7272 PRYHY 12
79102 1927 2y121 MR

199> 29772 WY
MOESLYITY 72112220
29M 7N 7177005

QINR PR

*12One third of you shall die of pestilence or be
consumed by famine among you; one third shall fall by
the sword around you; and one third I will scatter to
every wind and will unsheathe the sword after them.

TN "R 93 513
W SNARIT 02 Cnen
"NI2T M IR

>13 My anger shall spend itself, and I will vent

my fury on them and satisfy myself; and they
shall know that I, Yahweh, have spoken in my

02 *ran 1993 NKIpa jealousy, when I spend my fury on them.

72n% JanRy
MWK 2O DM
7oMa°20

>4 Moreover I will make you a desolation and
an object of mocking among the nations
around you, in the sight of all that pass by.

2w=H Y

The latter is the choice of the LXX in this specific passage (kvpiov, underlined
in the table), while other manuscripts (and perhaps also P.Grenf. 1.5) have
KVptLog together with the sacred name Adonai as well, transliterated into Greek.

There is however one instance where the papyrus follows the LXX rather
than the Hebrew version: in Ezek. 5:14, P.Grenf. 1.5 (l. 14r) follows the LXX in
reading [kai t]ag Buyatépag cov [kUkAw cov] (in italics in the table) against
the Hebrew text which omits the phrase. According to Origen’s use, an obelos
should be present in the margin, but a lacuna in the papyrus prevents us from
confirming this.”

» PGrenf. 1.5, deviates from the LXX at Ezek. 6:2-3, since it has [¢n]i t[& dpn] |
[I(opa)n\ dxovo]ate (Il 14-15v), whereas the LXX has ém ta 8pn Iopan\ kai
TPOPITELOOV £T0 aAVTA Kal €pelg T 6pn Iopan), akovoarte. This is not, however, indi-
cation of a different text but rather a scribal mistake: in copying the text the scribe of
the papyrus skipped from the first IopanA to the second, omitting what was in between
(an error which in technical terminology is called “saut du méme au méme”; cf. West
1973, 24).
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Table 2 (left): PGrenf. 1.5 verso, LXX, and Hebrew Bible

Verso of P.Grenf. 1.5

LXX (Ziegler)

£yw k(VpLo)g AehdAnka.

15 kad o1 oTevakTn Kai SnaioTh) év
101G £€0veat Toig KUKAW OOV €V TQ
notfoai pe év ool kpipata v ékdiknoet
Bupod pov-

£yw KVPLog AeAdAnka.

16 ¢v 1@ ¢EamooTei-
Aai pe tag PoAidag pov t[o]D A[pu]od
£ adToLG Kal £oovTtat gig [€]kA[et-]
Yy, % 4 [d]mo[o] TeA® abTd di[agl]ei-
% pan Op[a]g xai Aewpdv ov[v]a€w ¢¢’ v-
[ués xai] guvTpiyw gT[Npry]ua dp-
[tov cov.] )

516 ¢y 1@ gEamooTel-
Aai pe TG PoAidag pov o Apod
¢’ adTovg kal Ecovrat eig EkAel-

Yy,

Kal ovvTpiyw oTrprypa dp-
TOL GOV.

517 ka[i ¢]€amoote\® émi 08 Ai-
[pov kali Onpia movnpd kai [t]etpw-
[pricop]ai gg, kai Bavarog kai afpa
[StehevoovT]at émi 0%, kai pougaiav
[¢naw émi] ¢ [K]uk[A]0Bev £yd Kk(Dplo)g
[AeAdAnka. '

317 ki ¢EamooTeA® €mi o0& At-
oV kai Onpia movnpd kai Tipw-
pricopai o, kai Bdvatog kai afpa
Stehevoovtal émi o€, kal poppaiav
¢nd€w &mi 0& KUKAOBEV" Ey® KVPLOG
AeAdAnka.

1 k]l yéveto Moyog k(vpio)v
[mpdg pe A]éywv:

&1 kol éyéveto AOYyog Kupiov
TpOG pe AEywv:

2 pig dv(Bpwm)ov, oTNpL-
[oov 0 mplocwmndv gov [én]i T[& Spn]

15 [I(opa)ni

2 vig avBpwmov, oTrpL-
0OV TO TIPOCWTOV 0OV &ml T& Opn
Iopank
Kal Tpo@nTEVOOV €M AVTA

3 dkovo]ate Aoyov Ad[wvai]

83 kal ¢peic ta 6pn Iopan),

axovoate Aoyov kupiov Tade Aéyet
KVpLOG TOIG &peat Kai Toig Pouvoig kal
Talg @apaylL kal taig vamatg idod £ym
EMdyw €@° DUAG popaiay, Kol
gEoleBpevBnoetat & VY& DPdV.
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Table 2 (right): P.Grenf. 1.5 verso, LXX, and Hebrew Bible

Hebrew Bible

Hebrew Bible Translation

7917 7917 v 1P
R DO ARwm 10
72 °miwya Mo
7MY AR YVOY

7nn Mnan

N12T M IR

1% You shall be a mockery and a taunt, a warning

and a horror, to the nations around you, when I
execute judgments on you in anger and fury, and with
furious punishments - I, Yahweh, have spoken -

S¥NTNR rowa e
R 02 0OV Y0
nnwne v

2NN AYWRTIN
nOR 2y oonnwh
2o% *navh oovey
falyirlisiela)

516 when I loose against you my deadly arrows of
famine, arrows for destruction, which I will let loose

193

to destroy you, and when I bring more and more
famine upon you, and break your staff of bread.

2y7 0%y *nRw Y
1271 9o Ay M
X’2R 29 72772y oM
N72T MM IR TRV

%171 will send famine and wild animals against you,
and they will rob you of your children; pestilence
and bloodshed shall pass through you; and I will
bring the sword upon you. I, Yahweh, have spoken.

HR M7 T 6!
R

¢! The word of Yahweh came to me:

T°10 vty OTRTIa o2
YR R DR 7R

2 O mortal, set your face toward the mountains
of Israel, and prophesy against them,

ORI 7 Ry 62
M MITR™I27 WA
I C1TR MR
DPORY MYy o°1°
X272 *IR "33 ORI
NTaRY 270 22°HY

> mna

%3 and say, You mountains of Israel, hear the word
of the Lord Yahweh! Thus says the Lord Yahweh
to the mountains and the hills, to the ravines

and the valleys: I, I myself will bring a sword
upon you, and I will destroy your high places.
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In summary, P.Grenf. 1.5 seems to include the Greek text of the LXX with
additions of passages from the Hebrew Bible (absent from the LXX) taken
over from other Greek translations of the original Hebrew. These additions are
accompanied by asteriskoi, following Origen’s system of critical signs. Yet the
comparison with the Hebrew version seems to have been limited to marking
out the “quantitative” differences between the two texts. The scribe does not
seem to have been interested in noticing or incorporating different readings
from the Hebrew Bible; this is proved by Ezek. 5:12, in which the scribe of
the papyrus followed the sentence order but not the readings (i.e., “thirds” vs.
“quarters”) of the Hebrew text.*

Hexaplaric Texts and P.Grenf. 1.5

The comparison of different versions of the Bible inevitably reminds us of
Origen’s magnum opus: the Hexapla. According to the most widely accepted
opinion, Origen’s Hexapla was an edition of the Bible in six synoptic columns
in this order: the Hebrew Bible (Column 1), the Hebrew Bible transliterated
into Greek letters (Column 2), the Greek translation by Aquila (Column 3),
the Greek translation by Symmachus (Column 4), the LXX (Column 5), and
the Greek translation by Theodotion (Column 6). The function and position
of the critical signs and their relation to this synoptic edition are some of
the many problems confronting modern scholars who attempt to reconstruct
the original Hexapla. For some scholars® the critical signs were placed in the
Hexapla itself, in the fifth column where the LXX was written; other scholars,*
however, disagree and think that critical signs were placed in a self-standing
text with the LXX only, not least because Origen never speaks of obeloi and
asteriskoi in connection with the Hexapla.

The latter scenario seems to find support in later manuscript evidence.
There are two “hexaplaric” manuscripts extant, that is, fragments of manu-
scripts that derive from copies of the synoptic edition prepared by Origen: the

%On the other hand, the presence of ASwvai instead of k0ptog in P.Grenf. 1.5 (1. 15v)
at Ezek. 6:3 is not a question of variants but of different translation of the nomen sacrum.

31 Swete 1914, 70; Brock 1970, 215-216; Nautin 1977, 456-457; Metzger 1981, 38;
Neuschifer 1987, 96-98; Ulrich 1995, 556; Schaper 1998, 6-9 and 15; Law 2011, 16.
Also Field 1875, whose edition of Hexaplaric fragments is still authoritative, has criti-
cal signs in his text.

32Devreesse 1954, 113-116; Kahle 1960, 116; Jellicoe 1968, 123-124; Grafton-Williams
2006, 88, 108, 116-117.
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Cairo Genizah Palimpsest, dating to the seventh century CE,* and the Mercati
Palimpsest, dating to the ninth or tenth century CE.* Both manuscripts pre-
serve fragments from the Psalms® synoptically arranged in columns and with
a word or a short phrase (two or three words) per line. The ordering of the
Biblical versions in the synopsis is similar in both manuscripts, but neither of
them has what was supposedly the first column in the original Hexapla, that is,
the Hebrew text of the Bible.* In both palimpsests the first preserved column
has the Hebrew text transliterated into Greek letters; the second column has
the translation by Aquila; the third column has the one by Symmachus, and the
fourth has the LXX. While the Cairo Genizah Palimpsest has lost what might
have been the last column, possibly containing Theodotion, the last column of
the Mercati Palimpsest does not contain Theodotion but rather the so-called
Quinta.” The Mercati Palimpsest is also different from the supposedly “origi-
nal” Hexapla because each Hexaplaric Psalm is followed by its Septuagint ver-
sion and a catena commenting on the Psalm. These two palimpsests are the
most important extant evidence of the synoptic Hexapla and both agree on an
important detail: the lack of critical signs in the LXX version of their synopsis.*

33 Cambridge, University Library Taylor-Schechter 12.182; see Taylor 1900, 1-50;
on this palimpsest, see also Rahlfs 1914, 42; Nautin 1977, 308; Jenkins 1998, 90-102.

¥ Bibl. Ambr. O 39 sup.; see Mercati 1958; on this palimpsest, see also Rahlfs 1914,
130-131; Jellicoe 1968, 130-133; Nautin 1977, 302-305; Metzger 1981, 108-109 (no. 30).

% The Cairo Genizah Palimpsest preserves fragments of Psalm 22; the Mercati
Palimpsest contains fragments from Psalms 17, 27-31, 34-35, 45, 48, and 88.

3¢The fact that none of the hexaplaric fragments (see also below, footnote 38) preserve
traces of the first column with the original Hebrew textled Nautin 1977, 314-316, 320, to
conclude that the Hebrew Bible in Hebrew characters was never present in the original
Hexapla; such a view, however, has been recently dismissed by several scholars on the
basis of the ancient sources discussing the Hexapla and codicological analyses of the
hexaplaric manuscripts: see Ulrich 1992, 553-556; Flint 1998; Jenkins 1998; Norton
1998. In particular, Jenkins 1998 has shown that originally the Cairo Genizah Palim-
psest did have the Hebrew column, which was cut when the original manuscript was
re-used as a palimpsest.

7 Cf. Mercati 1958, xvi, xix-xxxv; Venetz 1974, 3-4. On the significance of this
palimpsest, see Fernandez Marcos 2000, 212-213.

¥ Minor hexaplaric fragments are found in two other codices: Bibl. Ambr. B 106 sup.
(tenth century CE) has marginal notes added in the twelfth century CE and listing read-
ings from the Hexapla, one of which has a synopsis including the Greek transliteration
of the Hebrew and four other Greek translations, with no indication of their authorship
(see Nautin 1977, 306-308); Barb. Gr. 549 (eighth century CE) quotes Hosea 11.1 in the
following versions: Greek transliteration of the Hebrew, Aquila, Symmachus, LXX, and
Theodotion (see Nautin 1977, 304, 308-309). None of these fragments has the Hebrew
version in Hebrew characters.
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Instead, Origen’s critical signs are used in other important manuscripts of
the Greek Bible: the Codex Colberto-Sarravianus (G), dating to the fourth or
fifth century CE,* and the Codex Marchalianus (Q), dating to the sixth century
CE.” Both codices contain Origen’s signs and only one Greek text (the LXX);
in other words, they are manuscripts of the Greek Bible, but they are not hexa-
plaric (i.e. synoptic) manuscripts. Origen’s critical signs are also present in the
Syro-Hexapla*' and in particular in the Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus
(eighth century CE), the most important witness for this Syriac version of the
Bible, which again has only the Syriac text with critical signs and marginal
annotations often listing hexaplaric readings.*” It is in these “monolingual”
manuscripts that Origen’s critical signs seem to be at home.

Indeed critical signs would have been useless in a synoptic text such as
the Hexapla: a simple glance at the columns would have immediately shown
the “quantitative” differences among the several versions. Rather, critical signs
would have been necessary in a text where only the Greek version was writ-
ten to highlight what was present in the LXX but absent in the Hebrew Bible
(obelos), and what was present in the Hebrew Bible and in other Greek versions
such as Theodotion, Aquila, and Symmachus, but not in the LXX (asteriskos).

To sum up, the manuscripts reviewed here (P.Grenf. 1.5, the Codex Col-
berto-Sarravianus, the Codex Marchalianus, the Cairo Genizah Palimpsest,
the Mercati Palimpsest, and the Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus) span
from the second half of the third/early fourth century to the ninth/tenth cen-
tury, and they can be divided into two categories according to their content:

« The “real” Hexaplaric text, a synoptic edition of the Bible organized in
columns. Most probably there were six columns in this order: the Hebrew
Bible, the Hebrew Bible transliterated into Greek letters, Aquila, Symmachus,
the LXX, and Theodotion. For some books of the Bible, however, other transla-
tions were used (and perhaps further columns added): the so-called Quinta,

¥ On the Codex Colberto-Sarravianus (Leiden, University Library, Voss. Gr. Q. 8 +
Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Gr. 17 + St. Petersburg, Public Library, Gr. 3), see Rahlfs
1914, 94-95; Swete 1914, 137-138; Jellicoe 1968, 194; Metzger 1981, 80-81 (no. 15).

400n the Codex Marchalianus (Vat. Gr. 2125), see Rahlfs 1914, 273; Swete 1914, 144-
145; Jellicoe 1968, 201-202; Metzger 1981, 94-95 (no. 21). This codex contains only the
prophets and has Hexaplaric readings and marginalia added by a second hand. Not all
the books contained in the Codex Marchalianus have critical signs or readings from the
Hexapla, though; for example, Baruch and Lamentations have almost none.

*1On the Syro-Hexapla, see Swete 1914, 112-114; Jellicoe 1968, 124-127; Law 2008;
for more specific studies with a focus on the critical signs in the Syro-Hexapla, see Law
2011 and Gentry 2014.

“Bibl. Ambr. C 313 inf,; see Ceriani 1874.
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Sexta, and Septima.*”® The aim of this huge synoptic edition organized in col-
umns with a word or a short phrase (two or three words) per line was to show
different translations of the Bible and compare them with the Hebrew version.
No critical signs were used because the “quantitative” differences among ver-
sions would have been immediately clear by a mere glance at the columns.
Remnants of this type of text can be found in the Cairo Genizah Palimpsest
and in the Mercati Palimpsest.

o A Greek text of the LXX, “enriched” with additional passages from the
Hebrew Bible probably taken from one of the other Greek translations. This
text included critical signs: the obelos for omissions in the Hebrew Bible com-
pared with the LXX and the asteriskos for additions from the Hebrew Bible
compared with the LXX. Remnants of this type of Greek-only Bible text can be
found in PGrenf. 1.5 and in the Codices Colberto-Sarravianus and Marchal-
ianus. Similarly, critical signs are preserved in Syro-Hexaplaric manuscripts,
such as the Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus, which are based on Greek
manuscripts derived from Origen’s work.

The “Revised” Edition of the Bible

Since the manuscripts analyzed above all seem to prove that Origen’s criti-
cal signs were used in monolingual editions, the peculiarity of PGrenf. 1.5 lies
in its dating (second half of the third century/first half of the fourth century
CE), which places it very close to Origen’s own lifetime (185-254 CE), much
closer than any of the other manuscripts with critical signs. This allows us to
draw some further conclusions.

Some scholars consider the Greek manuscripts carrying the LXX with
critical signs (such as the Colberto-Sarravianus and the Marchalianus) as later
abridgements of the original Hexapla. The Hexapla was not a reader-friendly
text, and it probably invited abridgements from the very beginning, as inter-
ested readers would have had great problems in handling and consulting such
a large-scale product in multiple volumes. The Colberto-Sarravianus and the
Marchalianus, which also carries readings from the other Hexaplaric columns
in its margins, may be later examples of such abridgments.** Scholars also
suggest that such critically “revised” texts of the LXX had been prepared by
Origen’s admirer Pamphilus (ca. 240-310 CE) and by Pamphilus’ famous pupil,
Eusebius (ca. 260-340 CE).*»

4 0On these versions of the Bible, see Fernandez Marcos 2000, 155-161.
4 (Cf. Fernandez Marcos 2000, 210-211.
4 Cf. Swete 1914, 76-78; Fernandez Marcos 2000, 210.
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The latter conclusion is suggested by the many subscriptiones in LXX man-
uscripts which mention Pamphilus or Eusebius as the diorthotai of the Bible.*
For example, Pamphilus is mentioned as the corrector in the subscriptio at the
end of Esther in the Codex Sinaiticus (x, middle of the fourth century CE),”
while both Pamphilus and Eusebius are mentioned in some Greek and Syro-
Hexaplaric manuscripts as responsible for the diorthosis.*”® In particular,among
the codices analyzed in this article, the subscription of the Codex Marchalianus
at the beginning of Ezekiel is worth reporting:

Codex Marchalianus, p. 568: peteAfpeon &|nd T@v katd tag kdooelg
‘E€amAdvkai|StopOwhn [sic]* and t@v ' Qpryévougavtod Te|tpamhdv,
drva kat avtod xewpt Sopbw|to [sic] kai éoxoloypagnro- E0ev
Evoéfelog éyw | td oxoha mapébnka- ITaugilog kai Evoé|Belog
SopBwaoavto [sic].

It was copied from the Hexapla according to the editions and was
corrected from Origen’s own Tetrapla, which had been corrected and

annotated by his hand. I, Eusebius, have added the scholia from this
source. Pamphilus and Eusebius corrected.”

“For a study on these hexaplaric subscriptions, see Mercati 1941. Cf. also Nautin
1977, 322-325, and Grafton-Williams 2006, 184-185, 340-342 (footnotes 19-23).

7 neteMpedn xat Swop|0wbn [sic] mpog té ‘EEamhd | Qpiyévovg O avtod
StjopOwpeva- Avtwvivog | dpoloyntig dvtélaPev- | [apghog Siopbwoa [sic] 10 |
Tebxog €v T QuAaxf) [It was copied and corrected with reference to the Hexapla of
Origen, as corrected by his own hand. Antoninus the confessor collated; I, Pamphilus,
corrected the volume in prison]. On this subscription (and another one at the end of
Esdra) in the Sinaiticus, see Mercati 1941, 14-25.

*On the subscriptions in the Syro-Hexapla, see Mercati 1941, 2-6, 26-47; Jenkins
1991; Gentry 2014, 464-466.

“In these subscriptions d0p8w0n / Stopbwto / Stopbwoavto / Swpbwoa are
consistently spelled without the temporal augment (unlike forms such as peteArjue6n or
¢oxohoypagnro, which have the syllabic augment) due to the loss of quantitative
distinction between o and w; see Gignac 1981, 232-233.

**On the two subscriptions in the Codex Marchalianus (at the beginning of Isaiah,
at pp. 171-172, and Ezekiel, reproduced above), see Mercati 1941, 7-13. Even though
they are now placed at the openings of books rather than at their close, I use the term
“subscriptions” because, as Peter Gentry kindly explained to me, these colophons were
most likely written at the end of the books of Isaiah and Ezekiel in the manuscripts
which the scribe of Q consulted; he however transcribed them at the beginning of the
books to which they refer.
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Pamphilus collected many books of Origen and founded a library where
he trained many scribes, among them Eusebius, to copy Origen’s works.> The
subscriptions in these later manuscripts copied from older exemplars are evi-
dence for the work done on Origen’s Bible by Pamphilus and his pupil Euse-
bius, who may have wanted to “summarize” their master’s achievements in
the Hexapla in a more compact text. In particular, codices like the Sinaiticus,
whose eloquent subscription at the end of Esther says that it was corrected first
from the original Hexapla by Origen and subsequently by Pamphilus, are most
likely the product of Eusebius’ scriptorium.* Similarly, the Marchalianus with
its hexaplaric readings could be a copy of an earlier text of the LXX prepared
by Pamphilus and Eusebius summarizing the philological comparisons of the
Hexapla. Yet P.Grenf. 1.5 seems to be different both from the elegant Sinaiticus
and from the Marchalianus. Indeed a comparison between the papyrus and
the latter manuscript can yield some interesting clues about the type of text
preserved by the papyrus.

P.Grenf. 1.5 and the Codex Marchalianus (Q)

The Codex Marchalianus (Q) provides the most useful parallel to P.Grenf.
1.5, both because it has critical signs and because it overlaps with P.Grenf. 1.5
in preserving the same portion of text. Thus, it is possible to compare the two
manuscripts synoptically (table 3, pp. 200-201).%

This synopsis shows several important details. First, when PGrenf. 1.5
departs from the text of the LXX, it almost always shares a reading (or an ad-
dition) with Q: the passages (in underlined bold) added to the original LXX,
the sentence order of Ezek. 5:12 (in underlined italics and underlined bold

*'On Pamphilus’ activity, see Levine 1975, 124-125; Grafton-Williams 2006, 178-194.

32 According to Skeat 1999, the Sinaiticus (together with the Vaticanus) were part
of an order of fifty Bibles that the emperor Constantine had made to Eusebius and his
scriptorium. See also Grafton-Williams 2006, 216-221.

>3 The text of the Codex Marchalianus is based on the reproduction of Cozza-Luzi
1890. The Codex Chisianus 88 (Vat. Chigiani R. VII. 45; cf. Rahlfs 1914, 278-280) also
contains Ezekiel and has critical signs. However, my inspection of the relevant portion
overlapping with PGrenf. 1.5 and Q has shown that this manuscript, which is much
later (tenth century CE), preserves Origen’s signs in a less accurate and precise way (at
one point the asteriskos is even placed in the middle of a word, t6 téta * ptdv in Ezek.
5:12!). Even if it does not provide meaningful data to compare with PGrenf. 1.5 and
Q, nonetheless the Codex Chisianus 88 shows many similarities with the latter, thus
suggesting that it belongs to the same tradition (see below, footnote 66).
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Table 3 (left): PGrenf. 1.5, Codex Marchalianus, and LXX

PGrenf. 1.5 Cod Marchalianus (Q), p. 583-584
Recto
12 kol T[0 TéT]at[pTOV] gov MECODVTAL 583 % *2 ki 70 TETAPTOV 0OV TTETODVTAL €V poy-
&v polulpalila k[kA]w cov kel TO % gaig kUKAw 0oV 5 Kal TO TETAPTOV GOV
TéTapT[0v] gov gic m&[vTa] &vepo(v) &l TAVTA &VEUOV OKOPTILD KVTOVG:
oK0p7r[1d aDTOVG- Kol payapav] Kal péxatpay EKKEVWOow OTiow av-

5 ¢xkev[w]ow [on]iow a[vT]d@v. > kal 5 T@V. " kal ovvteleoOnoetat 6 Bupdg pov-
ovvt[eheaOnolet[at 6 Bupog] % xal ) opyR &’ avTolg, * kai TapakAndioco-
pov kad 1) 0pym €’ adTod[g, Kai ma-] % pan 5 kol Emyvwon S0t £y k(0pto)g Ae-
pakAnOnoopat kai émy[vaoon] AdAnka &v GiAe pov &v 1@ ouvTe-
316t [2y®] k(0p1o)g Aehd [mka év ] Aéoat pe v Opynv pov ém” adtovg

10 pov év 1@ guvteh[éoau pe TIV] 10 1 ad Ojoopai ot gig Epnpov * Kai &ig Over-
dpyNv pov & avt[obg. *kai O100-] % §og v 101G £Bveotv TOIG KOKAW GOV )
uai o€ i €pnov * [kai ig dver-] Kol ThG OuyaTépag oov KUKAW 0oV EVe-
d0¢ 101G £0veoty T0i[g KUKAW cOV] mov avtog SlodevovTog,
[xai T]ég Buyatépag oov [KUKkAw oov]
15 [2vomio]v mavtog Sod[evovTog]
[[** xai €on
otevakti) kai Sethaia (ex Sethaiotn) * maudeia kai
15 % agaviopog 5 év toig £0veotv Toig KV-
KA® 00V €v T Totfjoai e €v ool Kpi-
%7 pata * v OpyR kai Oopd 5 kai év xdi-
Verso krjoet Bopod: ]| o
£y® k(0pLo)g Aednxa. ¢ ¢v t@ ¢Eamootel- £yw k(0plo)g ENdAnoa. ¢ &v 1@
Aai pe a6 Poridag pov t[o]d At[u]od sEamooteilai pe Tag Polidag pov tod
410 adTovg Kai #oovtar gig []k) [el-] 20 % Alod ¥ Tdg movNpag 5 ¢ avTodg
Y, % & [a]mo[o]ted® avTa Si[apd]ei- *  xal Eoovral €ig éK)\Si\:])lV, * dmoote-
5 % pat dp[a]g kai Aewdv ov[v]dw @’ v- %A@ adtac StagBeipat Dpdg kai Apd(v)
[nag kai] guvTpiyw oT[rpry]pa dp- % ovvaw ¢’ DPag 5 kai cvvTpi-
[tov oov.] *7kali ¢]EamooteAd émi o \i- Yw oThptypa dptov cov. *7 kai é€amo-
[nov ka]i Bnpia movnpa kot [T]etpw- 25 OTEA® &1l 6& Atpov. kod Onpia movn-
[proop]ai ge, kai Bavatog kal aipa pd. kai Tipwprioopai og, kol Bavatog
10 [Siehevoovt]au émi o€, Kkai popaioy kol aifpa SteAevoovtan £mi 0€, Kai pot-
[¢ndEw émi] ot [k]uk[N]0Bev: éyd k(Dplo)g @aiav éndEw émi ot kKukAOOeV-
[AehdAnka.“k]ai éyéveto }\éydc k(vpio)v £yw k(0pLo)g eEAdAnoa.
[mpog pe N éywv- s2yig av(Bpwm)ov, otipt- 584 &1 kal £yéveto Aoyog k(vpio)v Tpog pe Aéywy-
[oov 10 plocwmnov gov [Em]i T[a 6pn] 2 vig av(Bpwr)ov, 0TNPLEOV TO TPOCWTIOV GOV
15 [I(opa)nA “dxovo]ate Aoyov Ad[wvai] émi a 8pn I(opa)nA kai mpogritevooy
£ antd * kal épel Ta 6pn I(opa)n, dkodoate
5 Aoyov Adwvai k(vpio)v.




P.Grenf. 1.5, Origen, and the Scriptorium of Caesarea

Table 3 (right): PGrenf. 1.5, Codex Marchalianus, and LXX

LXX (Ziegler)

512 10 TéTapTOV oov £V Bavdtw dvalwdnoetar
Kal TO TETapTOV 0ov év Aud ouvteheobnoetat
&v péow oov*
K&l TO TETAPTOV 00V €i§ TAVTA &vepov
Siaokopmid avTOVG KAl TO TETAPTOV OOV
& poupaiq mecoivTaL KUKAW oov,
Kal pdyatpav EKKevwow Omicw av-
T@V. " kal ovvteleoBroetat 6 Bupudg pov
Kai 1} 6pyn pov én’ avtovg,

Kol €myvaor StoTL £y KOPLog Ae-
AdAnka év (@ pov €v 1@ ovvte-
Aéoat pe v Opynv pov én’ avtovg.
1 xod Onoopai ot gig Epnpov

Kol ThG Quyatépag oov KUKAw 00V EVe-
mov mavtog SlodevovTog,

[[*** kai €on
otevakti) kai Snlaioth
v 1oi¢ £€0veot Toig KV-
KA@ 00V €v T® Totfjoad e €v ool Kpi-
paTa v éKdt-
Kkroet Bopod pov']]

£y® KOpLog AeAdAnka. 1 v 1@
¢Eamooteilai pe Tag Polidag pov tod
Aipod ¢’ adTovg
kai éoovtau gig Exchenyuy,

Kai ovvTpi-
Y oTrprypa dptov cov. *7 kal €amo-
OTeEA® éml 6& Aipodv kai Onpia movn-
pd Kal Tiwproopad o, kol Bavatog
kai afpa Stedeboovtal €mi o, kal pop-
@aiav €nafw émi o¢ KukAoBev'
£y® KOPLog AeAGANKaL.
&1 kal £y€veto Aoyog Kupiov Tpog e Aéywy-
2 vig avOpwTMOV, GTHPLOOV TO TPOCWTIOV GOV
émi ta 8pn IopanA kai mpogritevooy
£ avtd *° kai épelg Ta bpn IopoanA, dkovoate
Aoyov kvpiov.
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italics), and in reading Aoyov Adwvai [kvpiov] rather than Adyov kvpiov* in
Ezek. 6:3. As for the additions from the Hebrew Bible, the Marchalianus adds
some important information. In its margins, the asteriskoi are accompanied
by a letter indicating where the reading/addition comes from: o’ for Aquila, o’
for Symmachus, 0’ for Theodotion. Notably, all the additions in this passage
come from Theodotion except a short one in Ezek. 5:15 (which falls in lacuna
in PGrenf. 1.5), which is supposedly taken from Symmachus. Indeed most of
the additions in Q are labeled as coming from Theodotion, while those from
Aquila and Symmachus are a minority.”® Origen is unlikely to have translated
the Hebrew text himself for his “improved” edition of the LXX because he
was not fully fluent in Hebrew.” Moreover, there was no need to prepare a
new translation, since Origen had other translations at his disposal, some of
which he had already fully surveyed while preparing the Hexapla: Aquila, Sym-
machus, and Theodotion. In particular, the latter’s translation was elegant,
yet faithful to the original, so it is not surprising that Origen preferred it to
supplement his version of the LXX as it was a good compromise between the
very literal translation of Aquila and the one of Symmachus, which aimed at a
good Greek rather than a precise rendering of the Hebrew.”

Q also has an addition not present in the LXX or in PGrenf. 1.5: % 1ag
novnpdgin Ezek. 5:16 (highlighted in bold and dotted underline). Interestingly
enough, the addition is marked with an asteriskos but is not labeled as deriving
from either Theodotion, Aquila, or Symmachus. This may suggest that this
is a later addition which did not belong to the original “enlarged” LXX, thus
explaining why it is absent from the more ancient P.Grenf. 1.5.%

1t is impossible to say whether the papyrus had Adwvai [kvpiov] with kvpiov in
lacuna; yet, given the similarities with Q, P.Grenf. 1.5 might have indeed shared Q’s
reading here as well, and have Aoyov Adwvai kvpiov. This reading, however, is not an
addition but a different rendering of a nomen sacrum; for this reason, Q does not have
any asteriskos marking it; the same should be the case in P.Grenf. 1.5. See Cerfaux 1931a,
44-46, on the manuscript evidence for this reading in Ezekiel.

> In general, together with the 6-text of Daniel, Q is the most important source for
Theodotion’s fragments because of its additions in the main LXX text marked with
asteriskoi; see Fernandez Marcos 2000, 145-146.

*For a summary of the debate about Origen’s knowledge of Hebrew, see Jellicoe 1968,
104-106; Ulrich 1992, 551-553; Fernandez Marcos 2000, 204-206.

*7On the different styles of Aquila’s, Symmachus, and Theodotion’s translations, see
Ulrich 1992, 550; Fernandez Marcos 2000, 115-118, 128-133 and 146-148. Not surpris-
ingly, given his lack of faithfulness to the original Hebrew text, additions from Sym-
machus are the most rarely found in Q.

*8 This addition is also present in the Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus (eighth
century CE), marked by an asteriskos and a metobelos (x), but once again the manu-
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Lastly, the text contained in double square brackets in Q (most of Ezek.
5:15) is the portion that is missing from P.Grenf. 1.5 because the lower part of
the page is not preserved in the papyrus fragment. The parts highlighted in
underlined bold consist of portions of the text that are present in Q but absent
in the LXX and are marked in Q with asteriskoi. The first addition is taken from
Theodotion and the second from Symmachus. Since the synopsis shows that
P.Grenf. 1.5 follows a text similar to that of Q, we may speculate that P.Grenf.
1.5 followed the same text also in the lower part of the page of the recto, now in
lacuna, and that it had the same additions as in Q. If so, there are probably five
missing lines rather than four. In this case, PGrenf. 1.5 would have contained
twenty lines per page, which would closely align with the data collected by
Turner for “square codices” with pages of ca. 14-15 x 14-15 cm.”

Critical Signs in P.Grenf. 1.5 and Q

Although P.Grenf. 1.5 and Q appear to preserve the same text, namely, an
edition of the LXX with Origen’s critical signs, there are some crucial differ-
ences between these two manuscripts. Not only does Q present an addition to
Ezek. 5:16 which is not taken from any of the Greek versions in the Hexapla
(Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion) and is also not present in P.Grenf. 1.5; more
importantly, the two manuscripts use asteriskoi in different ways. Both P.Grenf.
1.5 and Q use asteriskoi to mark additions to the LXX from the Hebrew Bible,
but Q also uses the asteriskos for another purpose. At lines 1-2 of page 583 two
asteriskoi are placed in the margin of the sentence that is inverted compared
with the LXX: the asteriskoi here mark the “inversion” of two phrases of the
text at Ezek. 5:12.

The alpha next to the first asteriskos indicates that the inverted order was
taken from the text of Aquila. This, however, is not the use of the asteriskos as
established by Origen, as he himself clarifies in the passage from the Commen-
tary to Matthew quoted above. While P.Grenf. 1.5 uses the asteriskos according
to Origen’s system, the later Q seems to have extended its use to highlight any

script is too late to prove that the addition was present in the original edition of Origen.
Moreover, the presence of the metobelos to signal the ends of the passages marked with
asteriskoi or obeloi is suspicious; see below, pp. 211-212.

%17 lines in *449 (Turner 1977, 124); 16-18 lines in *P 72 (Turner 1977, 150); 19 lines
in NT Parch. 89 (Turner 1977, 160); 22 lines in OT 80 (Turner 1977, 172); 24 lines in
OT 141 (Turner 1977, 177). For PGrenf. 1.5, Turner 1977, 183 (+*OT 207), gives only
(15+)? lines per page because he counts only the surviving lines.
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type of discrepancy with the LXX, inversions included.®® As far as we know,
although the Alexandrians used the antisigma (O) to mark inverted lines,
Origen did not adopt any sign to highlight this type of discrepancy between
the LXX and the other versions of the Bible. Q therefore deviates from Origen’s
original system of sigla in this aspect.

The comparison with the Hebrew Bible has also shown that line 14 of the
recto in P.Grenf. 1.5 reports the phrase kai tag Qvyatépag cov kOkAw cov (in
italics in Tables 1 and 2) that is missing in the Hebrew Bible; according to the
system of Origen this “omission” should have been marked with an obelos.
Following the system used in the papyrus, the obelos should have been placed
in the margin; in this case, this point also coincides with the beginning of the
passage omitted in the Hebrew Bible, which occupies the entirety of line 14.
Unfortunately, the left margin of P.Grenf. 1.5 is completely missing at line 14
of the recto, so the presence of an obelos in the papyrus cannot be confirmed.
Q agrees with P.Grenf. 1.5 in having kai tag Quyatépag oov kOkAw oov against
the Hebrew text, but does not mark the passage with an obelos in its fully
preserved margin. In general, Q does not display many obeloi (although it is
very rich in asteriskoi), either because they were omitted at the time of writing
(perhaps there was no interest in signaling what passages the Hebrew Bible did
not have) or because they faded away, being more easily lost due to their thin
line than the asteriskoi.”

The comparison between P.Grenf. 1.5 and Q therefore allows us to con-
clude that while P.Grenf. 1.5 and Q are very similar in content, the “critical ap-
paratus” (i.e., the sigla) of P.Grenf. 1.5 follows Origen’s use of critical signs more
closely, on the basis of what Origen himself tells about his method and the way
he employs the obelos and the asteriskos (the only onpeia which he mentions).
Moreover, the closeness between the dating of the papyrus and Origen’s own
lifetime suggests that P.Grenf. 1.5 may be a very interesting witness of the early
work done on the Hexapla to prepare an accurate and yet easy-to-use text of

“The same use of asteriskoi to mark the transposition in Ezek. 5:12 is present in the
Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus and in the Codex Chisianus 88 (which has only
one asteriskos in the middle of 0 TétapTov).

¢l At least according to the list of Aristarchean critical signs preserved in the An-
ecdotum Romanum (Cod. Rom. Bibl. Nat. Gr. 6, tenth century CE): 10 8¢ avtiotypa
Ka®’ avtd TPOG TOUG EvAhaypévoug TOTouG kai dnddovtag. See West 2003, 452-453.

2 Cf. Ceriani 1890, 10-12. Some obeloi are still visible in Q, p. 405, for example at Jer.
19:13, where they are used in the margin to mark additions to the main text (thus not
according to Origen’s system). In general, manuscripts tend to reproduce the obeloi in a
very erratic way: they omit them, put them in the wrong place, or even substitute them
with asteriskoi; see Ziegler 1952, 41-44.
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the Bible which included the results of Origen’s comparative analysis between
the Greek and Hebrew texts.

The Position of the Critical Signs in the “Revised” LXX Text

If indeed P.Grenf. 1.5 represents the most ancient evidence of a “revised”
LXX text with critical signs,* it may be worth speculating on how critical signs
were placed in the original “revised” text. The papyrus is of some help even if
it is not entirely consistent in its use of critical signs (Figures 2-3).

On the verso the asteriskos is placed in the margin (1. 5) as well as part way
through line 4 at the beginning of the addition at lines 4-6 (though the asteris-
kosinline 4 wasadded atalater time, it was probably supplemented by the same
hand). Yet in a comparable instance on the recto (Il. 7-8) there is no asteriskos
in the left margin, which is preserved well enough to exclude the possibility
that the onpeiov might have been placed in a lacuna (a comparison with line
5 of the verso, where the asteriskos is visible in the margin and is placed very
close to the firstletter of the line, excludes this hypothesis). However, there may
have been an asteriskos within the text in line 7, just before the beginning of
the addition, which is in lacuna. Similarly, there is no asteriskos in the margins
at lines 12-13 of the recto; the asteriskos is only preserved within the text at the

¢ The famous Antinoopolis papyrus (PAnt. 1.8 + 3.210 = Van Haelst 0254 = Rahlfs
0928), a papyrus codex dating to the third or fourth century CE, has an asteriskos near
the title IITAPAJBOAAI [Z]JAA[OMQ]NTOX between Prov. 9 and 10 (Fol. VI, frs. 15
and 16 verso, 1. 13). Recently Cuppi 2012, 23-24, has suggested that this asteriskos has a
critical purpose, namely, to indicate that the title was not found in other manuscripts (it
is present in the Masoretic text but not in the LXX; cf. Roberts 1950, 17, and Zuntz 1956,
157). If this hypothesis is correct, here the asteriskos would indicate what is absent in the
LXX and present in the Hebrew Bible, just as in Origen’s system. While this possibility is
very interesting, this is the only asteriskos present in this rather long manuscript, which
thus would oddly limit the use of Origen’s system to titles and not to the main text. On
the other hand, ornamental asteriskoi near titles — even outside the ornamental frame
as in this papyrus - are attested in codices, for example P.Ambh. inv. G 202, a Homeric
codex dating to the third or fourth century CE (see Turner-Parsons 1987, 13, footnote
62; Schironi 2010, 56, 172-175). Therefore we cannot exclude the possibility that the
asteriskos in the Antinoopolis papyrus is simply ornamental. In addition, according to
both Roberts 1950, 3, and Zuntz 1956, 173-184, this papyrus preserves a pre-Origenian
text (contra Cuppi 2012, 25-26). To conclude, whether the asteriskosin PAnt. 1.8 + 3.210
has a critical purpose or not, and whatever the origin of the Bible text preserved in this
papyrus was, the main text of PAnt. 1.8 + 3.210 is marked in no place by critical signs.
Therefore P.Grenf. 1.5 still offers the most ancient (and so far unique) papyrological
evidence for the use of Origenian onpeia in the main text of the Greek Bible.
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Figure 2: PGrenf. 1.5 recto = Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Gr. bib. d. 4 (P).
Reproduced by courtesy of the Bodleian Libraries, University of Oxford. The
critical sign is marked by a circle, the additions from the Hebrew Bible are
enclosed in boxes.

beginning of the addition in line 12. With only three examples of additions,
inconsistently marked in terms of positions of the asteriskoi, it is impossible
to draw any firm conclusion.®*

On the contrary, the Codex Marchalianus is more self-consistent since it
appears to place the asteriskos at the beginning of each addition from the He-
brew Bible within the text and also in the left margins for all the lines occupied
by the addition, as in the following example:

®This was already noted by Grenfell 1896, 10-11: “It is noticeable that in the papyrus
there is no asterisk at the beginning of line 13, as there should be. Cf. verso, lines 4-5,
where the asterisk is found not only at the beginning of the clause but at the beginning
of the next line. Whether the writer of the papyrus used the diacritical mark denoting
the end of the clause to which the asterisk applied is doubtful owing to the lacunae in
line 13 and in the verso, line 6
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s g
Figure 3: PGrenf. 1.5 verso = Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Gr. bib. d. 4 (P).
Reproduced by courtesy of the Bodleian Libraries, University of Oxford. The
critical signs are marked by circles, the addition from the Hebrew Bible is
enclosed in a box.

Cod Marchalianus (Q), p. 583, 1l. 21-24

% Kai éoovrtal gig Exhenyy, % dwoote-

5 A@ avtag Sra@Beipar Huag kai Ayuo(v)
% ouvd€w £’ VUG 5 Kai cvvTpi-

Yw oThpLypa &pTov oov.

Furthermore, Q also marks the end of the addition within the text, but not
with an asteriskos. Nor does Q employ the metobelos to mark the end of these
additions, at least not in the shape in which this sign appears in other codices,
such as the Codex Colberto-Sarravianus (where it has the shape of a colon, :)
or in the Syro-Hexapla (where it has the shape of a mallet, v);*° rather, Q uses

®1In fact, Q does use a mallet-shaped sign, but it has a different orientation (v) and
a different meaning: it is used as an index for the scholia written in the margins. In the
Ezekiel passage under examination, this sign occurs twice, once atline 5 of p. 583, above
the te of ouvteleoOnoetar and once at line 3 of p. 584 above the pn of t& 6pn: in both
cases it refers to scholia written in the top margin of the page.
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a sort of semicolon which reaches below the line ( 5 ; see for example the one
at the end of line 11 in Figure 4).%

Even Q does not apply this standard system consistently; for example, at
lines 10-11 of p. 583 only one asteriskos is present in the margin, at line 11,
while there is no sign in the margin of line 10, where the addition begins; this
could have been due to a simple error of the copyist or it may be because the
k of kal at the beginning of line 10 is larger than the other letters and extends
into the left margin to mark the incipit of Ezek. 5:14, leaving no space to add
the critical sign in alignment with the others (see figure 4). In this case, then,
the scribe’s habit of marking the initial has prevailed over the need to respect
the system of the marginal sigla. However, at lines 14-15 of p. 583 the insertion
in Ezek. 5:15 is marked in the margin by an asteriskos beside line 15 only, when
one would also expect to find an asteriskos in the margin of line 14 (along with
the one part way through the line at the beginning of the addition, which is
indeed there). Despite these inconsistencies, the system in Q works quite well
when properly respected because the asteriskos in the margin makes it very
easy for the reader to notice additions, which are also marked within the text at
the beginning (with an asteriskos) and at the end (with the semicolon-shaped
sign, 5 ).

Given the poor state of preservation of P.Grenf. 1.5 and its inconsistency
in the placement of the sigla, no firm conclusions can be reached concerning
the position of critical signs in the papyrus or in the original “enlarged” LXX:
it cannot be determined for certain whether they were placed only in the left
margin, or whether they were also added within the text at the beginning and/
or atthe end of the passages missing or added from the Hebrew Bible. Similarly,
it is impossible to decide whether or not the signs in the margin were repeated
for all the lines involved in the addition/omission or only for the lines in be-
tween the beginning- and the end-lines. A comparison with Q would suggest
that the sign was present in the margin beside all the involved lines; however,
in PGrenf. 1.5 the asteriskos is missing at the beginning of the addition in the

% In fact, Ceriani 1890, 10, calls it “metobelos” The same end-sign occurs in the
Codex Chisianus 88, which also follows Q in terms of readings and additions from the
Hebrew Bible, and therefore it probably depends on Q. However, aside from a rather
inaccurate use of critical signs (see footnote 53 above), the Chigi manuscript, which has
two columns per page, does not have asteriskoi in the margin but only within the text.
This already shows that the Codex Chisianus 88 provides an impoverished version of
the original layout where critical signs were placed in the margins to allow the reader
to see them at a glance, following the Alexandrian system. Thus, while this codex is a
less helpful comparandum for PGrenf. 1.5 than Q, it does provide telling evidence of
how the original Origenian system became corrupted with time.
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Figure 4: Codex Marchalianus, p. 583, lines 10 24 Digital reproductlon of
Cozza-Luzi 1890.

margin of lines 7 and 12 in the recto and in line 4 of the verso, even though
the margin is well-preserved in these places. We could then hypothesize that
only lines that did not contain the beginning/end of the addition/omission
were marked by signs in the margin. Such a reconstruction, however, becomes
problematic in the case of an omission/addition shorter than a line, because in
this instance the obeloi/asteriskoi would have been placed only within the text,
and thus would have been very difficult for a reader to detect.

The inconsistent placement of the signs in PGrenf. 1.5 is not surprising.
Indeed, such inconsistencies are common also in Homeric papyri with critical
signs, such as PHawara (P.BodLl. Libr. Ms.Gr.class. a.1(P), second century CE),
which sometimes uses signs and sometimes omits them where they should be,
as shown by a comparison with the Codex Venetus A (Marcianus Graecus Z.
454, tenth century CE), which preserves the critical signs used by Aristarchus
on the Iliad more accurately.” Yet, despite their inconsistencies, when com-
bined with the Venetus A these Homeric papyri with some Aristarchean signs
provide valuable evidence to reconstruct how the ancient Alexandrian system

97 See table in Schironi 2012, 98.
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worked. Similarly, P.Grenf. 1.5 and the Codex Marchalianus together help to
determine how Origen’s system could work “at its best”

First of all, an important distinction must be made between the Alexan-
drian system and Origen’s system. In the Alexandrian system the signs were
placed only in the left margin of a line. This was sufficient because in Homeric
poetry the main unit (the hexameter) is easily recognizable. When an obelos
was placed next to a line, it meant that the entire verse had to be athetized - the
Alexandrians always athetized entire lines, not portions of them. Similarly, the
asteriskos indicated lines repeated elsewhere in the poem in their entirety, not
a repeated formula within a line. The only exceptions to this rule were the two
signs introduced by Aristarchus, the diple (which was used to highlight any
point of interest in the line) and the diple periestigmene (which was used to
signal a point of disagreement with Zenodotus’ editorial choices in the line).
These two signs were still placed next to a line but could refer to only a single
word in that line; however, the meaning and the point of reference of those
signs were clearly explained in the commentary, which Aristarchus produced
in connection with his edition of the Homeric text. Thus, Aristarchus’ sys-
tem combining edition and commentary was unambiguous, and critical signs
could still be placed only in the margins of the text.®® Origen had to deal with
a different situation: his signs were used in an edition with no commentary
and for a prose text, which did not have easily recognizable units as hexamet-
ric poetry did. Hence he needed a better way to mark the portions of the text
involved in the omission/addition, as marking only the margins in a page was
not sufficient. In this regard it must also be noted that Origen nowhere says
that he ever used the metobelos or any other sign except the obelos and the as-
teriskos. Thus, Origen’s own testimony suggests that if he ever wanted to mark
the end of the omission/addition within the text, he must have used obeloi and
asteriskoi only. In this scenario, the most reader-friendly hypothesis is that the
signs were originally organized as follows:

o Obelos/asteriskos within the text at the beginning of the omission/ad-
dition.

o Obelos/asteriskos in the margin next to all the lines containing the omis-
sion/addition.

« Obelos/asteriskos within the text at the end of the omission/addition.

If this is correct we may proceed — exempli gratia — to the reconstruction
of the “original” text of the papyrus in scriptio continua, without reading aids

8 Cf. Schironi 2012, 103-104.
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such as accents and breathings and with the critical signs as Origen might
have wanted them:

Recto Verso
KAITOTETAPTONCOYNECOYNTAI ETMKCAEAMHKAENTWESANOCTE
ENPOMPAIAKYKAWCOYKAITO AAIMETACBOAIAACMOYTOYAIMOY
TETAPTONCOYEICNANTAANEMO(N) ENAYTOYCKAIECONTAIEICEKAEL
CKOPNMIMAYTOYCKAIMAXAIPAN * YINYAANOCTEADAYTAAIAPOEI
EKKENWCMOONMICWAYTMON KAI % PAIYMACKAINEIMONCYNAZWEPY
CYNTEAECOHCETAIOOYMOC * MACHKAICYNTPINY WCTHPITMAMP
MOYKAIHOPTHENAYTOYCHKAINA TOYCOY-KAIEZANOCTEAMENICEAL
NAKAHOHCOMATXKAIENITNWCH MONKAIOHPIANONHPAKAITEIM®D
AIOTIEFWKCAEAIHKAENZHAD PHCOMAICEKAIOANATOCKAIAIMA
MOYENTWCYNTEAECAIMETHN AIEAEYCONTAIENICEKAIPOMPAIAN
OPTHNMOYENAYTOYC KAIOHCO €NAZWENICEKYKAOOEN-EFWKC
MAICEEICEPHMON¥KAIEICONEI AEAAAHKA-KAIEFENETOAOTOCKY
AOCTOICEONECINTOICKYKAWCOY*¥ NPOCMEAETMN-YIEANOYCTHPI

— KAITACOYTATEPACCOYKYKAMDCOY — CONTONPOCWNONCOYENITAOPH
ENWNIONNANTOCAIOAEYONTOC THAAKOYCATEAOTONAAMNAT

While this is a speculative reconstruction, it is useful to visualize how an
ancient edition of the “enlarged and revised” LXX could have looked. With this
system of signs the information is conveyed in the clearest and most economi-
cal form. The critical signs within the text precisely mark the beginning and
the end of each omission/addition. On the other hand, the same critical signs
in the margin immediately alert the reader that there is a discrepancy between
the LXX and the Hebrew Bible without the need to read the Greek text with
attention in order to find critical signs in it. From this perspective, the signs in
the margin conform to the “classical” use of critical signs while those within
the text might have been a Christian innovation, as sigla within a text are never
attested in pagan texts.”

While this is the best way to make this system function, it might not be the
original one, at least as far as the end of the omission/addition is concerned.
P.Grenf. 1.5 does not have a critical sign in the only place in which the papyrus
is preserved at the end of an addition (l. 8r). On the other hand, the evidence
from later manuscripts with critical signs is quite revealing, as the sign to mark

% Swete 1914, 78, who held the opposite view, that the critical signs were present in
the synoptic Hexapla, claimed that hexaplaric signs would lose their meaning if not
placed in a text which also had the Hebrew text. However, the manuscript evidence of
P.Grenf. 1.5 as well as the comparison with the practice of Zenodotus and Aristophanes
of Byzantium, whose sigla were used without any other supporting text, confirm the
reconstruction I propose, even if perhaps it is less obvious at first sight.
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the omissions/additions varies tremendously: it looks like a colon (:) in the
Codex Colberto-Sarravianus, like a mallet (v) in the Codex Syro-Hexaplaris
Ambrosianus and like a semicolon ( 5 ) in the Codex Marchalianus and in the
Codex Chisianus 88. Such a lack of consistency in the shape suggests that this
sign was not “traditional” like the asteriskos and the obelos, which generally
have a standard shape in these manuscripts.

The fact that later manuscripts use a different sign to mark the end of omis-
sions/additions may thus suggest that an end-marker was not part of Origen’s
system. If so, Origen’s use of the Alexandrian onpela was to a certain degree
ambiguous, as it had an obelos/asteriskos within the text at the beginning of
the omission/addition and in the margins of the lines containing the omission/
addition, but nothing to mark the end of the passage within the text. This hy-
pothesis seems to be confirmed by P.Grenf. 1.5 in the only instance where we
can check the end of an addition (l. 8r). If indeed Origen did not mark the end
of the omissions/additions, later scribes might have “invented” one additional
sign (i.e. the so-called metobelos) to solve this ambiguity and make the system
more functional; this end-marking sign would have taken different shapes
when used by different scribes, which is exactly what we find in the codices
mentioned above.

To conclude, the different shapes of the metobelos, the fact that it was not
an Alexandrian sign as well as the fact that Origen never mentions it suggest
that the use of this critical sign to mark the end of additions and omissions
was never part of Origen’s system. Hence, when such a marker appears in
later manuscripts, it is an innovation. From this perspective, PGrenf. 1.5 is
indeed the only manuscript which has only Origenian signs and applies them
according to Origen’s system, even if the tiny scrap on papyrus does not do so
consistently and provides very limited evidence for this system.

P.Grenf. 1.5 and Origen’s Work on the Bible

P.Grenf. 1.5 provides a Greek-only text consisting of the LXX with some
additions marked with asteriskoi according to Origen’s system. A comparison
with the Hebrew text has confirmed that these additions are indeed taken from
the Hebrew Bible, mostly from the translation of Theodotion, if we follow the
indication of the Codex Marchalianus. My suggestion is that PGrenf. 1.5 is
the oldest surviving fragment of such a “critical” edition of the LXX enriched
with Origen’s signs, asteriskoi marking additions from the Hebrew Bible and
obeloi marking omissions in the Hebrew Bible compared with the LXX. The
most compelling reason for considering P.Grenf. 1.5 our earliest extant copy of
this Greek-only edition of the Bible is the dating of the papyrus, which spans
from the latter half of the third century CE to the early fourth century CE, so
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very close to Origen’s own lifetime (185-254 CE). In addition, I would like to
propose that such a Greek-only text of the LXX, revised and edited with critical
signs, was not conceived and prepared only by Origen’s successors Pamphilus
and Eusebius, but was the product of his own enterprise.” In fact, Jerome (ca.
345-420 CE) himself, who knew Origen’s work well and most likely visited the
library of Caesarea to see the original Hexapla in 385-386 CE,” clearly states
that Origen prepared such an edition of the LXX:

Jerome, Praef. in Pentateuch, PL 28, 179A: Quod ut auderem, Origenis
me studium provocavit, qui editioni antiquae translationem Theodo-
tionis miscuit, asterisco %, et obelo +, id est, stella et veru opus omne
distinguens: dum aut illucescere facit quae minus ante fuerant, aut su-
perflua quaeque jugulat et confodit.

To venture on such an enterprise, I was inspired by the zeal of Origen,
who mixed Theodotion’s translation with the ancient edition [i.e., the
LXX], marking the entire work with an asteriskos (%) and an obelos
(+) - that is, a little star and a spit — as he highlights [the passages]
which were missing [in the LXX] or cuts and pierces through those
passages which were redundant [in the LXX].

Jerome, Praef. in Paral., PL 28, 1393 A: Et certe Origenes non solum ex-
emplaria composuit quatuor editionum ... sed, quod majoris audaciae
est, in editione Septuaginta Theodotionis editionem miscuit, asteriscis
designans quae minus fuerant, et virgulis quae ex superfluo videbantur
apposita.

70 As already suggested in passing by Clements 2000, 322, and Grafton-Williams
2006, 127, 187-188, who also refer to Ruth Clements’ Harvard Th.D. dissertation (Cle-
ments 1997, which I was unable to consult).

'Terome states that he corrected his own Hexaplaric text of the Bible on the originals
in the library of Caesarea in Comm. Titum 3.9 (PL 26, 595B); see also Jerome’s Com-
mentarioli in Psalmos, ed. G. Morin, in Anecdota Maredsolana, Volume 3.1, Oxford
1895, p. 5: nam &amdods Origenis in Caesariensi bibliotheca relegens. While Nautin
1977, 328-331, dismisses Jerome’s claim, Swete 1914, 74-75, and more recently Norton
1998, 107-109, and Williams 2006, 149-155, trust Jerome’s direct knowledge of Origen’s
work, as well as his visit at the library of Caesarea.
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And certainly Origen did not only compose copies of four editions™
... but — what is proof of an even greater boldness — mixed the edi-
tion of Theodotion with the one of the LXX, marking with asteriskoi
the passages which were missing [in the LXX], and with a sign of
spuriousness [i.e., the obelos] the passages which seemed to have been
added superfluously.

According to Jerome, this Greek text with signs was not a later abridge-
ment of the Hexapla, but rather the final product stemming from it, which
aimed at “summarizing” the result of the latter synoptic work.” Jerome also
says that the additions from the Hebrew Bible were taken from Theodotion.
This may be a generalization by Jerome, since Symmachus and Aquila might
also have been used to add portions missing in the LXX, as suggested by the
critical signs and notes in the Codex Marchalianus. Yet even in this manuscript
the vast majority of the additions come from Theodotion, thus explaining Je-
rome’s generalization.

It was most likely Origen himself who devised this text, probably after
compiling the Hexapla. The easy identification of the quantitative differences
between the Hebrew and the Greek Bible was indeed the main goal of Origen’s
work, as he himself explains:

Ep. Afric., PG 11, 60B: Aokobuev 8¢ pr| dyvoelv kai tag map'
ékeivolg, iva, mpogTovdaiovg Stakeyopevol, i Tpoépwiev adTolg
T [N Kelpeva v TOIG AvTLypagolg adTtdv, kal tva cvyxpnowueda
TOlG Qepopévolg map’ €keivolg ei kal €v Toig Nuetépolg od Keita
BiPAiots: TotadTng yap obong HUdv TG TpOG adTovg &v Taig {troeat

2 These “copies of four editions” may refer to the so-called Tetrapla, collecting the
LXX, Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion. According to Clements 1997, 97-100 (as
referred to by Grafton-Williams 2006, 113) and Clements 2000, this synoptic copy of
the Greek Bible was the first version of the Hexapla - it was prepared at Alexandria in
order to “heal” the text of the LXX, which Origen considered authoritative; Origen de-
veloped an interest in the Hebrew Bible only when he moved to Caesarea in ca. 233 CE
and encountered the Jewish community there; it was in Caesarea that he added the two
additional columns with the Hebrew and the Hebrew transliterated into Greek letters.

73 According to Nautin 1977, 456-457, and Schaper 1998, 8-9, who claim that critical
signs were placed in the fifth column of the Hexapla and that there was no separate
LXX edition, Jerome is referring here to the synoptic Hexapla. Yet Jerome seems to
distinguish clearly between two different enterprises by Origen; first, a collection of
more than one edition of the Bible (exemplaria ...quattuor editionum), and then a single
edition of the LXX mixed with the one of Theodotion (in editione Septuaginta Theodo-
tionis editionem miscuit) with the addition of critical signs. In the first passage quoted,
in fact, Origen speaks of this latter enterprise only, without mentioning any synopsis.
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TIOPACKELTG, OV KATAPPOVHTOVaLY, 008 wg €Bog avTolc, yeAdoovTal
TOVG amd TV €0vv miotevovtag, wg T dANOf kal map' adToig
Avayeypappéva ayvoodvTag.

We try not to ignore what is in their versions [of the Bible] in order
that when arguing with the Jews we do not quote to them passages
that are not present in their copies, and in order that we can avail
ourselves of passages that their editions carry, even if these passages
are not present in our own texts [of the Bible]. If this is our practice in
controversies with them, they will not despise us nor, as is their habit,
will they laugh at those among the Gentiles who have faith, because -
they think - they ignore the truths which are preserved in their text.”

Signs were very useful in a Greek-only edition like the one preserved in the
fragment of P.Grenf. 1.5, because Christians could use such “revised” LXX edi-
tions in debates with the Jews knowing exactly what the Hebrew text included.
Such a need was particularly strong in third-century Caesarea, a multicultural
city with large communities of Christians and Jews, where doctrinal debates
between these two groups were routine.”” Origen’s critical signs did not have
any exegetical goal - they were not linked to a commentary where each marked
lemma would have received an explanation, as in the case of Aristarchus’ criti-
cal signs. In fact, in his exegetical treatises on the Bible Origen uses his work on
different ekdoseis of the Bible to discuss or to select the readings which better
suit his own exegesis, but he never mentions the presence of critical signs in the
edition of reference as a starting point for an explanation. The reason for this
is that Origen’s exegetical works were not primarily focused on a comparative
approach to the text, but rather had a theological aim and were an independent
product of research, not necessarily conceived to be used with the Hexapla or
any specific edition of the LXX. In this scenario, the Hexapla seems to be more
of a preparatory work, similar to a collation of manuscripts, created in order
to put together a “critical edition” with apologetic aims to be used in debates
with the Jews to defend the new Christian faith. This was Origen’s final goal
and the Hexapla was the necessary preliminary to such a useful tool to defend
Christian doctrines.”

74On this passage, see Sgherri 1977, 16-17.

75 Cf. Levine 1975, 80-84.

7¢It is clear that this “critical” edition was mostly concerned with additions and omis-
sions in reference of the Hebrew version, not with different readings in passages present
in both the Greek and Hebrew texts. PGrenf. 1.5 is evidence of this since, although it
follows the Hebrew text in the additions and sentence order rather than the LXX, it
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Conclusions

The “revised” edition of the LXX with asteriskoi and obeloi marking addi-
tions or omissions in the Hebrew Bible was a by-product or, more accurately,
the final outcome of the Hexapla. It aimed at summarizing the results of the
synoptic and complex Hexapla into a much more compact and easy-to-use
edition. The Hexapla was a huge, multi-volume enterprise, which according
to some scholars’ reconstruction occupied almost forty codices of 800 pages
each.” Such a text was not only impossible to use outside a library, but also
very difficult to consult and to copy.”® Hence it could not fulfill Origen’s aim of
giving the Christians a tool to argue against the Jews — Origen could never have
thought that the gigantic synoptic edition could serve that goal. More likely, he
might have considered the preparation of a Greek text his ultimate goal. This
is not only suggested by his own words in the Letter to Africanus quoted above
(PG 11, 60B) but also by Jerome, who takes for granted that this “revised” LXX
was Origen’s work. Indeed Origen could have had time to prepare such a text,
since the Hexapla was finished in ca. 245 CE,” at which time he still had nine
years of his life left for additional projects. During those years he certainly
devoted himself to other activities (between 245 and 250 he composed the
Contra Celsum, the Commentary to Matthew, and other exegetical works, for
example); even so, putting together this “revised” LXX would not have been
very demanding once the synoptic Hexapla was complete.

does not register the different reading in the Hebrew version at Ezek. 5:12, as noted
above at p. 194. Brock 1970 already suggested that neither the Hexapla nor its fifth
column containing the LXX (where he thought critical signs were placed) were “real”
critical editions in the modern sense of the term, but rather had an apologetic aim, to
help Christians in their controversies with the Jews. See also Neuschéfer 1987, 100-103,
and Clements 2000, 324-325, who both also rightly stress that Origen’s other goal was
to “heal” the LXX text, not to recover the “original” text of the Bible (as maintained
by Nautin 1977, 351-353, who compares Origen to the Alexandrians in their effort to
recover the “original” text of Homer). Because his focus was the LXX, Origen did not
need to notice variants present in the Hebrew text or even to correct the LXX on the
basis of the Hebrew Bible (cf. Neuschifer 1987, 99-100, 103).

77 According to Grafton-Williams 2006, 105. Swete 1914, 74, instead calculated a total
of “only” ca. 6,500 pages (without counting the Quinta and Sexta).

8 Of course, the Cairo Genizah and the Mercati palimpsests prove that at least some
copies of the Hexapla were still made in the seventh or even in the tenth century CE.
Even so, these copies were probably limited to selected books of the Bible.

7 Cf. Fernandez Marcos 2000, 209, according to whom the bulk of the Hexapla must
have been put together between 235 and 245, since Hexaplaric quotations occur in the
Letter to Africanus, dated to ca. 240 CE, and in the Contra Celsum, possibly composed
in 249 CE.
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How does P.Grenf. 1.5 fitinto this scenario? First of all, in this article  have
shown that in comparison with other early LXX manuscripts that preserve
critical signs (the Codex Colberto-Sarravianus, the Codex Marchalianus), the
papyrus seems to preserve a system of critical signs closest to that of Origen
as applied to a “revised” edition of the LXX.* Second, P.Grenf. 1.5 is the oldest
available fragment of such a “critical” edition, as the other early manuscripts
date to the fourth/fifth century CE (Codex Colberto-Sarravianus) or to the
sixth century CE (Codex Marchalianus).®' As already anticipated at the begin-
ning of the article, the dating of the papyrus is far from secure since it is based
only on paleographical comparisons. Nonetheless, the possible dating spans
from ca. 250 to 350 CE. This means that, even if we choose the latest dating,
P.Grenf. 1.5 was still written within 100 years after Origen’s death, which oc-
curred in 254 CE. If we accept the later dating, then the papyrus fits with the
activity of Pamphilus (ca. 240-310 CE) and Eusebius (ca. 260-340 CE), con-
firming what we know from the subscriptions of other Bible manuscripts: that
Pamphilus and Eusebius prepared these “revised” editions of the LXX on the
basis of Origen’s Hexapla. On the other hand, a comparison with other securely
dated papyri does not exclude an earlier dating, to the second half of the third
century. If so, such a “revised” LXX text, of which P.Grenf. 1.5 would be one
copy, could also have been produced by Origen himself.

Given the uncertainties of paleographical dating, P.Grenf. 1.5 cannot con-
clusively prove that such an edition goes back to Origen himself, as its dating
is also compatible with Pamphilus’ and Eusebius’ activity. Yet there is a further
detail that merits attention. Just before the passage quoted above from the
Praefatio in librum Paralipomenon (PL 28,1393 A) Jerome reports that different
regions had different preferred texts of the Bible:

Jerome, Praef. in Paral., PL 28, 1392A: Alexandria et Aegyptus in
Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem; Constantinopolis usque
Antiochiam Luciani martyris exemplaria probat; mediae inter has pro-
vinciae Palestinos codices legunt, quos ab Origene elaboratos Eusebius
et Pamphilius vulgaverunt.

50While I have focused my attention on the Marchalianus because it can be directly
compared with P.Grenf. 1.5, the Codex Colberto-Sarravianus also has non-Origenian
onpela, such as metobeloi and oddly-shaped obeloi; see Swete 1914, 138, and my discus-
sion above pp. 211-212.

81 The other manuscripts with critical signs are even later, since the Codex Syro-
Hexaplaris Ambrosianus dates to the eighth century CE and the Codex Chisianus 88 to
the tenth century CE. In addition, both these manuscripts have non-Origenian signs, as
discussed above at p. 212. On the relationship between the Syro-Hexapla and the Chigi
manuscript 88, see Jenkins 1991, 262-264.
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In their Septuagint, Alexandria and Egypt praise Hesychius as their
authority; [the region from] Constantinople to Antioch approves the
copies of Lucian the martyr; the provinces in the middle of these
[regions] read the codices from Palestine, elaborated by Origen and
circulated by Eusebius and Pamphilus.

In addition to restating that the “critical” edition of the LXX was prepared
by Origen and that Pamphilus and Eusebius contributed to its circulation, Je-
rome also claims that Origen’s “revised” version of the LXX was circulating in
Palestine. However, P.Grenf. 1.5 comes from Egypt,*? and was written between
the second half of the third century and the first half of the fourth century
CE. This proves that this “revised” edition circulated very early on, and that
it reached beyond Palestine. Of course, the fragment in PGrenf. 1.5 might
have come from a book belonging to someone from Palestine who traveled or
moved to Egypt — thus it does not indicate that the “revised” LXX became the
standard Bible text outside Palestine. However, the presence of PGrenf. 1.5 in
Egypt demonstrates that an “enlarged” version of the LXX with critical signs
(the obelos and the asteriskos) was prepared quite early on. In fact, the compila-
tion of such an edition must have occurred early enough for it to be copied into
the book to which PGrenf. 1.5 once belonged; additionally, this book had to
be sold to its original owner, who then traveled or relocated to Egypt. This
pushes the composition of this “revised” LXX to an earlier date, especially if
the papyrus changed hands (through multiple sales or inheritance) after it was
finished. This might suggest that the “revised” LXX had already been prepared
at the end or even the middle of the third century CE at Caesarea and that such
an edition was probably envisaged if not actually produced by Origen himself,
as Jerome claims.

The presence of this papyrus containing Origen’s “enlarged” LXX in Egypt
at the end of the third or in the first half of the fourth century CE also allows
for some final, additional suggestions. As has already been mentioned, some
manuscripts of the Syro-Hexapla such as the Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambro-
sianus are very rich in critical signs, some of which are Origenian. The Syro-
Hexapla was put together in Egypt by Paul of Tella, at Enaton near Alexandria,
around 613-617 CE.® Scholars speculate about which Greek text was used by
Paul for his translation, as the Hexapla did not circulate beyond Caesarea.

8 Even though Grenfell labeled P.Grenf. 1.5 as “from Fayoum,” this means only that
the papyrus was bought there. The “Grenfell papyri” were in fact acquired on the mar-
ket, not in excavations; therefore, they could in theory come from anywhere in Egypt.
I thank Nick Gonis for this information.

8 Cf. Law 2011, 18-22.
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P.Grenf. 1.5, the most ancient witness of a “monolingual” LXX text derived
from the Hexapla (albeit a very scanty one), suggests that such a “critical”
edition, circulated by Pamphilus and Eusebius, reached beyond Caesarea and
even to Egypt quite early on. Such a text was certainly among those used by Paul
for his Syro-Hexapla, as the Origenian critical signs and the final subscriptions
in the Syro-Hexaplaric text prove.*

To conclude, P.Grenf. 1.5 is a unique testimony for Origen’s critical signs as
applied to the Old Testament because compared to the other few manuscripts
with critical signs it is the oldest and the most faithful to Origen’s system on
the basis of what Origen himself says about his use of the Alexandrian onpeia.
This tiny scrap of papyrus may not prove that the “revised” LXX text was in-
deed prepared by Origen, but does not disprove this possibility either - in fact,
Origen certainly envisaged such a “revised” LXX text as a result of his Hexapla
for apologetic purposes; in addition, his critical signs work much better in a
Greek-only text than in a huge synoptic edition. The dating of P.Grenf. 1.5
is compatible with the possibility that this “revised” LXX text was prepared
during the latter part of Origenss life, even if the wider circulation of such a
LXX text is most likely due to Pamphilus and Eusebius.** On the other hand,
P.Grenf. 1.5 does provide evidence to support a circumstance which has until
now been only a supposition:* that this “revised” LXX text (circulated through
the scriptorium of Pamphilus and Eusebius) traveled beyond Caesarea early
enough (in the early fourth century CE) to be used as one of the basis for the
Syro-Hexapla, composed in Egypt in 613-617 CE.

8 The Syro-Hexapla, however, is not a simple translation of this “enlarged” Greek
LXX text, but incorporates other versions of the Bible (e.g. Lucian) as well. Cf. Jenkins
1991, 263, and especially Law 2008 (with a survey of the main studies on the topic).

%1n fact, Nautin 1977, 354, who thought that the fifth column of the Hexapla had
critical signs and was copied and circulated as a separate text only by Pamphilus and
Eusebius, did not exclude the possibility that Origen himself copied the fifth column
on a separate roll for his own use. However, I suggest that the critical signs, which were
useless in a synopsis, were added at the moment of compiling this Greek-only text and
thus after the Hexapla was finished. This implies that a critical edition of the LXX had
already been envisaged by Origen himself as a stand-alone project, since he speaks
of the onueia being used to mark quantitative differences between the LXX and the
Hebrew Bible. Origen might have initiated this project, which was then carried out at
a larger scale by Pamphilus and Eusebius.

8Cf. Law 2011, 18-19: “But how did this bishop [i.e. Paul of Tella] some four centuries
after the Hexapla’s completion in Caesarea have access to the giant tomes in Egypt? It is
possible that the Egyptian monastery within which Paul worked had in its possession
a copy of the LXX text of Eusebius and Pamphilus, complete with the Hexaplaric sigla”
Cf. also Jellicoe 1968, 126.
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