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Short Abstract

This thesis investigates the influences on Jerome’s translation of the Psalter from the
Hebrew (/H Psalter) that came from the three major socio-religious sphc;,res with
which Jerome was acquainted. It argues that the results offer insights into Jerome’s
conception of the nature of Hebrew text itself, of the relationship between it and the

Christian faith, and of his role as translator.



The thesis argues and demonstrates that the language of the /H Psalter reveals
influences that derive from Jerome’s classical background, from his contact with
rabbinic scholars in Palestine, and, especially, from his adopted Christian faith. These

influences are subtle, but their combined effect is considerable.

Care is takén to demonstrate that Jerome was a competent translator, and that he
deliberately intended the classical, Jewish or Christian nuances that are discussed.
This is achieved, first, by comparing the /H Psalter with the Hebrew as an initial step,
then with Jerome’s translation of the Psalter from the Hexaplaric Septuagint, and with
- the various Greek versions where they are extant; and second, by evaluating the
relationship between Jerome’s translations and his exegetical material on the Psalter.
The fact that Jerome is both translator and exegete of the Psalter allows clear insight

into the impact of his understanding of the Psalms on his translation of them.

The Conclusion argues that the issues can be focussed on and find their resolution in
Jerome’s conception of the nature and function of the Hebrew text. By imputing to
Jerome a belief in the divine inspiration of the Hebrew text, and a belief that the
Hebrew text properly understood and properly translated reveals Jesus Christ, the
character of the /H Psalter can best be explained. Jerome’s translations often exploited
available linguistic space, but they rarely went beyond what hebraica ve:ritas could

reasonably signify.
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Long Abstract

Fundamental to Jerome’s Iuxta Hebraeos project was his argument that ﬁe only
adequate Latin Old Testament for Christians was one translated from the Hebrew.
Jerome also seems to have believed that translations of the Old Testament books from
Hebrew to Latin could be both attractive in Latin and faithful to the original Hebrew.
In this way he hoped to answer both the complaints of educated Latin speakers who

accused the Latin Bible of literary barbarity, and those of the Jews who disputed the
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accuracy of the versions of the Old Testament used by Christians. Jerome’s primary
aim was to provide a Latin Old Testament for Christians based on the Hebrew text,
but herein lay his greatest difficulty, namely that of making his new translation

acceptable to a sceptical and conservative Christian audience.

Jerome’s classical education, his contact with Jewish scholars in Palestine, and his
own Christian faith gave him personal empathy with the three groups of people whom
he directly or indirectly aimed to satisfy by his new translation. This thesis describes
the process and results of an investigation into the ways in which Jerome answered
“the claims of these potentially conflicting ends of his translation. It considers the
extent to which Jerome met these ends, and asks whether he manipulated his

translation to make it appeal to one or other of these groups.

The basic methodology has been to read the luxta Hebraeos (IH) Psalter in parallel
with the Massoretic Text, and comparing it to Jerome’s earlier translation of the
Psalter from the Septuagint (/LXX). Readings in the /H that appeared to have a
particularly “Christian,” “Jewish,” or “Classical” character were noted, and attempts
were made to explain them by reference to an earlier textual tradition, whether
Hebrew, Greek or Latin, and/or by reference to influence from classical, Jewish or
Christian sources. Special attention was given to the relationship betweeﬁ Jerome’s
exegetical material on the Psalter and his /H translation of the Psalter in order to
gauge more accurately the impact of Jerome’s interpretation of a particular verse on

his translation of it.



The thesis is divided into four major sections. The first is a review of Jerome’s
knowledge of Hebrew within the specific context of his Old Testament translations.
The second considers evidence that Jerome’s /H Psalter reveals influences that come
from the classical world; the third considers evidence of influences from Jewish/
rabbinic sources; and the fourth longer section considers evidence of various

influences from Christian sources.

Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew is an important issue in the context of this thesis:
“significant” translations in the /H Psalter lose much of their significance if they are
erroneous or ignorantly reliant on previous translations. A major source of difficulty
in assessing is precisely what “knowledge of Hebrew” means. However, in an
investigation of Jerome’s Old Testament translations, whether or not he could speak
Hebrew is of little relevance as is his ability to translate from Latin or Greek into
Hebrew: the issue is his ability to translate a written Hebrew text into a written Latin
text. Various approaches taken by previous scholars to assess Jerome’s knowledge of
Hebrew are reviewed, and new sources of evidence are suggested. The section
concludes by arguing that while on the one hand it seems that Jerome was indeed
capable of translating a written Hebrew text into a written Latin text largely unaided,
on the other it seems that Jerome was content to assert his credenﬁals as a Hebraist
among his Latin and Greek speaking contemporaries, but never set himsc;,lf up as an

authority in Hebrew alongside or in opposition to his Hebrew teachers.

There has been much scholarly interest recently in the possibility that Jerome included
references to classical literature in his /H translations. Jerome’s rhetorical question to

Eustochium, “Quid facit cum Psalterio Horatius?”’ made it particularly interesting to
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look for classical allusions in the /H Psalter. In an attempt to avoid problems
encountered by previous scholars, a rigorous methodology was adopted. This
involved comparing the /H with the Hebrew as the starting point, intending to explain
differences between them with respect to Classical literature, rather than starting with

Classical literature and looking for similarities in the IH.

The thesis argues that there are no readings at all in the /H Psalter that can only or
best be explained by reference to classical literature. However, there is evidence that
Jerome sought at times to make the Latin of the /H Psalter conform to the literary
standards of the fourth century, standards that were themselves based on the great
authors of late Republican and early Imperial Rome. Instances in the /H Psalter that
show greater poetic and literary merit than its predecessors must no doubt partly
explained by Jerome’s sensitivity, as a competent translator, to Hebrew poetic
structures. But those instances where the poetry of the /H goes beyond the Hebrew
suggest that Jerome was concerned to demonstrate a certain degree of classical

nodeJa in his /H Psalter.

It is a well-established fact that Jerome includes rabbinic exegetical material in his
commentaries on biblical books. A previous scholar suggested instances in the book
of Proverbs where Jerome’s translation had been influenced by rabbinic thinking.
Since then, it seems, little work has been done in this area. The thesis argues that
Jerome distinguished between Jewish philological expertise and Jewish exegetical
expertise, and that while he was willing to utilise the former in its various guises to
discover the natural sense of the Hebrew text, he was less willing to allow the latter to

influence his translations. Jerome’s use of Jewish sources (including Hexaplaric

.



Greek versions) as aids to translation is irrefutable, but it does not make the /H
“Jewish.” A conscious reflection of Jewish exegetical traditions in the JH would be far
more significant. The thesis demonstrates however that there are very few readings in

the IH that appear to be directly dependent on such traditions.

The most productive part of the thesis has been the investigation of the ways in which
Jerome’s Christian beliefs impacted his translation of the Psalter from the Hebrew.
For a range of predominantly pragmatic reasons the Christian church had adopted as
its own the Greek version of the Old Testament, the Septuagint. By Jerome’s day it
had gained a status in Christian theology that placed it far above a mere “translation.”
Rather it was considered to be divinely inspired in its own right and, as such, to

represent God’s specific revelation to the Gentiles.

Jerome’s rejection of the LXX in favour of the Hebrew as the basis of his new
translation brought him into direct opposition with this viewpoint. Indeed Jerome
appeared to be rejecting the scriptural basis of Greek and Latin Christianity. The
question that the thesis asked and sought to answer therefore was whether or not
Jerome sought to make his new translation from Hebrew appear more “Christian” so
that it would appeal to those who had formerly held to the inspiration of the LXX.
Jerome was in a difficult position. Much of his justification of his new version to
Christians depended on his claims that references to Christ were obscured in previous
Greek and Latin versions: his new version might reasonably be expected to have
removed these obscurities. Yet in order for his new version to be useful as an

apologetic tool in disputes with the Jews he had to follow the Hebrew closely,



propagating no more specificity in his messianic references than the Hebrew allowed.

The thesis deals with these issues in three specific areas.

First, one of Jerome’s principal arguments for a return to the Hebrew text as the basis
for Latin Old .T estament translations was that it rather than the LXX was the source of
Christ’s and the Apostles’ Old Testament quotations. In the Preface to the Gospels,
Jerome argues, but does not explain what he means by, “sit illa vera interpretatio,
quam Apostoli probaverunt.” The thesis investigates his apparent preference for
apostolic rather than Old Testament textual authority by examining in parallel those
verses from the Psalter that are quoted in the Gospels. The results demonstrate that in
most cases the New Testament appears to follow neither the Hebrew nor the LXX,
and consequently suggest that Jerome made no attempt to follow New Testament
textual authority when he subsequently translated the Psalter from the Hebrew, even
when this could have been achieved by judicious use of synonyms. Despite thereby
undermining his argument for a return to the Hebrew text, Jerome preferred to follow
the Hebrew text closely when translating the Psalter, and the Greek New Testament

text closely when translating the Gospels.

Second, Jerome argued that the translators of the Old Greek version “hid” references
to Jesus Christ, whether deliberately (an extraordinary claim!) or simply I;y virtue of
the fact that, working before Christ, they could not know what Jerome believed to be
the true Christian significance of the Old Testament. Jerome therefore argued that a
return to the Hebrew text was necessary for the true Christian significance of the Old
Testament to be revealed and that he, a Christian born of Christian parents, was best

placed to reveal it. In order to test the effect of this argument on his translation, the IH
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Psalter was examined in parallel with the /LXX, and both of them in parallel with the
Hebrew and LXX respectively, in order to discover whether the IH is in fact more
“Christian” than the ILXX — as defined by Jerome: particular attention was paid to
Jerome’s exegetical material on the Psalter, partly to discover the coincidence of
Christological exegeses with Christological translations in the /H, and partly to ensure
that any particular translation was not assigned a greater (or lesser) Christological
significance than Jerome himself assigned to it. The results of the investigation
suggest that at all times Jerome paid the greatest respect to the veridical authority of
the Hebrew text. While he was willing to exploit linguistic “space” to demonstrate
Christian significance in the Hebrew scriptures, he rarely provided a reading that was
not a reasonable translation of the Hebrew. Occasionally this meant that he could
propagate a Christological translation in the /H that was not in the /LXX, and at other
times it meant abandoning a Christological translation from the /H that he had already

used in the ILXX.

Third, the thesis examines Jerome’s use of several words that by the fourth century
had gained a particularly Christian significance. It demonstrates in each case that he
understood the natural sense of the particular Hebrew word and that he could have
translated the same Hebrew word by a Latin word that was not so theologically
significant — and indeed did so on other occasions. Most of these words could be
justified as reasonable translations of the Hebrew word in question, but their
deliberate use in preference to less theologically significant alternatives suggests that
Jerome deliberately in this way introduced a specifically Christian nuance into his

translation of the Psalter.
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The Conclusion seeks to draw together the evidence from the investigations of all
three of classical, Jewish and Christian influences on the IH Psalter. It argues that the
issues can be focussed on and find their resolution in Jerome’s conception of the
nature and function of the Hebrew text. By imputing to Jerome a belief in the divine
inspiration of ;he Hebrew text, and a belief that the Hebrew text properly understood
and properly translated feveals Jesus Christ, the character of the /H Psalter can best be
explained. It seems that Jerome was most willing to utilise Classical and Jewish
expertise when this enabled him to demonstrate Christological significance in the
Hebrew text, or to demonstrate the divinity and so high literary quality of that text.
Similarly, a belief in the divine inspiration of the Hebrew text meant that Jerome was
generally willing to propagate only as much specificity in his Christological
references as that text allowed. Jerome’s translations placed the veridical authority of
the Hebrew text above that of Christian exegesis, with the result that while his
translations often exploited available linguistic space, they rarely went beyond what

hebraica veritas could reasonably signify.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

“Translations (like wives) are seldom strictly faithful if they are in the least

attractive.”!

Roy Campbell’s tongue was, we assume, firmly in his cheek when he wrote these
words, as is ours when we quote them, but given Jerome’s infamous misogyny they
could just as easily have come from his pen, or stylus — or could they? Jerome’s
verdict against the affected speech of fourth century Roman women, Adeo illis
adulterium etiam linguae placet,* “so much does adultery even of the tongue please
them,™ suggests that he too could associate language and marital infidelity.* Yet it
seems that, whatever the moral deficiencies of affected speech against which he railed
in his letter to Eustochium, Jerome perceived the process of translation to be very
different. Indeed it seems that a fundamental principle underlying Jerome’s
translations of the Old Testament from the Hebrew was a belief that his new Latin
translations could be both faithful to the original language and attractive to a broad

spectrum of readers.

! Campbell, R., “Rimbaud — And Two Homely Muses,” in The Poetry Review, Vol. 40, No. 3, (June-
July 1949), p. 199.

2 Epistula (Ep.) 22.29, CSEL 54, p. 188.

3 All translations are my own, unless indicated otherwise.

4 Adkin suggests that “Such an idea was naturally attractive to Jerome: it appealed to his taste for
prurience as well as to his partiality for arresting language,” Adkin, N., Jerome on Virginity, A
Commentary on the Libellus de Virginitate Servanda (Letter 22), ARCA 42, (Cambridge: Francis
Cairns, 2003), p. 279.



1.1 The IH in Old Testament Tradition

Before Jerome the Latin tradition of the Old Testament® most likely comprised a
collection of ad hoc translations of the Old Greek version(s).® The result was a
shambolic array of different Latin versions, with little consistency of quality or
translation practice, and often in a questionable Latin style.” During those first four
centuries® Christianity enjoyed a change in status from being a barely tolerated
religion whose followers were occasionally persecuted to being the official religion of
the Roman Empire and then, as a result of Theodosius’ decrees of the 390s, the only

religion officially tolerated in the Empire.” The texts which formed the basis of

3 We will use this term interchangeably with the (arguably) more neutral “Hebrew scriptures” to reflect
the fact that our investigation is concerned with a translation of the Psalter by a Christian, primarily for
Christians, and within the officially Christian Roman Empire.

6 Debate abounds concerning the circumstances under which the Old Testament was first translated into
Greek, and subsequent developments in the Greek Old Testament tradition until Origen’s work in the
early third century. Origen’s work involved a comparison of the Greek and Hebrew traditions of the
Old Testament and the indication of differences between them by the use of asterisks and obeli in the
Greek text, and was a turning point in the development of a standardised Greek Old Testament text. In
order to distinguish the pre-Origenic text from the post-Origenic text we will refer to the former as the
“Old Greek” (= OG), and the latter as the “Hexaplaric Septuagint” or simply “Septuagint” (= LXX).
We shall also follow the standard practice of referring to the whole of the Greek Old Testament as the
“OG/LXX,” rather than limiting this to the Pentateuch as is strictly correct. See, for example,
Ferndndez Marcos, N., The Septuagint in Context, Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible,
translated by W.G.E. Watson, (Leiden: Brill, 2000), pp. 53-65; Tov, E., “The Septuagint,” in Mikra:
Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity, edd. M.J. Mulder and H. Sysling, (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1988), pp. 161-188; Jobes, K.H.,
and Silva, M., Invitation to the Septuagint, (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, and Carlisle: Paternoster
Press, 2000), pp. 29-37.

7 Cf. Norton, D., A History of the Bible as Literature, Volume One, From Antiquity to 1700,
(Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 30-31, and pp. 36-37 for Jerome’s awareness of this; Kedar,
B., “The Latin Translations,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew
Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity, edd. M.J. Mulder and H. Sysling, (Assen: Van
Gorcum, 1988), pp. 299-338, here pp. 299-313; Kamesar notes Jerome’s characterisation of the Old
Latin as turbulentus rivus in the Praef in Ps (ILXX), Kamesar, A., Jerome, Greek Scholarship, and the
Hebrew Bible: A Study of the Quaestiones Hebraicae in Genesim, Oxford Classical Monographs
Series, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), p. 45.

8 All dates should be taken as AD (rather than CE, in keeping with the Christian setting of our subject
matter), unless specified otherwise.

® Cf. Millar, F., “Christian Emperors, Christian Church and the Jews of the Diaspora in the Greek East,
CE 379-450,” in Journal of Jewish Studies, 55.1, (2004), pp. 1-2: “it is entirely reasonable to see [the
accession of Theodosius I in 379] as the decisive moment in the adhesion of the Roman State to
Christianity, in its commitment to the step-by-step suppression of paganism, and also in the
proclamation by the Emperor, a couple of years later, of the State’s support for what we can label as



Christianity similarly shifted from being the obscure scriptures of a breakaway Jewish
sect to being the foundation of the state religion. It is no coincidence that Pope
Damasus’ commission to Jerome to revise the Old Latin to provide a uniform text

came in around 383-384, only a few years before Theodosius’ reforms. '

Having revised the Old Latin version of the Psalter at Rome in 384,11 Jerome went a
step further and made a new translation, or perhaps heavy revision,' directly from the
Hexaplaric Septuagint, known as the Iuxta Septuaginta (= ILXX) or as the “Gallican”
Psalter, in around 386."° This is the Psalter that was eventually included in the
Vulgate.'* Despite Jerome’s fears'> these revisions seem to have excited little

opposition. However serious controversy arose when Jerome’s thinking led him to

either ‘orthodox’ or ‘catholic’ belief, in essence subscription to the doctrine of the consubstantiality of
the Trinity.” Also Brown, P., The Rise of Western Christendom, Triumph and Diversity, A.D. 200-1000,
Second Edition, (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003), pp. 60-64, 72-80.

' Cf. Kelly, J.N.D., Jerome: His Life, Writings, and Controversies, (London: Duckworth, 1975), pp.
86-87.

' This version is lost. Its traditional identification with the “Roman Psalter” has been dismissed,
though extant copies of the latter are probably close to the text on which Jerome worked. See Le
Psautier Romain et les Autres Anciens Psautiers Latins, Edition Critique par Dom Robert Weber,
moine bénédictin de I’ Abbaye Pontificale de Saint-Jérome in Urbe, Collectanea Biblica Latina, Vol. X,
(Rome: Abbaye Saint-Jérome, and Citta del Vaticano: Libreria Vaticana, 1953), p. IX; Kelly, Jerome,

. 89.
Pz For this view, see in particular: McCarthy, D.P., “Saint Jerome’s Translation of the Psalms: The
Question of Rabbinic Tradition,” in “Open Thou Mine Eyes...” Essays on Aggadah and Judaica
Presented to Rabbi William G. Braude on His Eightieth Birthday and Dedicated to His Memory, Ed.
H.J. Blumberg et al., (Hoboken, New Jersey: KTAV Publishing House Inc.), 1992, pp. 155-191; also
Weber, Le Psautier Romain, p. VIII: “... Psautier dit «Gallican» de S. JérOme, qui n’est qu’une
révision, sur le texte grec des Hexaples, d’une ancienne version latine.”

13 Kelly, Jerome, p. 158; Biblia Sacra Iuxta Vulgatam Versionem, ed. R. Weber, R. Gryson, et al.,
Fourth Edition, (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994) (= Weber/Gryson), pp. XXIX-XXX.

'* The general scholarly consensus is that the Vulgate Old Testament, apart from the Psalter, comprises
Jerome’s translations from Hebrew to Latin, so that “/H”’ and “Vulgate” may be used interchangeably.
In the case of the Psalter, however, since Alcuin’s liturgical reforms the version included in the Vulgate
has been Jerome’s earlier ILXX Psalter, the text of which was that commonly in use in Gaul in Alcuin’s
day. In order to avoid confusion, therefore, we will avoid using the term “Vulgate,” and use “IH” or
“ILXX instead. Using the term “IH”’ also serves as a constant reminder of the Hebrew provenance that
Jerome claimed for his new translations, and the fact that, if he is to be trusted, the /H comprised a new
and distinct rivulus in the Latin Old Testament tradition. See Weber/Gryson, Preface to the First
Edition, p. XXX. Note also that when Jerome himself speaks of the vulgata, he is referring to what we
would call the Old Latin, that is, Latin versions made from the Greek tradition of the Old Testament.

' Praefatio in Evangelia, PL 29.525-526, Weber/Gryson p. 1515.



believe that only the original Hebrew would suffice as a basis for a new Latin version

of the Old Testament,'® a project he undertook in around 392."

Jerome’s belief that the only adequate Latin Old Testament for Christians was one
translated from the Hebrew was fundamental to his luxta Hebraeos (= IH) project, but
also the source of his greatest difficulty, namely that of making his new translation

" acceptable to a sceptical and conservative Christian audience. However, while his
Christian contemporaries were without doubt his primary intended audience, it seems
that Jerome had two further groups of people in mind. Jerome believed that
translations of the Old Testament books from Hebrew to Latin could be both attractive
in Latin and faithful to the original Hebrew.'® By demonstrating this he hoped to

answer both the complaints of educated Latin speakers who accused the Latin Bible of

'® We will discuss this in depth in Chapter 5.1. C.f, in particular, Kamin, S., “The Theological
Significance of the Hebraica Veritas in Jerome’s Thought,” in “Sha‘arei Talmon” Studies in the Bible,
Qumran, and the Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon, Ed. Fishbane, M., Tov, E., and
Fields, W.W., (Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1992), pp. 243-253.

' Kelly, Jerome, pp. 161-162; Weber/Gryson, pp. XXIX-XXX.

'8 We will discuss this in Chapter 3. Cf. Rebenich: “The new Latin version of the Bible was an attempt
at providing an educated Christian audience with a scholarly and accurate translation that also pleased
the literary taste of an audience that was familiar with classical literature.” Rebenich, S., Jerome, The
Early Church Fathers, Series Editor C. Harrison, (London and New York: Routledge, 2002), p. 54. For
Jerome’s claim that the Hebrew bible has literary merit, see Norton, A History, p. 37: “Jerome’s acute
awareness of deficiencies in the Old Latin Bible is balanced by his idea of the originals: he believes
them perfect in content and style. Though he never tries to demonstrate rhetoric in them, he
occasionally turns to another aspect of literature, poetic form, to bolster his idea of literary quality.”
See also Kamesar, Jerome, pp. 46-49; cf. Kinzig’s description of the “attempt of some circles among
the educated Christian elite at reconciling Christian theological ideas with pagan literary standards.”
Kinzig, W., “Jewish and ‘Judaizing’ Eschatologies in Jerome,” in Jewish Culture and Society under the
Christian Roman Empire, Ed. R. Kalmin and S. Schwartz, Interdisciplinary Studies in Ancient Culture
and Religion 3, (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), pp. 409-429, here p. 424, also Pease, A.S., “The Attitude of
Jerome towards Pagan Literature,” in Transactions of the American Philological Association, 50
(1919), pp. 150-167; Salvesen notes that “the literary style of its [the /H] Latin was evident, especially
when compared with the Old Latin,” though she does not say whether this was a primary motivation in
his IH project. Salvesen, A., “A Convergence of the Ways? The Judaizing of Christian Scripture by
Origen and Jerome,” in A.H. Becker and A.Y. Reed, edd., The Ways that Never Parted, Jews and
Christians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), pp. 233-258,
here p. 254.



literary barbarity, and those of the Jews who derided the inaccuracies in the versions

of the Old Testament used by Christians."

1.2 The Vir Tricultus

Jerome’s enigmatic boast to Rufinus, “ego ... Hebraeus, Graecus, Latinus,
trilinguis,”* has long excited scholarly debate concerning Jerome’s linguistic
abilities, and inspired the title of Denis Brown’s book.?! The veracity of Jerome’s
claim to be vir trilinguis is important in our study too, and we will discuss it in
Chapter 2, but we wish to go a step further. Jerome’s capacity in three languages was
mirrored in his exposure to three cultures that were interrelated with those languages.
Jerome’s classical education, his contact with Jewish scholars in Palestine,” and his
own adopted Christian faith®* had exposed him to these disparate yet interconnected
cultures. The vir trilinguis was also the vir tricultus. This gave him a degree of
personal empathy with the three groups of people whom he directly or indirectly
aimed to satisfy by his new translation. Yet his troubled relationship with classical

literature and his seemingly contradictory attitudes towards Jews and Jewish learning

' Thus Augustine admits that the Jews considered Jerome’s IH translations to be more accurate than
the Old Greek/Septuagint versions: “eius tam litteratum laborem ... Judaei fateantur esse veracem,
Septuaginta vero interpretes in multis errasse contendant,” De Civitate Dei XV111.43, PL 41.603,
CCSL 48, p. 639; see also McKane, W., Selected Christian Hebraists, (Cambridge University Press,
1989), p. 36; Kelly, Jerome, p. 160; for the Jews’ derision of the accuracy of the Septuagint, see de
Lange, N.R.M., Origen and the Jews, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), p. S0.

2 Apologia adversus Libros Rufini, PL 23.461, = Epistula Adversus Rufinum, 6, CCSL 79, p. 79.

2! Brown, D., Vir Trilinguis. A Study in the Biblical Exegesis of Saint Jerome, (Kampen, 1992).

2 We consider this in more detail in Chapter 3. For adequate synopses, see McKane, Christian
Hebraists, pp. 31-32; Kelly, Jerome, pp. 10-24.

2 This is the subject of Chapter 4. See also, in particular, Bardy, G., “S. Jérome et ses maitres
Hébreux,” in Revue Benedictine, 46 (1934), pp. 145-164; Kamesar, Jerome, pp. 176-192; Kedar, “Latin
Translations,” pp. 313-318.

24 Jerome was born to Christian parents: McKane suggests that Jerome became a Christian himself only
after he had moved to Rome (McKane, Christian Hebraists, p. 31), while Kelly simply refers to a
marked increase in Jerome’s Christian zeal at that time (Kelly, Jerome, p. 22).



show that his interaction with these cultures or Weltanschauungen was not

straightforward.

This thesis describes the process and results of our investigation into the ways in
which Jerome’s personal exposure to the classical pagan world, the Jewish world, and
the Christian world influenced his translation of the Psalter /H. Moreover, whatever
his personal beliefs and experiences Jerome was constantly aware of those at whom
he aimed his translations. Therefore this investigation is also an assessment of the
extent to which Jerome sought to make his translation of the Psalter /H more
acceptable to those who shared his classical education, to Jews, or to Christians. The
basic question we set out to answer is this: does Jerome’s /H Psalter appear to be
more “Christian” or “Jewish” or “Classical” than the Hebrew Psalter or did Jerome

provide as “neutral” or “scientific” a translation as possible?

Our choice to answer these questions by reference to the Psalter should be explained.
Jerome’s IH translations generally became less literal and exhibited more stylistic
freedom as the project progressed.” The Psalter’s place among the first few books
that were translated suggests that there might be more to discover in a book that
Jerome translated later, such as Kings or Chronicles. However, quite apart from the
innate value of assessing Jerome’s early practice, there are three factors that favour an
investigation of the Psalms. First, the Psalter has always been a liturgically important
book in both Judaism and Christianity, and so is a good place to investigate the impact

of Christian (or Jewish) exegesis on Jerome’s translations.?® Second the variety of

2 Kelly, Jerome, p. 162.

% For early Christian use of Psalms see, for example, Bradshaw, P.F., Daily Prayer in the Early
Church, A Study of the Origin and Early Development of the Divine Office, Alcuin Club Collections
No. 63, (London: SPCK, 1981); Lamb, J.A., The Psalms in Christian Worship, (London: The Faith



subject matter, language and emotion in the Psalter is unparalleled in other biblical
texts, and so presents a wide range of opportunities for experimenting with different
literary tropes and translation techniques.”’ Indeed Jerome (following Origen — though
he does not admit it — who claims to be following a Jewish informant)®® likens the
Psalms to rooms in a house, each of which needs the correct key to open it: “singuli
psalmi quasi singula cellulae sunt, habentes proprie claves suas.”® Third, Jerome’s
fondness for and appreciation of Latin poetry, particularly that written by Virgil and

30 is well known, and so the Psalter is an ideal medium within which to test

Horace,
the mutual influence of Jerome’s classical literary sensibilities with his (claimed)

literary appreciation of the Hebrew bible.

Press, 1962), pp. 18-45; Jungmann, J.A., The Early Liturgy, To the Time of Gregory the Great, tr. F.A.
Brunner, (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1960), pp. 167-169. For Jewish use of the Psalter
contemporary with or prior to Jerome see, for example, Gunkel, H., Introduction to the Psalms, The
Genres of the Religious Lyric of Israel, completed by J Begrich, tr. J.D. Nogalski, (Macon: Mercer
University Press, 1998), pp. 41-47; Weiser, A., The Psalms, A Commentary, (London: SCM, 1962), pp.
21-52; Seybold, K., Introducing the Psalms, tr. R.G. Dunphy, (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1990), pp. 23-
28, 99-103; Gerstenberger, E.S., “Singing a New Song: On Old Testament and Latin American
Psalmody.” in Word and World 5/2 (Spring 1985), pp. 155-167.

%" In a related context, Edwards suggests that “the variety in style [in Targum Psalms] is, at least in
part, due to the Hebrew text itself. In this regard it should also be noted that there is a great variety in
the language found in the Psalms.” Edwards, T.M., The Old, the New, and the Rewritten: The
Interpretation of the Biblical Psalms in the Targum of Psalms, in Relationship to other Exegetical
Traditions, both Jewish and Christian, Doctoral Thesis, University of Oxford, (2003), pp. 223-224.
Edwards notes that Psalms in which the Hebrew is difficult are those that receive the most “midrashic”
translations, while those with simpler Hebrew have more straightforward translations.

28 See Origen, Philocalia, 11.3 in Lewis, G., (translator), The Philocalia of Origen, A Compilation of
Selected Passages from Origen’s Works made by St. Gregory of Nazianzus and St. Basil of Cesarea,
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1911), pp. 31-32.

% Tractatus S. Hieronymi Presbyteri in Librum Psalmorum, CCSL 78, p. 3.

3 In Jerome’s original writings, Virgil (in particular the Aeneid) and Horace are the classical poets
most frequently cited, while Cicero heads the list of prose authors. See Brown Tkacz, C., “Quid Facit
Cum Psalterio Horatius? Seeking Classical Allusions in the Vulgate,” in D. Kries, and C. Brown
Tkacz, edd., Nova Doctrina Vetusque: Essays on Early Christianity in Honor of Frederic W. Schlatter,
S.J., American University Studies, Series VII, Theology and Religion, 0740-0446, Vol 207, (New
York: Lang), 1999, pp. 93-104, here p. 95.



1.3 Translation Technique(s)

A considerable body of literature has accumulated concerning the various translation
techniques that Jerome advocated for biblical and non-biblical translations, and his
actual translation practice, which is often different. Most famously perhaps, Jerome
suggests that he translates “sense for sense” rather than “word for word” (“non
verbum e verbo, sed sensum ... de sensu’) except in the case of the scriptures, where

31 Most Hieronymian scholars have at some point

“et verborum ordo mysterium est.
tried their hand at understanding Jerome’s attitudes towards and practices of biblical
translation. Schwarz, for example, sees an inconsistency between Jerome’s advocation
of word for word biblical translation and his failure to follow it, and explains this with
reference to Jerome’s humanity.’? Brown argues that “Jerome believed that a word for
word translation of the Bible was vital,” but admits that “As a translator, he was by no
means arbitrary, although he was not altogether consistent.”> Kelly suggests that “he
felt justified in preserving the characteristic elegance of Latin so long as he did not
alter the sense.”** McKane notes that Jerome’s “translation from Hebrew into Latin is
not wedded to a word for word equivalence with the Hebrew, nor to an undeviating
preservation of the word-order of the Hebrew,” but also that “Jerome criticizes the

excessively literal translation of Aquila.”*’

' Ep. 57.5, PL 22.571, CSEL 54, p. 508. Brock discerns a “semi-apologetic note” here, “designed for
Jerome’s more cultured critics, for whom the free style was the rule for rendering all literary works.”
Brock, S.P., “The Phenomenon of Biblical Translation in Antiquity,” in S. Jellicoe, ed., Studies in the
Septuagint: Origins, Recensions, and Interpretations, (New York: KTAV, 1974), pp. 541-571, here p.
556.

32 Schwarz, W., Principles and Problems of Biblical Translation, Some Reformation Controversies and
their Background, (Cambridge: University Press, 1955), p. 35.

33 Brown, Vir Trilinguis, p. 108.

3 Kelly, Jerome, p. 162.

3 McKane, Christian Hebraists, p. 37.



However Kedar’s remark that Jerome “speaks of the need to translate according to the
sense at a moment when he offers very literal renderings (Epistulae 57:5-10) L8
demonstrates the difficulty of assessing the significance of what Jerome says. He is
probably correct in principle, but he is mistaken in thinking that this example at Ep 57
demonstrates that principle. At Ep. 57.5 Jerome is speaking about translation, and
claims to translate the scriptures non verbum e verbo, sed sensum ... de sensu. At Ep
57.10, however, where Jerome argues that non verba in Scripturis consideranda, sed
sensum,”” he is no longer speaking specifically about translation, but about exegesis,
namely the way to reconcile opposing biblical accounts of the same events: in this
case Stephen’s account of Abraham’s burial, as related in Acts, versus that recorded in
Genesis. Jerome does not retract his earlier principle, he simply argues that slight
contradiction between two accounts of an event does not render those accounts
unintelligible. We will argue at various points in Chapters 4 and 5 that an awareness

of Jerome’s distinction between translation and exegesis is integral to understanding

several of his apparently contradictory attitudes.

Perhaps the most interesting recent contribution is that of Norton, who assesses
Jerome’s arguments concerning translation practice in relation to classical models
promoted by Cicero in particular,>® and suggests that the most powerful forces in
determining the nature of Jerome’s final translations were “the people’s established

sense of biblical Latin and ... his own sense of the text’s divinity.””

36 Kedar, “Latin Translations,” pp. 323-324.
7 Ep. 57.10, PL 22.577, CSEL 54, p. 522.
38 Norton, A History, p. 33-37.

% Ibid, p. 34.



This thesis, concerned as it is with Jerome’s /H translation of the Psalter, is integral to
this ongoing debate, and we hope that it will shed further light on it. Jerome’s
translation practice is a theme that runs throughout the thesis: we will not devote a

separate chapter to it, but will return to consider the issues again in the Conclusion.

1.4 Modern Literature

Within the large corpus of scholarship concerning Jerome relatively little has been
done to assess the characteristics of his biblical translations. There is only one study
that we are aware of that describes a tripartite investigation like that which we attempt
here, namely Matthew Kraus’ PhD thesis, Jerome’s Translation of the Book of Exodus
Iuxta Hebraeos in relation to Classical, Christian, and Jewish traditions of
Interpretation.*® Kraus successfully demonstrates the influence of all three of these
interpretive traditions at various points. However, his study is set out in the form of a
commentary rather than thematically, aﬁd it is consequently difficult to get a

comprehensive sense of the overall picture.

Joachim Schaper’s study on eschatological and messianic translations in the Greek
Psalter is perhaps closest to ours in terms of the impact of theology on translation that
he attempts to show.*' Schaper’s work, which we will discuss in Chapter 5.3, 1s a
significant antecedent for our own, and the difficulties he faced have been important

in developing our own methodology in this current study.

0 Kraus, M.A., Jerome’s Translation of the Book of Exodus Tuxta Hebraeos in Relation to Classical,
Christian, and Jewish Traditions of Interpretation, PhD Thesis, University of Michigan, 1996.

*! Schaper, J., Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen
Testament, 2. Reihe, Herausgegeben von Martin Hengel und Otfried Hofius, 76, (Tiibingen: Mohr,
1995).
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Colette Estin’s study on the /H Psalter touches on various issues that we will discuss,
and we will refer to her work throughout as appropriate.42 However, her study and
ours set out with fundamentally different objectives — hers to trace the influence of
previous versions of the Psalter on Jerome’s /H version, and ours to trace the
influence of the classical, Jewish and Christian worlds, mediated through Jerome, on
his new version. While her study for the most part looks inwards and backwards
(tracing textual influences from previous versions of the Psalter), we intend that ours
will look outwards and forwards (tracing textual/exegetical influences from the world
outside the textual tradition of the Psalter.) We hope, therefore, that our study will be

complementary to hers.

There have been various shorter studies investigating Classical and Jewish influences
on Jerome’s IH translations and, surprisingly, rather fewer studies on Christian
influences. Rather than attempt to discuss all of them here, it seems more productive

to discuss each in turn in the respective chapters of this thesis.

1.5 The Scope and Structure of this Study

Our investigation covers the entire /H Psalter, and we discuss significant translations
(whose identification we discuss in the next section) under thematic headings. This
approach seems preferable to discussing a few Psalms in great detail partly because it

offers a comprehensive picture of Jerome’s practice through the whole book, but also

42 Estin, C., Les Psautiers de Jérome a la Lumiére des Traductions Juives Antérieures, Collectanea
Biblica Latina XV, (Rome: San Girolamo, 1984).
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because significant readings in the /H Psalter tend to be limited to single verses. If
Jerome introduces an interpretive translation at one point in a Psalm he routinely does

not follow that interpretive theme throughout the rest of the Psalm.

This approach undoubtedly runs the risk of appearing to atomise individual Psalms
into series of unconnected verses. However, Jerome’s standard practice of remarking
apparently randomly on individual verses in the Commentarioli** leads to similar
atomisation. It seems that rather than use the Commentarioli to reflect on themes and
applications across whole Psalms or even sections of Psalms, Jerome would record
whatever exegeses he discovered in Origen’s work, or occurred to him personally,
concerning individual verses. We believe that our approach therefore befits and

reflects Jerome’s own exegetical approach.

This thesis falls into four distinct sections. We begin in Chapter 2 with an assessment
of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew, simply because without it we would be hard
pressed to assign interesting readings in the /H to Jerome’s personal intervention. We
proceed to discuss verses that demonstrate the impact on the 7H Psalter of the classical
world in Chapter 3, of the Jewish world in Chapter 4 and of the Christian world in
Chapter 5. Chapter 5 is itself divided into four sub-chapters, each concerning a
different aspect of Christian influence on the Psalter. In so doing we aim to provide a
true impression of the relative influence that each of these three Weltanschauungen

had on Jerome as he undertook his translation.

> We will discuss issues concerning the composition of the Commentarioli below.
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1.6 Methodology

Details of our methodology varied from chapter to chapter, but the general principles
were the same throughout. We began by reading the /H Psalter in parallel with the
Massoretic Text (MT), and comparing it to Jerome’s earlier translation of the Psalter
ILXX. We looked for instances where the plain sense of the /H Psalter diverged from
that of the MT, as well as instances where the /H and ILXX were very different, and
were particularly interested in examples that seemed to demonstrate a ‘““classical,”

“Jewish” or “Christian’ nuance.

The problems of dealing with ancient texts of the Old Testament across three
languages constitute something of a minefield. Our knowledge of these three ancient
languages at various stages of development is ﬁéoessarily limited as, consequently, is
our ability accurately to evaluate an ancient translator’s knowledge of them. The
individual textual traditions of the various texts involved are complex, and the
problems multiply when we try to compare them. These problems are familiar to any
student of ancient languages, so we will simply make two points. First, despite their
complexity, the textual traditions involved appear by all accounts to be as reliable as
any we encounter” — and it seems that the Hebrew text from which Jerome made the
luxta Hebraeos version corresponds closely to the modern MT in its consonantal

1'45

form, and to a large extent in its reading tradition as well.™ Second, the nature of the

material we are dealing with, and the sort of changes we are interested in — often small

* See the Prefaces to the critical editions cited in the “Texts” section of the Introduction.

% Cf., for example, Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 322; Kelly, Jerome, pp. 159-160; also Barr’s
comment that “Jerome’s [transliteration] material can be interpreted in a sense which keeps it closer to
the Masoretic structure of Hebrew than has recently been supposed.” This implies similarity in both
consonantal structure and vocalisation. Barr, J., “St Jerome and the Sounds of Hebrew,” in Journal of
Semitic Studies, Volume 12, Number 1, (1965), pp. 1-36, here p. 34.
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changes in nuance in individual verses — means that the evidence from any one verse
on its own will inevitably be inconclusive. It could always be dismissed as a simple
mistake or lapse of standard procedures. However, the cumulative effect of many such
individual verses over the entire Psalter is impossible to dismiss. Repeated instances
of a particular phenomenon make it less likely that any one instance is simply a
mistake, and taken together they have the potential to give the /H Psalter a different

feel to any of its predecessors.*

Having noted readings that struck us as having a “classical,” “Jewish,” or “Christian”
nuance, we sought to explain them by reference to an earlier textual tradition, whether
Hebrew, Greek or Latin, and/or by reference to the classical, Jewish and Christian
traditions that may have influenced Jerome. A particular difficulty was how to assess
whether or not Jerome intended us to so see a ﬁuance that we think we see in a
particular verse of the /H Psalter.*’ Fortunately, with the IH Psalter in particular there
are several ways to ensure that we are not reading more into the translation than he
intended. First, Jerome’s exegetical material on the Psalter — which we will discuss
presently — provides insight into his understanding of many individual verses, as well
as general information on his theology and translation technique. Second, by reading

the IH in parallel with the /LXX, and both of them in parallel with their respective

“® In taking this approach we disagree with Cox’ criticism of Schaper’s work which, he claims, tries “to
make a few trees into a forest.” Cox, C.E., “Schaper’s Eschatology Meets Kraus’s Theology of the
Psalms,” in The Old Greek Psalter, Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma, edd. R.J.V. Hiebert, C.E.
Cox, P.J. Gentry, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, Supplement Series 332, (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 2001,) pp. 289-311, here p. 302, cf. Schaper, Eschatology. We will discuss
these issues further in Chapter 5.3, where we will argue that Cox misses the point of Schaper’s work.
* This difficulty of assessing the gap between the translators’ understanding of a particular translation
and our own was perhaps the greatest that Schaper faced. The various checks that we discuss in this
section are designed to narrow that gap as far as possible. Cf. Cox, “Schaper’s Eschatology,” p. 301;
Salvesen, A.G., “Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (J. Schaper),” in Journal of Theological Studies,
New Series, 47.2 (October 1996), pp. 580-583, esp. p. 581.
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Vorlagen, and with such fragments of the Three*® that survive, the degree of
innovation in the /H can be easily assessed. Indeed the fact that both the IH and the
ILXX Psalters were produced by Jerome suggests that he was aware of and
deliberately intended the similarities and differences between them. Thirdly, we have
assumed that a man of Jerome’s intellectual calibre, working within his particular
theological and social milieu, will have been sensitive to a translation that would give
a particularly “classical,” “Jewish,” or “Christian” nuance to a particular verse, and
will have taken more care over such translations. Finally, the /H Psalter is purportedly
just that, “from the Hebrew.” Therefore if Jerome has apparently carried over a
“significant” reading from the ILXX (or another earlier version other than the Hebrew)
into the IH, we have not dismissed it outright as less important, simply because he

claimed in each case to be translating a different text.

Regarding Jerome’s exegetical material on the Psalter, we began by considering his
remarks in the Commentarioli in Psalmos, (otherwise known as the Excerpta de

Psalterio), and which we will refer to as the Commentarioli or Comm.* By way of

“8 “The Three,” and “the recentiores” are terms commonly used to refer to the translators known as
Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion, whose versions appeared in the third, fourth and sixth columns
respectively of Origen’s Hexapla. We must note however that the provenance of Theodotionic column
of the Hexapla is complex. The *“kaige” school of translation was active before the time of Christ, and
Theodotion (coming after Christ) aligned himself with it. It is difficult to tell at any point whether the
text in the sixth column is the translation of Theodotion himself, or an earlier one made along similar
principles.

* This was first published by Morin as Anecdota Maredsolana. Vol. III, Pars I. Sancti Hieronymi
Presbyteri qui deperditi hactenus putabantur Commentarioli in Psalmos. Edidit, commentario critico
instruxit, prolegomena et indices adiecit D. Germanus Morin. Maredsoli, apud Editorem ... 1895, but
since then it has been republished as Volume 72 in the CCSL Series, and it is the latter edition that we
have utilised. It seems that Jerome produced it in the period between the production of the /LXX Psalter
and that of the /H Psalter, see Kelly, Jerome, pp. 157-158. Indeed our own observation that the verse
excerpts in the Commentarioli are generally close to the /LXX, while the /H is usually similar to what
Jerome claims in the Commentarioli to be in hebraeo further confirms the dating of the Commentarioli
to the period between these two versions. Kedar suggests a date of 392 for the Commentarioli, which
would make it contemporary with the /H Psalter, see Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 319; for a recent
study, see Lane, R.M., Jerome’s Excerpta de psalterio: a study in originality and methodology;
together with a first translation into English, M.Phil Thesis, University of St-Andrews, 2001; see also
Pease, A.S., “Notes on St. Jerome’s Tractates on the Psalms,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, 26/2
(1907), pp. 107-131, here pp. 109-112.
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comparison we considered the shorter of Morin’s two editions of Jerome’s longer
discourses, or Tractates, on various Psalms, the Sancti Hieronymi Tractatuum in
Psalmos series Altera, which we will refer to as the Tractatus, and which contains
commentary on just fourteen Psalms.*® We found sufficient exegetical material in
these two works for our requirements in this thesis, so did not look further. As a
result, the relationship between Jerome’s translations of the Psalter and those of his
Tractates published in Morin’s longer edition, the Tractatus S. Hieronymi Presbyteri
in Librum Psalmorum,' remains to be investigated: this could be a doctoral project in
itself. A passing observation that we made, and one that would be worthwhile to
pursue, was that while the excerpts in the Commentarioli are usually closer to the
ILXX than to the IH, those in the Tractatus are usually closer to the /H, suggesting
that at least these fourteen discourses were composed after or at the same time as

Jerome’s work on the /H.

By Jerome’s own admission the Commentarioli was based on Origen’s commentary
on the Psalms, the Enchiridion, which he had been reading with the unknown
addressee of the Commentarioli who had asked him to provide more detail on points
that Origen ignored or treated briefly.52 Jerome explains his procedure as follows:
“Non quo putem a me posse dici quae ille praeteriit: sed quod ea quae in tomis vel in

omiliis ipse diseruit, vel ego digna arbitror lectione, in hunc angustum

%0 This was first published by Morin as Anecdota Maredsolana. Vol III, Pars I1I. Sancti Hieronymi
Presbyteri Tractatus sive Homiliae in Psalmos quattuordecim. Detexit, adiectsque commentariis
criticis primus edidit D. Germanus Morin. Maredsoli ... 1903. It has since been republished in CCSL
Volume 78, pp. 353-446, and it is this edition that we have used. Pease suggests that Jerome composed
the material in this collection in the late 380s or early 390s, Pease, “Notes,” pp. 130-131. Kelly
suggests that the Tractatus de Psalmo XV, which is included in this collection, should be dated to the
same period as the Commentarioli. See Kelly, Jerome, p. 157.

3! First published by Morin as Anecdota Maredsolana. Vol 111, Pars II. Sancti Hieronymi Presbyteri
Tractatus sive Homiliae in Psalmos, in Marci evangelium, aliaque varia argumenta. Partem nuper
detexit, partem adulteris mercibus exemit, auctori vindicavit, adiectisque commentariis criticis primus
edidit D. Germanus Morin. Maredsoli ... 1897, and now republished in CCSL Volume 78, pages 3-352.
2 CCSL72,p. 1717.
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commentariolum referam.”> We have no such statement from Jerome about his
Tractates, but Pease’s suggestion that they were sermons composed for oral delivery
to monks within Jerome’s monastery seems plausible.’>* There is debate over the
degree of plagiarism versus original thought in the Commentarioli in particular. Pease
approves Morin’s collection from the Commentarioli and his first edition of the
Tractates of “abundant and convincing instances of similarity of thought and
expression to other passages in the undisputed works of Jerome.”** Nautin, however,
accuses Jerome of plagiarism: “Je ne doute pas qu’il ait donné ici et 1a des
interprétations ou remarques personnelles ... mais les constatations suivantes le
trahissent et montrent que sa source essentielle est bel et bien les Excerpta in
psalterium d’Origéne.””® Kelly suggests that “Origen was ... his exclusive source, and
he did not hesitate to incorporate his ‘dubious’ opinions without hint of criticism.”’
Simonetti, too, suggests that “Jerome’s first serious contact with Scripture was
through the works of Origen, and his earliest commentaries ... are little more than
paraphrases of Origen...”® In his recent discussion of the Commentarioli, Lane

suggests per contra, that while Jerome undoubtedly used Origen’s Enchiridion and

other works as his primary sources, he added his own thinking, and drew on many

3> CCSL 72, p. 178.
> Pease, “Notes,” pp. 112-113. Jerome took up residence in Bethlehem in autumn 386, making the
Tractatus — by this reckoning — slightly earlier than if not contemporary with the Commentarioli and
his work on the Psalter. See Kelly, Jerome, p. 141. By contrast, our observations regarding the text
form used in each suggest a terminus a quo for the Tractatus after the composition of the
Commentarioli.
33 Pease, “Notes,” p. 108.
%6 Nautin, P., Origéne, Sa vie et son oeuvre, Christianisme Antique, Biblioth¢que de recherches dirigée
?ar P. Nautin, I, (Paris: Beauchesne, 1977), p. 283.

" Kelly, Jerome, p. 157.
%8 Simonetti, M., Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church, An Historical Introduction to Patristic
Exegesis, tr. J.A. Hughes, ed., A. Bergquist, M. Bockmuehl, and W. Horbury, (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark,1994), p. 99.
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other sources including Clement and (indirectly) Philo.”” We agree with Lane, and

will add Pliny to that list of sources in due course.

Regarding the edition of the Tractatus that we used, Pease suggests dividing the
Tractates into two groups, on stylistic grounds. He wishes to group those on Psalms
10 and 15 together as showing “parallels in written work, rather than in the homilies,”
and those on the other twelve Psalms together as more obviously homiletic.’ In any
case, he never doubts that both groups represent Jerome’s own work. Jay draws a
reasonable distinction between being “inspired by,” and ‘“‘copying” an author, and
argues that “Toutefois restituer au prédicateur de Bethléem ... la pleine responsabilité
de ces Tractatus, ce n’est pas les retirer totalement a Origéne. Leur dépendance
origénienne apparait en effet assez étroite pour qu’on puisse espérer dégager grace a

eux quelques matériaux sur I’exégese des psaumes de I’ Alexandrin.”®

Given the complexity of the evidence in this debate, we have not been able to give it
much attention here. Instead, we have taken Jerome at his word in the Prologue to the
Commentarioli, where he states “sed quod ea quae ... ego digna arbitror lectione, in

62 and have taken his choice to propagate

hunc angustum commentariolum referam,
this material as evidence at least of his agreement with it. Whatever the ratio of
original thought to plagiarism in Jerome’s translations and exegetical material, he

nevertheless disseminated them bearing his name.

% Lane, Excerpta, pp. 6, 9, 28, 33.

% pease, “Notes,” pp. 123-131.

§! Jay, P., “Jérome a Bethléem: les Tractatus in psalmos,” in Jérome Entre I’Occident et I'Orient, XVI®
centenaire du départ de saint Jérdbme de Rome et son installation a Bethléem, Actes du Colloque de
Chantilly (Septembre 1986) publiés par Yves-Marie Duval, (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1988), pp.
367-380, here p. 380.

62 CCSL72, p. 178.
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As a general principle we discussed only those verses that have different readings in
the /H compared to one or more earlier versions, and for which we have exegetical
remarks by Jerome concerning those variant readings, either in the Commentariéli, or
the Tractatus. In doing so we hoped to minimise the possible difference between
Jerome’s assessment and our own assessment of the significance of his translation in
the /H, so that we could be confident that we were assessing Jerome’s personal and
deliberate impact on the /H Psalter.”> We should also point out that while Jerome, as
the translator but not the author of the Psalter, cannot live up to Lewis’ ideal of “the
author-translator [who] ... can shift at will between conventional translation that has to
violate the original and commentary that attempts to compensate for the inadequacy
of the translation,” the facts that he is both translator of the Psalter and author of a

commentary on it, and that we have access to both these works, brings him and us as

close to this ideal as ever possible.**

1.7 Texts

We have cited the /H and /LXX Psalters according to the edition of Weber and
Gryson: Biblia Sacra luxta Vulgatam Versionem, ed. R. Weber, R. Gryson, et al.,
Fourth Edition, (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). This is the most recent

critical edition of botthsalters, the texts in which are based on that of the

8 M. Caloz employed a similar approach in his assessment of the text of the Gallican Psalter in light of
Jerome’s remarks in Ep. 106 Ad Sunniam et Fretelam: Caloz, M., Etude sur la LXX Origénienne du
Psautier, Les relations entre les lecons des Psaumes du Manuscrit Coislin 44, les Fragments des
Hexaples et le texte du Psautier Gallican, (Editions Universitaires Fribourg Suisse Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht Gottingen, 1978), pp. 217-229. There is a useful English translation of Ep. 106 at Metlen, M.,
“Letter of St. Jerome to the Gothic Clergymen Sunnia and Fripila Concerning Places in their Copy of
the Psalter which had been Corrupted from the Septuagint,” in Journal of English and Germanic
Phtlology, 36, (1937), pp. 515-542.

% Lewis, P.E., “The Measure of Translation Effects,” in J.F. Graham, ed., Dzﬂerence in Translation,
(Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1985), pp. 31-62, here p. 38.
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Benedictines of St Jerome’s monastery in Rome for the ILXX, Biblia Sacra iuxta
latinam vulgatam versionem ad codicum fidem cura et studio monachorum Pont.
Abbatiae S. Hieronymi in Urbe edita, (Rome, 1926-1994), and that of H. de Sainte-
Marie for the IH, Sancti Hieronymi Psalterium iuxta Hebraeos, Collectanea Biblica
Latina, vol. XI, (Rome, 1954). The particular strength of the Weber/Gryson edition is
that its physical layout, with the JLXX and IH printed on facing pages, greatly aids a

comparison based study such as our own.

The Hebrew is cited from Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, K. Elliger and W. Rudolph

(eds.), (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1977).

~N

The Septuagint (LXX) is cited from Septuaginta, A. Rahlfs, (ed.), (Stuttgart: Deutsche

Bibelgesellschaft, 1979).

Vulgate New Testament (VNT) passages are cited from the same Weber/Gryson

edition as the /H and ILXX Psalters.

Greek New Testament passages (GNT) are cited from the Greek New Testameht,

Fourth Corrected Edition, (The United Bible Societies, 1993).

The Commentarioli is cited from Volume 72 of the Corpus Christianorum Series

Latina, (Turnholti, Typographi Brepols Editores Pontificii, 1959), (CCSL 72).

The Tractatus is cited from Volume 78 of the Corpus Christianorum Series Latina,

(Turnholti, Typographi Brepols Editores Pontificii, 1958), (CCSL 78).
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We have cited Hexaplaric readings from Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt:
sive veterum interpretum graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum F ragmenta, F.
Field, Editor, (2 Volumes), (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1875), Repr. Georg Olms,
Hildesheim, 1964. This edition does not take account of more recent discoveries of
Hexaplaric fragments, but it is the only edition to cover the entire Psalter. We referred
to Cardinal Mercati’s edition of Hexaplaric fragments of the Psalter,®® but none of the

verses we wished to comment upon are included there.

Other works are cited either from Corpus Christianorum Series Latina, (CCSL), from

Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum (CSEL), or from the Patrologia

Latina database (PL).

1.8 Old Latin

The textual tradition of the Latin bible as it existed prior to Jerome is immensely
complicated, and it is for convenience rather than to convey an idea of homogeneity
that it is known as the Old Latin, or Vetus Latina (VL). Our present task is to discuss

the relevance of the VL Psalter(s) in our investigation of the luxta Hebraeos Psalter.

85 psalterii Hexapli Reliquiae, cura et studio Iohannis Card. Mercati Bybliothecarii et Scriniarii S.R
Ecclesiae Editae, Pars Prima, Codex Rescriptus Bybliothecae Ambrosianae O 39 SVP. Phototypice
Expressus et Transcriptus, (in Bybliotheca Vaticana MCMLVIII), Codices ex Ecclesiasticis Italiae
Bybliothecis Delecti Phototypice Expressi iussu Pii XII Pont. Max. Consilio et Studio Procuratorum
Bybliothecae Vaticanae, Volumen VIII, Psalterii Hexapli Reliquiae.
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Jerome’s Attitude to the VL

The low regard in which Jerome held the VL is well known, and has been adequately
discussed by Kedar, Kamesar and Norton among others.®® More positive assessments
of the VL, such as Kedar’s,” are interesting but are of little relevance in the context of
our investigation. Given Jerome’s passionately argued opposition to the VL it is most
unlikely that he»would have deliberately sought to introduce readings from the VL
Psalter into either the JLXX or the /H. Against this however, we must note the
“conservative pressure of the Old Latin,” discussed by Norton among others. He
argues that “Jerome could not forget his audience, and he knew the perils of changing
the familiar.”®® It is difficult to assess the combined effect of these competing
pressures on Jerome's actual practice in retaining or rejecting individual translations
from previous versions.” Indeed many scholars have pointed out that Jerome cites
verses apparently from the Old Latin Psalter at all periods in his career.”’ However,
Jerome’s decision to retain an older translation may just as easily be explained in
terms of his approval of it as an accurate translation, as in terms of compromising his

new translation by bowing to conservative pressure.

Teofilo Marazuela has shown that there is a far smaller textual correspondence (by a

factor of nearly ten) between the IH Psalter and earlier Latin Psalters than between

% Kedar, “Latin Translations”, p. 301; Kamesar, Jerome, pp. 41-49; Norton, A History, pp. 30-40.
67 «_.. this Latin version ... achieved its goal, namely that of providing the Latin-speaking reader with a
meticulously produced replica of what was considered to be the authentic Bible text.” Kedar, “Latin
Translatlons ” pp. 307-308.

8 Norton, A History, p. 35.
% McCarthy suggests a similar conservatism in another context: “Jerome’s new translation of the
Psalms, Psalterium Iuxta Hebraeos, is to even the most careless reader a reworking of the previous
Psalterium Iuxta Septuaginta. This is a rendering primarily concerned with preserving some traditional
;)hrases ”” McCarthy, “Jerome’s Translation,” p. 163.

0 Jay, for example, notes that Jerome’s excerpts in his Commentary on Isaiah “reflétent non pas sa
traduction sur ’hébreu” and suggests that “dans de tels cas, ce qui se présente a son esprit, ce n’est
donc pas d’ordinaire sa version sur I’hébreu, mais la version traditionnelle dont il était imprégné depuis
longtemps.” Jay, P., L’Exégése de S. Jérome d’aprés son Commentaire sur Isaie, (Paris: Etudes
Augustiniennes, 1985). pp. 92-3; also Jellicoe, S., The Septuagint and Modern Study, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1968), p. 254.
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any two of those earlier Latin Psalters. He concludes that this evidence sets the /H
apart from the other Latin Psalters as a “version” in its own right whereas the others
are simply “revisions” of (perhaps) a single original.”' Estin arrives at a similar
conclusion: “Le Gallican est une emendatio, c’est-a-dire un pur travail de retouche ...

Le iuxta Hebraeos, lui, est une translatio.”””?

Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew

We will discuss this in depth in Chapter 2, and so will make just two points here.
First, were our investigation of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew heavily dependent on
the ‘accuracy of his IH translations, the possibility that they were in fact copied from a
previous version would seriously undermine our efforts. As it is, the /H translations
have little bearing on our assessment of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew, so that there
is correspondingly little need to investigate similarities between the /H and the VL.
Second, the positive assessment of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew at which we arrive
in Chapter 2 means that we may proceed on the assumption that correspondence
between readings in the /H and previous version(s) (if not coincidental) suggests that

Jerome considered that particular translation to be accurate.

Our Access to the VL

The only complete edition of the VL to date is that of Pierre Sabatier: Bibliorum
Sacrorum Latinae Versiones Antiquae, seu vetus Italica, et caeterae quaecunque in
codicibus mss. & antiquorum libris reperiri potueruht: quae cum Vulgata Latina, &

cum textu Graeco comparantur. Accedunt praefationes, observationes, ac notae,

! Marazuela, T.A., La Vetus Latina Hispana, V, El Salterio, Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
Cientificas, (3 Volumes), Madrid 1962; here v. 1, pp. 26-30.

72 Estin, C., “Les traductions du Psautier,” in Le Monde Latin Antique et la Bible, ed. J. Fontaine, C.
Pietri, Bible de Tous les Temps, (Paris: Editions Beauchesne), 1985, pp. 67-88, here p. 85. (Her
emphases.)
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indexque novus ad Vulgatam é regione editam, idemque locupletissimus. Opera &
studio D. Petri Sabatier..., (Paris, 1751). This is now very outdated. Since 1949 the
Vetus Latina-Institut in Beuron has slowly been publishing updated volumes of the
VL, but there is as yet no sign of a VL Psalter. The best access we have to a VL Psalter
is Weber’s edition of the Roman Psalter.”> Weber argues that there is good reason to
favour the Roman Psalter above others partly because of “le grand nombre des
manuscrits qui le contiennent,” but primarily because “il parait avoir conservé plus
fidelement que les autres le texte d’une version latine primitive dont ils sont tous
tributaires.”’* He argues that Jerome was familiar with the text that he has published,
in that many verses from the Psalter quoted in Jerome’s corpus correspond to those in
the Roman Psalter as we have it.”” This is significant for us: if Weber is correct, this is
the closest we may come to a VL Psalter that Jerome himself had access to. However,
Weber’s is the first critical edition of the Roman Psalter to date, and he makes no

claim that it is “définitif,” instead pointing ahead to the Beuron edition.”®

Marazuela’s work on what he calls the Verus Latina Hispana includes a Hexapla-like
printing of six versions of the Psalter in parallel columns consisting, from left to right,
the Gallican, Mozarabic (a medieval Spanish version), Roman, “Spanish,” luxta
Hebraeos, and LXX.”” From our point of view his work is more significant for what it
omits. He points to sixteen LXX based Latin Psalters, but is able to include only three

of them in his parallel columns.’® This simply highlights the fact that any attempt to

™ Le Psautier Romain et les Autres Anciens Psautiers Latins, Edition Critique par Dom Robert Weber,
moine bénédictin de I’ Abbaye Pontificale de Saint-Jérome in Urbe, Collectanea Biblica Latina, Vol. X,
(Rome: Abbaye Saint-Jérome, and Citta del Vaticano: Libreria Vaticana, 1953).

" Weber, Le Psautier Romain, p. VIIL.

> Weber, Le Psautier Romain, p. IX.

76 Ibid, p. XXII.

" Marazuela, La Vetus Latina Hispana, vv. 2-3.

™ Ibid, v. 1, p. 19.
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trace specific readings in the /H to a basis in the VL will be hindered by the large

number and varying completeness of VL manuscripts.

A more serious problem is that of “contamination” of one textual tradition with
readings from another. Rebenich argues that “in practice, the text of the Vulgate
quickly became corrupted with passages taken from the Old Latin Bible.”” Likewise
de Saint-Marie discusses both “L’influence des Psautiers latins sur la tradition de He,”
and “L’influence de He sur la tradition des Psautiers latins.”*® His work highlights the
complexity of any attempt to evaluate the source and significance of similar readings
in different traditions. However, “contamination” between different traditions is most
likely to involve a homogenising replacement of unusual or difficult readings. Our
work is concerned with just such unusual or difficult readings. Their very existence in

the IH is testament to a lack of “contamination,” in those verses at least.

The IH and ILXX as Exemplars

We will show that Jerome’s arguments for the superiority of the Hebrew text as the
basis of a new translation were fundamental to his /H project. Whether or not Jerome
ever did undertake a revision of the existing text of the VL Psalter,®' it is important
that he felt it necessary to make a new translation/thorough revision on the basis of the
Hexaplaric text of the Septuagint, as “corrected” by Origen, namely the JLXX Psalter.
The ILXX thus constitutes his translation par excellence of a Latin Psalter on the basis
of the Greek tradition: for Jerome, the ILXX is the ultimate exemplar (in terms of time

and reliability) of the Greek-based Latin tradition of which the VL Psalter(s) were

7 Rebenich, S., Jerome, p. 52.
% de Saint-Marie, Sancti Hieronymi Psalterium iuxta Hebraeos, pp. LXI-LXII.
81 Cf. Kelly, Jerome, p. 89.

25



earlier manifestations.®* The IH constitutes his translation par excellence of a Latin
Psalter on the basis of the Hebrew tradition. Our comparison of the /H Psalter to the
ILXX is therefore a direct comparison of Jerome’s conception of the Psalter as derived
from the Hebrew versus the Greek tradition, and has the added benefit that both were

translated by Jerome.

A comparison of the /H to the VL would no doubt be worthwhile, but it does not need
to precede a comparison of the /H to the MT, and will best wait until a critical edition
of the VL Psalter is published. The specific nature of our investigation, and the
methodology we employ, means that the JLXX can for the most part stand proxy for

the Greek-based textual tradition of which the VL Psalter is a part.

1.9 Numbering Conventions

We have followed the numbering of the Weber/Gryson edition of the Iuxta Hebraeos
Psalter, and use the form “Psalm x.y IH”’ as the standard form of reference to a
particular verse. Where the verse in question is numbered differently in the JLXX,
LXX or MT, we have made this clear as appropriate. However, none of the exegetical
resources we refer to were based on the /H Psalter: the Commentarioli seems to have
been based largely on the ILXX, and rabbinic sources number the Psalms according to
the Hebrew tradition. In order therefore to avoid the confusion of referring to the same

verse by different numbering conventions within the same argument, we have used

82 Thus Jerome’s comment to Sunnia and Fretela in Ep. 106.2: “ea [septuaginta] autem, quae habetur
in eEamhoig et quam nos vertimus, ipsa est, quae in eruditorum libris incorrupta et inmaculata
septuaginta interpretum translatio reservatur. Quicquid ergo ab hac discrepat, nulli dubium est, quin
ita et ab Hebraeorum auctoritate discordet.” CSEL 55, p. 249.
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the /H numbering convention throughout. Thus by stating, for example, that “Jerome/
the Targum/ Midrash Tehillim comments on Psalm x.y /H as follows ...” we are
simply identifying the verse on which they comment, and not (quite obviously)

suggesting that they were commenting on the I/H version of that verse.

27



Chapter 2

The Vir Bilinguis? A Review of the Depth and the Development of Jerome’s

Knowledge of Hebrew.

“Like others reputed to be great linguists, [Jerome] found it better to acknowledge the
existence of the reputation than to define precisely the extent to which it was

deserved.”®

2.1 The Doctor Ecclesiae

Few issues in Hieronymian scholarship are as difficult to assess or as wide ranging in
implication as Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew. His competence in Latin was never
questioned, and his competence in Greek is now generally accepted, but the debate
over the extent of his knowledge of Hebrew is inconclusive. From his subjective
viewpoint, even Jerome himself cannot have known the true extent of his know»ledge.
The surest estimation might have come from a discussion between Jerome’s various

Jewish teachers, but they left no written appraisal of their ambitious student.

Jerome’s status as doctor ecclesiae has always rested in large part on his claim to be
vir trilinguis. This claim was certainly unique in the Latin speaking world, and may

only have been surpassed by Jerome’s friend Epiphanius of Salamis, about whom he

%3 Barr, J., “St. Jerome’s Appreciation of Hebrew,” in Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, 49 (1966-
1967), pp. 281-302, here p. 287.
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writes to Rufinus, “et papa Epiphanius nevrayAwaaos, quia quinque linguis ...
loguitur.”® Dummer emphasises the difficulty of assessing the veracity of Jerome’s
claim from the evidence available to us: it does seem however that Epiphanius’
knowledge of Hebrew was not superior to Jerome’s, and his knowledge of Latin was
certainly inferior.®® Stefan Rebenich discusses the importance of Jerome’s claim for
his own abilities in terms of his need to secure financial support from his Roman
sponsors.®® He is surely correct, but we must go further and insist that Jerome himself
needed to hold his linguistic abilities in Greek and Hebrew in high regard. Given his
apparent belief in the supreme authority of the Hebrew text, and his desire that the IH
version be suitable for use in apologetic debate with the Jews," it seems
inconceivable that Jerome would have embarked upon the /H project if his claims
were simply an elaborate masquerade, and he did not believe that he was capable of it.
Wealthy Roman patronesses could be hoodwinked into believing Jerome to be more

capable than he really was, but not potential Jewish antagonists.®

2.2 Earlier Attempts to Assess Jerome’s Knowledge of Hebrew

Many scholars have attempted to assess Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew, and have

arrived at as many different conclusions. Despite his opposition to the /H project, it

8 Ap. adv. Ruf., 6, CCSL 79, p. 79. Cf. “Epiphanius of Salamis, the so-called ‘pentaglossic’ ... was said
to know the Greek, the Syrian, the Hebrew, the Coptic, and in part also the Latin language,” Rebenich,
Jerome, p. 56, n. 34,

%5 Dummer, J., “Die Sprachkenntnisse des Epiphanius,” in Die Araber in der Alten Welt, v. 5, no. 1,
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1968), pp. 392-435, esp. pp. 434-435.

8 Rebenich, Jerome, p. 56.

%7 As Jerome hints in his Preface to the Psalter IH: “sed quod aliud sit in ecclesiis Christo credentium
Psalmos legere, aliud ludaeis singula verba calumniantibus respondere.” PL 28.1126; Weber/Gryson,
p. 769; and in the Preface to Isaiah where Jerome says that he translates ne Iudaei de falsitate
scripturarum ecclesiis ... diutius insultarent,” PL 28.774, Weber/Gryson p. 1096; cf. also McKane,
Christian Hebraists, pp. 36-37.

88 At least not those Jerome describes as “singula verba calumniantibus™!
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seems that Augustine had a favourable opinion of Jerome’s abilities in Hebrew:
“Hieronymus, homo doctissimus et omnium trium linguarum peritus, qui non ex
Graeco, sed ex Hebraeo in Latinum eloquium easdem scripturas conuerterit, and he
acknowledges the Jews’ positive verdict on Jerome’s translations, “Sed eius tam
litteratum laborem quamuis Iudaei fateantur esse ueracem, septuaginta uero
interpretes in multis errasse contendant.”® Sulpicius Severus likewise had a positive
perception of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew, as Rebenich points out.”® However,
neither knew Hebrew, so had most likely formed their opinion of Jerome’s abilities

via hearsay and no doubt, to some extent, from Jerome’s own claims.

Rebenich draws attention to the positive appreciation of Jerome’s abilities in Hebrew
afforded him by certain Reformers and other Renaissance thinkers: “Jerome’s Latin
translation of the Bible ... won the outspoken appreciation of [Luther], who in this
respect shared the Humanists’, and especially Erasmus’s positive assessment of
Jerome’s work.”" Burstein refers briefly to Erasmus and Victorius as he discusses “la
1égende créée sur la parfaite connaissance de 1’hébreu que Jérome aurait eue.”
Regarding the latter, he points out that “Victorius ... préféra tout simplement insérer la
correction d’Erasme dans son édition. Il trouva plus facile d’admettre une telle

correction textuelle que de supposer une lacune dans les connaissances de Jérome.”

Modern scholars have come to a variety of conclusions. We have already mentioned

that Nautin accuses Jerome of wholesale plagiarism of Origen in the Commentarioli,

% Augustine, De Civitate Dei, XVIIL.43, PL 41.603, CCSL 48, p. 639.

% Rebenich, Jerome, p. 56, n. 34.

°! Rebenich, S., “Jerome: The ‘Vir Trilinguis’ and the ‘Hebraica Veritas,”” in Vigiliae Christianae 47
(1993), p. 50.

% Burstein, E., ‘La compétence de Jérome en hébreu: explication de certaines erreurs,” in Revue
Augustinienne 21 (1975), pp. 3-12, here p. 7.
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with the inevitable implication that Jerome knew too little Hebrew to come to his own
conclusions.”® Nautin’s accusations are serious, but have failed to convince many
modern scholars.”* Estin suggests that “Les connaissances de Jérdme en hébreu sont
certainement supérieures a celles d’Origéne, mais inférieures a celles qu’on lui a

prétées pendant des siecles.””

More positive assessments include those of Kedar, who suggests that: “Against those
who maintain that Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew has been overestimated, it must be
stressed that he was, indeed, proficient in this language.”® He points to the Vulgate

97 as evidence. He

itself and to Jerome’s “innumerable remarks on Hebraic philology
also suggests that “Jerome inadvertently demonstrates that he is able to find easily a
Hebrew equivalent for a given Greek word whenever, in correcting the wording found
in the LXX, he states what the Hebrew vocable, not found in the MT, should have
been, were the LXX correct.”® The factual basis of this claim has been successfully
refuted by the likes of Burstein, whose work we will examine presently. Braverman
takes Jerome’s claim to have translated Tobit with the help of a Jew who dictated

improvised Hebrew from the Aramaic of Tobit, with Jerome providing a simultaneous

translation into Latin, as proof of “Jerome’s ability of oral comprehension of the

% Nautin, Origéne, p. 283.

% Cf. Rebenich, ““Vir Trilinguis,”” p. 57: “It has long been recognized that Jerome was dependent on
Origen as well as on other Greek scholars. That also implies that Jerome, in those cases where he said
he has directly referred to Jewish traditions, might repeatedly have plagiarized his source. But does it
necessarily follow that he had never used Rabbinic writings and established contact with Jewish
scholars?”” Rebenich is correct: it does not “necessarily follow ...” However, contra Rebenich, the
uncertain dating of written Rabbinic material, and the consideration that Jerome’s Jewish contacts
probably spoke Greek, means that he could have gained access to Jewish traditions independently of
Origen, but still know little Hebrew.

% Estin, “Les traductions,” p. 83.

% Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 315.

77 Ibid, p. 315.

% Ibid, p. 317.
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Hebrew language.” Kedar and Braverman almost certainly give too much literal
credence to Jerome’s self-promoting claim, especially given the large number of

readings that Jerome’s translation of Tobit shares with the Old Latin version.'®

More significantly, in his incisive assessment of various remarks made by Jerome in
his commentaries and letters Eitan Burstein demonstrates Jerome’s ability to comment
accurately on a Hebrew text that was in front of him, but shows that when he resorts
to recalling Hebrew words from memory he often falls into error.'”' His conclusion is
worth quoting in full: “Néanmoins on peut, nous semble-t-il, établir pour Jérdme une
distinction entre ce que nous proposons d’appeler compétence «active» et
connaissance «passive». Jérome, de toute évidence, était capable de lire et de
reconnaitre les formes hébraiques; il lisait 1’Ecriture avec une aisance et une célérité
qui étonnaient ses contemporains. Mais les exemples que nous avons relevés obligent
a ré-examiner sa compétence «active» et a se demander si I’illustre savant était
capable de reconstituer couramment des formes qui ne figuraient pas dans le texte
biblique qu’il avait sous les yeux.”'® This distinction between “active competence”
and “passive acquaintance” is certainly a valid one to draw: students who can translate
- accurately from Hebrew to English cannot necessarily produce accurate English to
Hebrew prose compositions. Burstein’s suggestion is useful for two reasons. Firstly, it

suggests the possibility, or even the necessity, of categorising different types of

% Braverman, J., Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel: A Study of Comparative Jewish and Christian
Interpretations of the Hebrew Bible, The Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series, 7,
(Washington, DC: The Catholic Biblical Association of America) 1978, p. 4; also Kedar, “Latin
Translations,” p. 317.

1% For knowledge of correspondences between Old Latin and Hieronymian versions of Tobit I am
indebted to a paper given by Danuta Shanzer at the International Conference on Jerome of Stridon, at
Cardiff University in July 2006. The published proceedings of this conference will be forthcoming.
101 «Compte tenu de ces difficultés [of searching for specific words within large scrolls without the help
of a concordance], il préférait recourir & sa mémoire, qui le trompait plus d’une fois.” Burstein, “La
compétence,” p. 10.

192 Ibid, p. 12.
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evidence for Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew. Secondly, and more importantly, it
suggests the notion of different types and levels of knowledge which, while there is
undoubtedly overlap between them, underlie different types and levels of ability, and

so need to be investigated separately.

Most recently Stefan Rebenich has concluded that (contra Nautin in particular)
“Jerome had direct access to Rabbinic literature and was at least able to understand a
Hebrew text. His translation of the Old Testament iuxta hebraeos and his conception
of the hebraica veritas was indeed an outstanding and original achievement.”'® And
again “a close examination of the evidence makes it more than likely that he at least
knew some Hebrew. I would conjecture that his Hebrew was at the same level as his

Aramaic, which he could read and understand better than he could speak it.”'%*

Both Burstein and Rebenich hint at different types of knowledge, but neither seeks to
define those types more closely, or to evaluate their respective usefulness.'®® This is
largely because they discuss Jerome’s “knowledge of Hebrew” in an abstract and
theoretical sense, treating their assessments as ends in themselves. Burstein’s caveat is
appropriate, and is adequate explanation for the equivocal conclusions at which both
he and Rebenich arrive: “Dans une étude de ce genre, il serait aussi injuste que
dangereux de porter des jugements hatifs sur la compétence de Jérdme en hébreu. La

compétence linguistique ne se mesure pas avec précision; et faire passer 1I’oeuvre

19 Rebenich, ““Vir Trilinguis,”” p. 58. We question his statement about Jerome’s “direct access to
Rabbinic literature:” the Mishnah was published and (probably) written down by the 3™ Century, and
Bereshit Rabbah by around the 4™ Century, but other works were redacted later. Jerome would most
likely have had only oral access to the traditions they preserve.

104 Rebenich, Jerome, p. 56.

195 Note the ambiguity in Rebenich’s claim that “There is no denying that he knew Hebrew ... [But]
how fluently he read or even spoke and wrote Hebrew requires further examination.” What, then, does
he mean by “knew Hebrew”’? Rebenich, “‘Vir Trilinguis,’” p. 62.
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hiéronymienne au crible des critéres de la philologie moderne serait aussi absurde que
vain.”'% A new and more utilitarian approach, based not on the abstract question,
“How well did Jerome know Hebrew?”” but rather on the pragmatic question, “Did
Jerome know Hebrew well enough to translate the Old Testament from Hebrew to

Latin?” will almost certainly be more conclusive and more useful.

Our investigation will therefore attempt to answer this pragmatic question. We might
divide the problem into three separate issues: first, what sort of “knowledge” are we
talking about? Second, how much of that sort of knowledge would be sufficient? And

third, how do we assess how much of that sort of knowledge Jerome had?

2.3 What sort of “knowledge’’?

Our assessment of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew fits into a very specific context,
namely that of investigating his /H translations. If we are to attribute developments in
the IH over previous versions to Jerome’s personal influence, we must be able to
assume that the text as it stands represents Jerome’s considered and deliberate
translation of the Hebrew text. Only then can deviations from the Hebrew text, of
whatever sort, be assigned significance with respect to Jerome. Therefore our
assessment of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew will be concerned with evidence for or

against his ability to translate a written Hebrew text into a written Latin text.

1% Burstein, “La compétence,” p. 12.
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The broad semantic range of the noun “knowledge” includes such disparate notions as
recognition, acquaintance, clear and accurate understanding, and erudition. However,
within our specific context the pertinent semantic range of “knowledge” is

significantly narrowed.

Visual recognition of the letters of the Hebrew script, or of a few common words or
names, is certainly inadequate, as is an ability to write the Hebrew script — even if
with sufficient fluency as to be able to copy large volumes of Scripture. Evidence of
Jerome copying Scriptures in Hebrew script may signal an attempt to learn the

language, but is not proof of success.'”’

A working acquaintance with Hebrew might be demonstrated by the ability correctly
to verbalise and pronounce written Hebrew and, contingent on this, the ability to
transliterate Hebrew words into Latin script. Given that Jerome worked with
unpointed Hebrew manuscripts such an ability could demonstrate proficiency in

grammar and vocabulary, which would in turn suggest a degree of comprehension.

A clear and accurate understanding of Hebrew on Jerome’s part might also be
described as a “good working knowledge” backed up by occasional reference to his
Jewish teachers in the absence of dictionaries and grammars. This level of knowledge
would be sufficient in the narrow context that interests us, and if it could be
demonstrated, we could finally lay to rest the debate over Jerome’s proficiency in

translating the written language. This level of knowledge would of course ideally be

197 Cf. Sutcliffe: “He began his study of the sacred language in Syria under a convert Jew, who seems
to have owned scrolls of his own, and it is probably that Jerome wrote them out for himself both as a
means of learning the difficult language and of beginning the collection of a Hebrew library.” Sutcliffe,
E.F., “St Jerome’s Hebrew Manuscripts,” in Biblica 29 (1948), pp. 195-204, here p. 196.
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demonstrated by a direct study of the accuracy of his /H translations themselves.
However, for several reasons that we will discuss in detail later, this level of
knowledge is potentially the most difficult to demonstrate, and the method of

investigating it, via the IH translations, is very problematic.

Erudition in the context of proficiency in a language includes but extends beyond the
ability to produce accurate translations from that language into one’s own language. It
implies a sophisticated knowledge of grammar, syntax and vocabulary, beyond that of
many or most speakers of that language, including those for whom it is their first
language. It might include abilities to critically evaluate literary works in that
language, to criticise other translations from that language, to suggest alternative or
better uses of grammar or vocabulary, or to suggest and rank various possible
readings of an obscure word or phrase. It might also include an ability to teach that
language sufficiently well that one’s pupils (assuming they are adequately talented)
may attain at least a ““clear and accurate understanding” of the language. We will
discuss evidence that Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew was “erudite” according to

some of these criteria.

These possible meanings of “knowledge of Hebrew” partially overlap and are ﬁot
exhaustive, but they provide a useful framework within which to proceed because
they suggest criteria that will have to be met if we are to say that Jerome’s knowledge
of Hebrew was sufficient in our context. They also allows us to define the sort of
knowledge we will seek to demonstrate. Only the third and fourth imply a degree of
knowledge that would be adequate for Jerome to have translated the Old Testament

from Hebrew to Latin. The first is hardly worth investigating, but we will consider the
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second, partly because so much importance has been placed on it in previous
scholarship, and partly because, if correctly approached, it may yield useful

information.

Whether or not Jerome’s knowledge of the language ever included an ability to speak
Hebrew is a moot, and mute, point, but is of little significance here: many modern
scholars of ancient languages might struggle to sustain a conversation but would
nevertheless consider themselves proficient in those languages. Conversely, some
fluent speakers of a language are weak in the written language, especially at a literary
level. Even direct evidence that Jerome could not speak Hebrew would not necessarily

imply an inability to translate it in a written form.'®®

2.4 How much knowledge?

If the process of qualifying “knowledge” is difficult, the process of quantifying
“knowledge” is more difficult still. Burstein is quite correct: “La compétence
linguistique ne se mesure pas avec précision.”'” However his suggestion that it is

“aussi absurde que vain”''°

to apply modern linguistic criteria to an assessment of
Jerome’s work is only partially correct. Formal linguistic principles may have been
articulated relatively recently but if they are valid they will apply equally whether or

not the authors or translators concerned were themselves aware of those principles.

James Barr for one has profitably applied'modem linguistic ideas to his investigation

1% Cf. Rebenich, Jerome, p. 56.
1% Burstein, “La compétence,” p. 12.
10 1bid, p. 12.
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of Jerome’s transliterations of Hebrew words.''' Nevertheless it is difficult to measure
“knowledge” with precision, and this is all the more so when the evidence at our
disposal is very limited. There is no possibility, for example, of scheduling a viva voce
to probe his deeper understanding, or of testing his ability to translate from Latin to

Hebrew. So we must work with what we have.

Laying aside difficulties for the moment we would want to see a “clear and accurate
understanding” of Hebrew demonstrated primarily by substantially accurate
translation of the Hebrew scriptures into Latin. This would include evidence that
Jerome knew Hebrew idioms such as adjectival comparison. Debate over the relative
merits of “word for word” versus “sense for sense” translation is relevant here:
arguably the latter demonstrates a deeper appreciation of the language, but it can also
be a screen for inaccuracies or gaps in a precise technical understanding. Fortunately

112

for us, the Psalter was translated relatively early in Jerome’s /H project, "~ and

scholars have long detected a general shift from “word for word” to “sense for sense”

113

translation as the project progressed. -~ The Psalter’s position near the beginning of

this continuum means that we might, perhaps, be more able to judge Jerome’s

translation by direct comparison with the Hebrew text.'™*

Evidence for Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew being “erudite” will come primarily

from his commentaries and letters, although a particularly neat translation might also

1 Cf. Barr, “Sounds,” pp. 281-302.

12 Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 320.

13 Cf. for example Kelly, Jerome, p. 163: “he tended to take greater liberties with the books he
translated latest, so that while he justly scorned any suggestion that his Samuel and Kings could be
described as a paraphrase, his version of Judges (404/5) comes pretty close to being one.” Kedar,
“Latin Translations,” p. 326: “Psalter and Prophets exhibit adherence to the linguistic structure of the
source language while Joshua and Judges, Ruth and Esther abound in free renderings.”

114 We will discuss difficulties of assessing the relationship between Jerome’s text(s) and our textus
receptus in due course.
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be useful. Jerome certainly criticises the translation of the LXX, and he makes
numerous technical comments concerning difficult Hebrew words or phrases. If these
comments can be shown to be both correct and generated by his own understanding,
this will be good evidence for erudition, as will evidence that he successfully taught

Hebrew to others, or accurately evaluated previous translations from Hebrew.

If we find these types of evidence through substantial sections of Jerome’s work,
suggesting both long association and increasing capability over time, this would be
sufficient to sustain an argument for Jerome’s ability to translate the Hebrew text of

the Old Testament into Latin.

2.5 Methods for Assessing Jerome’s Knowledge of Hebrew

We shall discuss the many different approaches that have been taken in an attempt to

quantify Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew, pointing out the strengths and weaknesses

of each. Finally we will suggest a novel approach to the issue. First we must identify

and suggest ways to work through some of the major difficulties involved.

2.5.1 Problems to be Overcome

Jerome’s Hebrew Teachers

We must always consider whose knowledge is reflected in the sources. Jerome’s

Hebrew teachers, whose advice he valued and whose services he procured at often
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considerable expense,'"

are always in the background. Unless he specifically
acknowledges it, their input can usually not be traced. Jerome may have turned to
them for help with obscure passages, but he may also have turned to them for help
with translation. Our investigation of his knowledge of Hebrew would not be troubled
by the former — no one could criticise Jerome for seeking expert help in difficult
passages — but we need to be sure that the majority of the /H represents Jerome’s own

work without frequent recourse to his teachers."'°

It is impossible to trace directly how much input Jerome’s teachers had on his
translation activities from day to day, simply because their work in this sphere would
largely have been limited to correcting errors in Jerome’s basic understanding.'"’
However the indirect evidence for Jerome translating substantially on his own is
compelling. The sheer volume of work that he undertook in a relatively short space of
time''® simply would not have been possible without his own considerable fluency in
reading and understanding Hebrew. Then there are instances in the IH where Jerome
apparently ignores previous translations and makes his own, which turns out to be
wrong. These mistranslations are infrequent but their existence suggests that Jerome

was indeed working alone, as it is difficult to see how a shadow translator in the form

115 Cf., for example, “Memini me ob intellegentiam huius voluminis lyddeum quemdam praeceptorem
qui apud Hebraeos primas habere putabatur, non parvis redemisse nummis, cuius doctrina an aliquid
profecerim nescio, hoc unum scio non potuisse me interpretari nisi quod ante intellexeram,” Preface to
Job (Vulgate), PL 28.1081; Weber/Gryson p. 731.

116 Cf. Rebenich, “‘Vir Trilinguis,”” p. 63: “any examination of his linguistic competence has to face
the problem that it is nearly impossible to reconstruct the scale of Jewish help Jerome enjoyed during
his work with the Hebrew original.”

7 1t is most likely that Jerome’s Jewish teachers would have spoken Greek but not Latin, so would not
have been correcting his translations per se. Cf. “The ‘Roman’ Empire of Theodosius, therefore,
functioned in constant dialogue, conducted in Greek, with its Greek-speaking subjects, who ... had no
secure or reliable understanding of Latin, written or spoken.” Millar, F., A Greek Roman Empire,
Power and Belief under Theodosius II (408-450), Sather Classical Lectures, Vol. 64, (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, London: University of California Press, 2006), p. 23. It does seem, however, that some Jews
(perhaps those in North Africa rather than Palestine) could speak Latin, and so were able to affirm the
accuracy of Jerome’s translations as Augustine admits in De Civ. Dei, XVII1.43.

'8 He took around 15 years to produce the IH, from c390-405, alongside his other activities. Cf. Kedar,
“Latin Translations,” p. 320.
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of one of Jerome’s teachers could have allowed such errors to pass unchecked.

Consider these examples, each of which involves a Hebrew hapax legomenon:

Psalm 57.9 IH:

The IH is very different to the ILXX but close to the Hebrew. IH vermis, “worm” is
unattested in extant versions, suggesting independent translation by Jerome. While it
is closer to the obscure Hebrew hapax legomenos 91%3%, “snail” than the LXX xmgos,
“wax,” the remaining inaccuracy suggests that Jerome in this instance had not referred
to a Hebrew teacher for help.'' That said, Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion all
have Zxtowua yuvaixos for NYR Sp), so we cannot prove independent translation of

the Hebrew in Jerome’s abortivum mulieris.

Psalm 76.5 IH:

We are interested in /H suspectum, “looking up,” for m7inw. The use of m91nY here
to mean “eyelid” is a hapax legomenos, so that Jerome’s ignorance of its meaning
may be excused, but we may reasonably assume that his Jewish teachers would have
known the word and would have enlightened him had he asked their advice. The IH “I
prevented the upward-looking of my eyes” and ILXX “they seized the guards of my
eye” are clearly different suggesting that Jerome was making a fresh translation in the
IH. Moreover, Jerome’s IH prohibeo, “hold back, impede” is not a very good
translation for 11R, “take hold of, seize.” The fact that his translation is wrong on two

counts makes it very likely that he was translating alone.

' BDB p. 117 suggests that 5153 is the Shaphel form of 553, with the basic meaning “causing
moisture,” hence “snail” due to the slimy trail left by these gasteropods. If correct, the slimy trail left
by worms may provide justification for Jerome’s translation.
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Benjamin Kedar has similarly suggested that various mistakes made by Jerome affirm
his general competence in Hebrew. Concerning Jerome’s occasional confusion of &
with v, he writes: “Jerome generally worked in great haste and obviously did not look
up every Bible verse that he wanted to quote; or somebody unable to pronounce the
guttrurals read the passage to him whereupon Jerome dictated his Latin rendering. We
submit therefore, that this kind of error, paradoxically, constitutes additional proof of

Jerome’s expertise.”' 2

Having said all this, it is vital to remember that the problem is not so much whether or
not the knowledge and capabilities Jerome displays can be traced to other sources, but
the extent to which he internalised that knowledge, and made it his own, so that he
could apply it to new situations. Disagreement with his predecessors, or translations
that cannot be traced directly to them (as in the examples above), will be among the
signs that Jerome did indeed achieve a first hand working knowledge of Hebrew.
When applied to his Biblical translations this might be manifested in readings which,
so far as can be ascertained, have no prior existence, or in a judicious selection of one

of a variety of possibilities.

The Hexapla

It is similarly difficult to quantify the effect of Jerome’s use of Origen’s Hexapla on
an estimation of his linguistic abilities. If nothing else, the Hexapla was, rather like a
modern interlinear bible, an ideal crib for an enthusiastic student of biblical
languages. Like its modern counterpart it offered a reader who was inexperienced in

Hebrew the opportunity to appear rather more competent than was actually the case.

120 Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 318.
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The extreme incompleteness of the extant portions of the Hexapla make it more
difficult still to trace Jerome’s reliance on it. Estin has described the problem
succinctly: “D’une part, il nous est souvent impossible de discerner, parmi les
remarques grammaticales de JérOme, celles qui sont de premiére, de deuxiéme ou de
troisi¢éme main, ¢’est-a-dire celles qu’il aurait faites personnellement sur I’hébreu,
celles dont le contenu lui aurait été enseigné par tel ou tel maitre hébreu, celles qu’il
aurait puisées chez des commentateurs grecs.”'*' Estin is not entirely correct,
however. Certainly when Jerome does not tell us whether the view he expresses is his
own or another’s it is often difficult for us to know whose it is — though Jerome’s
choice to propagate it suggests at least that he agreed with it. I\}evertheless,
occasionally when Jerome makes an observation in a commentary about what is
written in hebraeo the potential source of that information can be traced in the

Hexapla. The following examples will demonstrate this in practice.

Psalm 44.1 IH:

The Commentarioli provides clear evidence for Jerome using the Hexapla at this
point: his assertion of what is written in hebraeo is written in Greek! — “In finem pro
his qui commutabuntur. Pro quo in hebraeo ita habet: émvixioy imée Tév dvdav.”'*
If Jerome were reading the Hebrew for himself here there would be no conceivable
benefit of using Greek to tell his Latin speaking readers what it said. As it is, he
chooses to use Symmachus’ translation, but does not acknowledge it. It is interesting
that he does not attempt to cover his tracks by translating the Greek phrase into Latin:

perhaps at this stage he felt that appeal to a Greek authority would carry greater

credibility than his own suggestion.

12l Estin, Les Psautiers, p. 38.
12 cCSL 72, p. 209.
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Psalm 115.2 IH:

Jerome’s remark in the Commentarioli about what is written in hebraeo appears to be
based on the non-extant second column of the Hexapla and not on the Hebrew text:
“Ego dixi in excessu mentis meae: omnis homo mendax. Ubi nos legimus ‘mendax,’
ibi in hebraeo positum est KIVZHB: quod interpretatur Symmachus ‘mendacium,’
quinta vero editio ‘deficit’”"'? Regarding ILXX mendax Jerome rather confusingly
suggests that the Hebrew reads “krvzuB.” The MT, however, has 215. The “v” could
potentially be explained in terms of an alternative spelling of 315 as 21i3, but the real
giveaway is the “H” which must surely be mimicking an » or H, the Greek

transliteration of the Hebrew sere.!**

More interestingly however, the IH omnis homo mendacium, “every man is a lie” is a
reasonable translation of 215 0Ix1~53, “every man [is] lying” even if it translates the
participle 213, “lying,” as the noun mendacium, “lie, untruth.” The reasoning in the
Commentarioli is most significant. Jerome appears to reach his conclusion on the
meaning of the Hebrew word “kIvZHB” or 215 entirely by reference to the Hexapla,
but ascribes his reading to the wrong authority. Jerome’s mendacium is closest to
Aquila’s diafevoua, and not Symmachus’ diafevdetai. The Commentarioli therefore

provides evidence of Jerome using the Hexapla to aid his translation and exegesis, but

123 cCSL 72, p. 234.

124 The apparatus of CCSL notes uncertainty in the tradition of this word. However the fact that the
textus receptus records a more difficult reading than, say, K/VZEB, may be evidence against the work of
a later editor, who would more likely have favoured an easier reading.



misreading — or mistransliterating — the second column, and misattributing the

information that he discovers.'®

These examples bear out some of Estin’s concerns by demonstrating that in each case
Jerome’s grammatical remarks in the Commentarioli concerning what is written in
hebraeo appear to come directly from the Hexapla. However, only in the second
example does the /H exactly follow a Hexaplaric reading. This variation in itself
suggests a degree of intelligent selection by Jerome so that even if the resulting
versions in the 7H do bear similarities to Hexaplaric readings, Jerome is not simply

engaged in uncomprehending plagiarism, a concept to which we will return.

McCarthy has attempted the most comprehensive survey to date of Jerome’s use of
hexaplaric material in the /H Psalter.'*® He limits his investigation to verses that are
extant in the Mercati fragments of the Hexapla, because only these verses are

preserved across the five non-Hebrew columns. Despite these fragments containing

127 a small fraction of the total in the Psalter, their distribution is

only 1,641 words,
probably sufficiently random to provide a representative picture. His basic
methodology is to explain each word in the /H by reference to a previous version,
whether the ILXX or a hexaplaric version, noting whether the /H word demonstrates
the sole influence of a specific version, or the possible shared influence of two or

more versions. His work looks promising at first, but is flawed at several points. First,

as he acknowledges, “That Aquila knew the Hebrew word does not, of course,

125 Assuming that Jerome’s copy of the Hexapla agreed with ours at this point.

126 McCarthy, “Jerome’s Translation,” pp. 155-191.

127 By his count! It is unfortunate that he does not specify which words he was counting. McCarthy,
“Jerome’s Translation,” p. 163.
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preclude that Jerome also knew the Hebrew word.”'*® Nevertheless, his study seems
to proceed on the premise that if correspondence can be demonstrated between the IH
and a previous version, then it most likely counts as dependence, that is, in practice he
discounts Jerome’s independent knowledge of Hebrew. Second, he acknowledges the
debt of the IH to the ILXX,'? but ignores the fact that because the ILXX is a
translation of the LXX, the debt of the IH to the ILXX is effectively the debt of the IH
to the LXX."* This being so, Jerome owes the greatest debt not to Aquila but to the
LXX."! Third his predilection for Aquila leads him to ascribe words that show a
possible shared influence from Aquila and Symmachus to Aquila alone.'*? He might
be correct, but one gets the impression that he is simply finding what he wanted to

find.

It is most damaging for McCarthy’s argument that he does not adduce negative
examples (if he ever looked for them), that is, he does not demonstrate examples in
which Aquila’s translation is wrong, but is followed by Jerome nonetheless. A
coincidence of incorrect translations between Jerome and Aquila (or another
Hexaplaric source) is a far more reliable way of demonstrating Jerome’s dependence
than a coincidence of correct translations, where we must always allow the possibility

of independent knowledge of Hebrew leading to independently correct translations.

128 McCarthy, “Jerome’s Translation,” p. 171.

9 Ibid, p. 163, for example.

130 S0 his table on p. 172, showing the greatest influence of the JLXX (which is presumably what he
means by “Latin”) but minimal influence of the LXX is fundamentally misleading.

13! He does not consider the possibility or the extent to which Jerome carried over Old Latin readings
into the JLXX. However, given that the Old Latin was also based on the LXX, this oversight does not
have much effect on his (or our) conclusions.

132 McCarthy, “Jerome’s Translation,” p. 176.
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These problems aside, McCarthy’s work does clearly demonstrate Jerome’s critical
and apparently wide ranging use of the Hexapla as he translated the IH Psalter.'® It
also demonstrates a far more frequent correspondence between the /H and Aquila than
other Jewish Greek versions — apart (as we have argued) from the LXX mediated
through the JLXX."** The influence of Symmachus’ version appears to be about half
that of Aquila’s, and that of Theodotion (or “Quinta” as McCarthy refers to it'%)
almost negligible. “This conservatism for both the Latinity of the Psalterium Iuxta
Septuaginta and for the Aquilan approval of the Septuagint, explains the nature of the

revisions made in the Psalterium Iuxta Hebraeos.”!3®

Finally, however, McCarthy admits the possibility that the similarity between
Hexaplaric readings and Jerome’s translations in the /H may be coincidental: “... if
Jerome learned Hebrew well, he must have learned a hexaplaric Hebrew from the
Rabbis; for that is the best descriptive name for it.”"*’ It is not clear what McCarthy
means by “hexaplaric Hebrew” — perhaps he means an independent knowledge of
Hebrew that would allow Jerome to make translations that were similar to those found
in the Hexaplaric Greek versions. McCarthy does not admit the difficulty of assessing
Jerome’s Latin translations against the Greek versions in the Hexapla (which involves
further translation) and so of assessing whether Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew, and

the characteristics of the Hebrew that he knew, was similar in both respects to that of

133 «“In practically no case, save a few, does Jerome in fact translate outside the boundaries set by
Aquila and Symmachus.” McCarthy, “Jerome’s Translation,” p.176.

134 This is not surprising, given that Jerome describes Aquila as talented in Hebrew and adhering to
Jerome’s own ideals for scriptural translation: “homo eruditissimus linguae Hebraicae, et verbum de
verbo exprimens,” Comm. in Isa., X111, PL 24.466, CCSL 73A, p. 537.

135 McCarthy appears to be following Barthélemy’s equation of the Quinta with the xai~e recension, cf.
Barthélemy, D., Les Devanciers d’Aquila, Premiére Publication Intégrale du Texte des Fragments du
Dodécaprophéton, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, v. 10, edd. G.W. Anderson, P.A.H. de Boer, et
al., (Leiden: Brill, 1963), p. 260; also Fernadndez Marcos, The Septuagint, p. 157.

13 McCarthy, “Jerome’s Translation,” p. 164.

%7 Ibid, p. 177.
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the recentiores. In any case, it has always been our contention that Jerome learned his
Hebrew from contemporary Rabbis or Jewish converts to Christianity, and it would
not be surprising if he had asked them to comment on the relative merits of various

Hexaplaric translations.

Estin’s earlier analysis of Jerome’s use of Hexaplaric material was similarly limited to
that which is extant in the Mercati fragments. Her choice to use different fonts to
show Jerome’s use of earlier Greek versions in his own work is visually striking and
very effective.'*® It appears to show at a glance the complex textual history of the
Gallican and IH Psalters, and allows the reader to form an impression of the relative
importance of earlier versions in Jerome’s work. Her own conclusion is similar to
McCarthy’s, namely that “dans le Juxta Hebraeos, le principal témoin de la vérité
hébraique est Aquila, Symmaque servant de second best; Théodotion et 1a Quinta sont

les «extras».”'>

However, we believe that Estin’s visual representation of the textual history of
Jerome’s Psalters highlights a potential methodological problem that will have to be
dealt with in the future. Her work suggests that Jerome regularly switched between
one textual tradition and another up to three or four times within a single verse, and
not infrequently took the root of a word from one source and its grammatical ending
from another. We cannot help wondering whether this is feasible. We are struck by
the sheer impracticality of rapidly translating large volumes of scripture while looking
simultaneously in such detail at four or five previous versions. It seems to us that the

mental application required by such an exercise in simultaneous translation-

138 Estin, Les Psautiers, pp. 51-105.
9 Ibid, p. 205.
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comparison-selection far outweighs the difficulty of learning a new language from
scratch! We wonder therefore whether the similarity of readings in the Hieronymian
Psalters to earlier versions has more to do with coincidence and independently

accurate translation than Estin (or McCarthy) would admit.

Jerome does occasionally disagree with hexaplaric translations, even those of Aquila,
whose abilities in Hebrew he otherwise holds in high regard. For example, Jerome
disagrees with Aquila’s translation of Isaiah 49.5 on the basis of the Hebrew text:
“Aquila ... qui interpretari voluit: et Israel ei congregabitur, hoc est Deo. Cum
verbum Hebraicum lo, in hoc loco non scribatur per lamed et uau; quod si esset,
significaret ei vel illi; sed per lamed et aleph quod proprie non sonat.”'* Similarly, in
his letter to Sunnia and Fretela Jerome writes: “in eodem: factus sum sicut vuxTixoga§
in domicilio ... In Hebraeo pro nycticorace verbum ‘bos’ scriptum est, quod Aquila et
Septuaginta et Theodotio et quinta editio ‘nycticoracem’ interpretati sunt, Symmachus
‘upupam,’ sexta editio ‘noctuam,’ quod et nos magis sequimur.”**! Jerome’s critical

evaluation of his Hexaplaric resources is evident.

Textual Variation

We discussed the Hebrew and Latin textual traditions in the Introduction. The general
practice in modern scholarship seems to have been to assume that Jerome’s Hebrew
text was sufficiently close to the MT, and that the /H textual tradition is sufficiently
strong, for differences to be negligible in this context. This is reasonable, so long as
we look for a cumulative weight of evidence rather than attaching great significance

to the translations of a few words. Minor textual differences are more likely to be a

140 Comm. in Isa., X111, PL 24.466, CCSL 73A, p. 537.
I Ep. 106.63, CSEL 55, p. 279.

49



problem for investigations of Jerome’s transliterations from Hebrew, than in a direct
investigation of Jerome’s translations from Hebrew, where such variations might

leave the sense unaltered.

2.5.2 Sources for Assessing Jerome’s Knowledge of Hebrew

Jerome’s Transliterations

Much modern scholarship has concerned itself with Jerome’s transliterations of
Hebrew words and names, both as a guide to contemporary pronunciation,'** and as a
guide to Jerome’s knowledge of the language.'*> The process of transliteration is
assumed to involve the representation of the sounds of Hebrew by means of the Latin
or Greek alphabet. Thus, on the one hand, Jerome’s transliterations are taken as a
guide to the sound (or pronunciation) of Hebrew at that time and, on the other,
accurate transliterations (judged by some external criteria) are taken as an indicator of
the level of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew. However, while an intimate knowledge
of a language almost always issues in correct pronunciation, when allowances are
made for variations in accent due to region, class or era, the reverse is not always true.
We need only consider that modern students with a rudimentary grasp of Hebrew may

pronounce the words “correctly” while having little idea what they mean.

Any attempt at transliteration between Hebrew and Latin faces the basic problem of

the mismatch of Semitic and Indo-European languages, whereby the former do not

142 For example, Sperber, A., “Hebrew Based upon Greek and Latin Transliterations,” in Hebrew Union
College Annual, 12-13 (1937-1938), pp. 103-274; Kahle, P.E., The Cairo Geniza, 2™ ed., (Oxford,
1959); Sutcliffe, E.F., “St. Jerome’s Pronunciation of Hebrew,” in Biblica 29 (1948), pp. 112-125; and
Barr, “Sounds,”, pp. 1-36; and, to some extent, Barr, “Appreciation,” pp. 281-302, specifically p. 293.
143 Most recently Lane, Excerpta; also Barr, “Appreciation.”
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adequately represent the vowels of the latter, and the latter do not adequately
represent the full consonantal range of the former. We will show that Jerome was
aware of these difficulties. The long tradition of transliteration prior to Jerome poses
the additional problem of determining the source of any particular transliterated word

in Jerome’s work.

By applying modern linguistic theories to previous work on Jerome’s pronunciation of
Hebrew, as shown by transliterations or isolated remarks about Hebrew sounds, James
Barr demonstrated that “Jerome’s material can be interpreted in a sense which keeps it
closer to the Masoretic structure of Hebrew than has recently been supposed.”144 Barr
was interested in Jerome’s work as a guide to late 4™ Century pronunciation of
Hebrew, not as a guide to Jerome’s knowledge of it, and offers only this in regard to
the latter: “it is true that Jerome did listen to his teachers and that he knew the greater
importance of sounded Hebrew over written Hebrew because only the former
provided the full vowelling, which was semantically necessary to obtain the sense of

the texts. He was also aware of a Jewish insistence on exact pronunciation.”'*

Extrapolating Barr’s conclusions we might suggest that, given the importance of
sounded Hebrew, evidence that Jerome was not aware of correct pronunciations
would suggest a substandard knowledge of the language. However, Barr also provides
adequate warning that this method cannot be pushed too hard: “the analysis of the
sounds of a language by the speaker of another language will, unless special training
has been given, tend to be dominated by the phonemic structure of his own language.

He will not “hear” the sounds of the new language...just as they are; he will interpret

144 Barr, “Sounds,” p. 35.
5 Ibid, p. 35.
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them by classifying them in relation to the structure he already uses...This is a

primary reason why we should not expect that Jerome’s remarks and transcriptions
will give us direct access to the pronunciation of Hebrew in his time.”'*® Elsewhere
Barr refers to the “ways in which the pronunciation of Hebrew has varied along co-

ordinates of time and placca,”147

which highlights for us the difficulty of ascertaining
the pronunciation with which Jerome would have been familiar. These constitute
important reasons why these sources cannot provide direct insight into Jerome’s

knowledge of Hebrew. An interesting example is provided by the following.

Psalm 51.2 IH:

Jerome appears to have had access to two different Hebrew manuscripts, one reading
75n X as in the MT, the other 75n2x. In both the /H and the ILXX Jerome renders
the name as Achimelech. The LXX has ABiuéAey, while Aquila has AeiueAey, and
Symmachus and Theodotion have AyiuéAeyx. The BHS apparatus criticus notes the
LXX usage and two Hebrew manuscripts which have 751n°2x. Jerome drew no
theological significance from the variation of =2& and ~n¥, rather his interest was
textual. The problem here is complicated. The Commentarioli puts the confusion
down to the graphical similarity of 2 and >, yet the occurrence of > is unattested in
extant manuscripts: et adnuntiavit ei, et dixit ei: Venit David in domum Achimelech. In
Regnorum libris et in ipso hebraico psalterio Abimelech scriptum est: sed quoniam
BETH et CAPH apud Hebraeos litterae modico apice destinguuntur, ideo error facilius
obrepsit.'*® This also provides no explanation of why in the ILXX Jerome used

Achimelech when the LXX read ABiuéAey, nor why he persisted with Achimelech in

146 Barr, “Sounds,” p. 3.

4 Barr, J., Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1968), p. 200.

198 CCSL 72, p. 211.
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the IH if he knew the Hebrew read 75n°28. The IH reading Achimelech may perhaps
be explained either as unthinking retention of the JLXX version, or as the deliberate
attempt to render a version of the Hebrew which read 75n2¥, or even 75y as the
MT, which he was unaware of when writing the Commentarioli yet preferred by the

time he made the IH.'¥

The confused multiplicity of transliterations of this relatively
familiar Hebrew name highlights the difficulties of using Latin or Greek
transliterations to find an original Hebrew reading, never mind assess Jerome’s

linguistic abilities.

Spefber makes the important observation that “the Hebrew text of the Bible itself,
even in passages where Jerome’s consonantal text is identical with our textus
receptus, could at that time be read very differently from the vocalization to which we
are accustomed as a result of the activities of the Tiberian school of grammarians.
Both the pronunciation and the etymological derivation of Hebrew words were at that
time to a large extent decidedly uncertain, as Jerome himself frequently remarks.”'>°
This amounts to a further warning against placing heavy emphasis on Jerome’s
transliterations as a source of information of his knowledge of Hebrew. However,

Sperber’s reference to Jerome’s awareness of uncertainty and differences of opinion

may be useful as a guide to his knowledge of the language.

149 Sperber draws attention to Jerome’s remark in the QHG, “frequenter LXX interpretes, non valentes
heth literam quae duplicem aspirationem sonat, in graecum sermonem vertere, chi graecam literam
addiderunt,” (PL 23.949-950), and notes, “This manifests what Jerome understood by the duplex
aspiratio: an H ... such transliterations clearly indicate that n had the consonantal value of 5. But when
in the period of the Second Column n became merely a vowel, no change was made in the
transliterations of proper names which were utilized in current texts.” He suggests this as the reason
that “Jerome sometimes renders the same Hebrew name forms, occurring in the various Biblical books
or even in the same book, differently; f.i. *nx achi and ahi...” Sperber, A., A Historical Grammar of
Biblical Hebrew, A Presentation of Problems with Suggestions to their Solution, (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1966), pp. 109-110.

130 Sperber, A., “Hebrew Based upon Greek and Latin Transliterations,” p. 118.
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Lane has made the most recent attempt to demonstrate Jerome’s knowledge of

Hebrew by this method.""

Unfortunately his work seems to exemplify many of the
difficulties of this method, and the confusions over what sort of “knowledge” is
revealed, and how well it is revealed. He cites as his inspiration the following words
of Kutscher: “Thanks to the several hundred H[ebrew] words that appear in his
commentaries, we are able to form an idea of H[ebrew] as he knew it...the writings of
- Jerome are still a gold mine of information .."152 Lane assumes “an idea of H[ebrew]
as he knew it” to mean “an idea of how well Jerome knew Hebrew” while Kutscher

appears to have meant “an idea of the characteristics of the Hebrew that Jerome

knew,” that is, was exposed to and had comprehended to some degree.'*?

Lane’s investigation, thorough though it is, provides little evidence for Jerome’s
knowledge of Hebrew. His investigations reveal many discrepancies in Jerome’s
transliteration practices that he struggles to explain, and he admits that “The
inconsistencies of the examples do pose a problem if one is trying to attribute the
author with any particular abilities or knowledge.”154 This is correct, unless the type
of “knowledge” is an awareness of Hebrew pronunciation(s), and an ability to
represent the sounds of Hebrew by means of the Latin alphabet. If this is the case,
inconsistencies can easily be explained by appeal to differences in pronunciation

155

among Jerome’s Jewish contacts, °~ and to the difficulties inherent in using an

alphabet to represent sounds it did not evolve to represent.'® In spite of his awareness

'5I'] ane, Excerpta, pp. 47-86.

152 | ane, Excerpta, p. 51, cf. Kutscher, E.Y., A History of the Hebrew Language, Ed. R. Kutscher,
(Jerusalem, The Hebrew University, The Magnes Press, and Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1982), p. 145.

153 This latter interpretation fits better with Kutscher’s purpose in the book which is, as the title
suggests, to trace the history of the Hebrew language.

134 1 ane, Excerpta, p. 66.

133 As Lane suggests but does not explore, ibid, p. 56.

16 Lane was aware of this too. Ibid, p. 59.
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of these difficulties, and in spite of the more obvious inference (within the parameters
of his investigation) that such inconsistencies display a poor knowledge of the
language, Lane persists in his conclusion that “From the examples found in the
commentaries, specific knowledge of Jerome’s Hebrew can be gleaned.”"’ The

remainder of his Conclusion does not, and cannot demonstrate this certainty.

~ Part of the difficulty, no doubt, stems from the disparity between the purpose for
which J érome originally made the transliterations, and the purpose to which Lane and
his predecessors want to press them. They were conceived by and for people with no
formal linguistic training, and were designed simply to aid the exposition of a text in
another lamguage.15 ® Furthermore, by Jerome’s time there was a long history of
Hebrew words being transliterated into Greek and Latin, culminating in the second
column of Origen’s Hexapla. The familiarity of many of these words encouraged

Jerome to use a standard transliteration, even if he disagreed with it.!

Yet there is more to be said in favour of this essentially aural approach. In the case of
an unpointed text such as that with which Jerome was working, consistently correct
pronunciation is far more indicative of a good understanding of the vocabulary and
the underlying grammar than would be the case with a pointed text.'®® Even if the
triliteral root at the basis of Hebrew grammar was not yet understood,'®' a

demonstrable awareness of and an ability to choose correctly between (or at least

17 Lane, Excerpta, p. 85.

'8 Barr, “Sounds,” p. 9.

15 A well-known example is the following: “Gaza fortitudo, sed sciendum quod apud Hebraeos non
habeat in principio litteram consonantem, uerum incipiat a uocali ain, et dicatur Aza.” (De Nom. Heb.,
PL 23.799), cf. Barr, “Sounds,” pp. 19-23.

180 Cf, Sutcliffe, “Pronunciation,” p. 116.

1! Yehuda ben David Hayyug, in the early eleventh century, was the first to develop the grammatical
principle of the triliteral root consistently. Before this, it seems, “the triliterality of roots was not ... an
accepted principle,” Barr, Comparative Philology, pp. 62-63.
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point out the difficulty in so choosing) different possible vocalisations of identical
consonantal groups does imply a relatively detailed knowledge of the language.
Likewise, discussions concerning the peculiar (to a Latin ear) sounds of Hebrew, and
the difficulty of representing them by Latin characters (as opposed to an actual
attempt so to represent them) similarly imply at least a deep awareness of the
“otherness” of Hebrew, and implies that considerable thought has been devoted to
studying that language. Furthermore, since the transliterations into Latin, and
discussions concerning them, are written from Jerome’s Latin point of view'®? rather
than his teachers’ Hebrew point of view, the likelihood is that they reflect Jerome’s
own intellectual struggle to represent one language by means of another. At this stage
however, the source of the evidence has strayed away from transliterations
themselves, into the discursive content of Jerome’s commentaries, letters, and

prefaces.

Jerome’s Translations

Jerome’s piéce de résistance was of course his production of what became known as
the Vulgate by (apparently) making new translations from the Hebrew and Greek for
the Old and New Testaments respectively. However, Jerome’s IH Latin version of the
Old Testament is the least promising part of his own writings for critical evidence of

his knowledge of Hebrew.

We have already discussed the difficulties of assessing Jerome’s dependence on his
Hebrew teachers and on the Hexapla when making his /H translations. The degree of

correspondence between Jerome’s IH text and its predecessors may be determined by

162 With the obvious caveat (discussed previously) that many transliterations were standardised.
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painstaking comparison, as McCarthy’s work demonstrated. Yet this correspondence,
or lack of it, requires careful interpretation before it may be used as a guide to
Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew. Were Jerome engaged in literary piracy, passing off
a compilation of his predecessors’ work as if it were his own direct translation from
Hebrew, one might reasonably call his knowledge of that language into doubt. Proud
and independent in other academic pursuits, Jerome might be expected to want to

~ leave his own mark on the new translation, were he capable of doing so. More
importantly, if the new translation from the Hebrew ended up looking very similar to
existing translations from the LXX, the necessity of Jerome’s /H project would be
called into question (more than it already was), and the controversy that it caused

would seem rather pointless.

However, although it is difficult to affirm Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew by the
degree of innovation in his /H translations, the apparent lack of innovation does not
constitute positive evidence for a lack of Hebrew knowledge, for several reasons.
First, the existing translations had presumably been made by predominantly
competent scholars. Second, unless the older translations were particularly inaccurate,
it would be difficult for Jerome to ‘leave his mark’ on the new translation while being
faithful to the original text. Third, certain standard translations (such as n*3 equals
ofxo¢ equals domus)'® were well established and perfectly valid. Fourth, ecclesiastical
doctrine together with religious conservatism meant that a well-known translation
(especially of a liturgically or doctrinally important passage) was difficult to avoid.
The most likely explanation for similarity between Jerome’s version and previous

versions, particularly given that Jerome jumps apparently randomly from one

163 Cf. Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 324.
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predecessor to another, is simply that on the basis of his knowledge of Hebrew,
Jerome agreed with, and so actively selected, whichever reading he chose at any given
point.'® Such activity is outside the realm of shallow and uncomprehending
plagiarism: it may not quite be original translation, but it still entails a good

knowledge of the language to make intelligent choices.

Commentaries, Prefaces and Letters

E.F. Sutcliffe proposes that “A complete treatise on Jerome’s pronunciation of
Hebrew would comprise both an account of the information he lets fall from time to
time concerning various consonants and a study of his transliterations.”'®® Such
remarks made by Jerome may also be useful for demonstrating a sophisticated
knowledge of Hebrew. Barr takes a similar approach, and while he seeks to develop
Sutcliffe’s conclusions, he too does not consider the possibility of investigating
Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew by this method. Most of Jerome’s remarks are not
surprisingly to do with difficult transliterations or alternative readings of the same
word, particularly where variation would affect exegesis. However, rather than being
the confused statements of a newcomer inexperienced in Hebrew, these statements

often betray a wide knowledge of the language, and considerable grammatical ability.

Many statements have to do with ambiguities that arise from a lack of direct
correspondence between the Hebrew and Latin alphabets, such as the existence of

three Hebrew sibilants versus one in Latin.'®® Other statements concern alternative

1% Note the active choice implied by Jerome in: “unusquisque inter dubia quod sibi consequentius
videtur, hoc transfert,” Apol. adv. Lib. Ruf. 1.20., PL 23.414, Apol. c. Ruf., CCSL 79, p. 20.

165 Sutcliffe, “Pronunciation,” p. 116, 116-125

166 “Siquidem apud Hebraeos tres sunt S litterae: una quae dicitur SAMECH, et simpliciter legitur,
quasi per S nostram litteram describatur: alia SIN, in qua stridor quidam non nostri sermonis
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vocalisations of the same consonantal group, for example Jerome’s remark on
Jeremiah 9.22: “Verbum Hebraicum, quod tribus litteris scribitur daleth, beth, res,"’
- vocales enim in medio non habet — pro consequentia et legentis arbitrio si legatur
‘dabar,’ ‘sermonem’ significat, si ‘deber,” ‘mortem,’ si ‘dabber,’ ‘loquere. mI68 Ag
Brown notes, Jerome’s choice of translation was opposed to that of the LXX, the
Hexapla, Aquila and Symmachus: the LXX left the word out, and the other three

~ versions translated it in ways that implied different vocalisations.'® Whether or not
Jerome knew two pronunciations of  does not affect an estimation of his knowledge
of Hebrew, primarily because there is still open debate over whether or not there was
a dual pronunciation at that time.'” Nevertheless, an example commonly cited in this
debate also reveals Jerome’s awareness of alternative meanings of a pair of
homonyms or near-homonyms from different roots: “uerbum sam pro qualitate loci et
posuit intelligitur et ibi.”'"' We have already touched on Jerome’s awareness of the
difficulty of representing Hebrew gutturals. Even where Jerome was not sure if a
guttural was best described as a vowel, a consonant or an aspiration, he was able to

provide an explanation which appears to come from wide experience with the

language.'”

interstrepit: tertia SADE, quam nostrae aures penitus reformidant,” De Nominibus Hebraicis, PL
23.783.

'87 There is nothing elsewhere in Jerome’s corpus to suggest that this statement implies an appreciation
of the triliteral root system of Hebrew.

'8 In Hieremiam Prophetam, CCSL, 74, p. 99.

169 Brown, Vir Trilinguis, p. 81.

'% See Barr, “Sounds,” pp. 23-28 for a useful discussion.

"' Comm. in. Hab. 3.4 PL 25.1312, CCSL 76A, p. 624.

172 For example, Jerome’s comments on the change of the name Abram to Abraham: “Dicunt autem
Hebraei quod ex nomine suo deus, quod apud illos tetragrammum est, he litteram Abrahae et Sarae
addiderit...nec mirandum quare, cum apud Graecos et nos a littera uideatur addita, nos he litteram
hebraeam additam dixerimus: idioma enim linguae illius est, per e quidem scribere, sed per a legere:
sicut e contrario a litteram saepe per e pronuntiant. Quaestiones Hebraicae in Genesim, PL 23.963; cf.
Barr, “Sounds,” pp. 28-29.
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Barr discusses Jerome’s reliance (where possible) on the spelling of Hebrew for
correct vocalisation, for example at Amos 4.13, where the Hebrew reads 085 1303
in=rm, which the LXX had taken christologically' " as xai émayyéAMwy ei
avdewmous Tov xeioTov aUTob. Jerome proved his point, contra LXX (with all the
potential problems of such a course of action), by reference to the writing of the
Hebrew rather than to its sound: it is not “mem sin iod heth uau,” but “mem
 he...deinde sin iod heth.”"’* Barr is probably correct to suggest that Jerome employed
this approach (rather than simply citing variant vocalisations) in order to elucidate and
strengthen his argument.'” The implication that Jerome felt confident enough with
the Hebrew text to use this rather than some more nebulous argument, which might
still have been enough to convince his non-Hebrew speaking audience, is further
proof of his linguistic competence. It may also reflect his teachers’ attitudes: the idea

that text is stronger than vocalisation ties in with rabbinic approaches.

Brown and Kamesar investigated Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew partly by looking at
his etymologies. Brown suggests that: “Very many of Jerome’s explanations are
correct, but a sizeable minority of these meanings are taken from the Bible itself, and
so these are no real guide to the extent or quality of Jerome’s Hebrew knowledge.”'’®
His results are ultimately (as he admits) inconclusive.'”” Kamesar’s longer discussion
of the Liber Nominum is more detailed, and while his object is to demonstrate
Jerome’s critical use of Greek exegetical sources, he also hints at Jerome’s

sophisticated use of the Hebrew text. In the case of difficult etymologies he notes that

“we find Jerome making a serious attempt to evaluate the material contained in it in

173 That is, referring to the anointed “christos,” not to the person of (Jesus) Christ.
174 pI.25.1033, CCSL 76, p. 269, cf Barr, “Sounds,” pp. 7 and 26.

"5 Barr, “Sounds,” p. 7.

176 Brown, Vir Trilinguis, p. 75.

7 Ibid, pp. 74-78.
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light of the biblical evidence in the Hebrew text.”'’® All of this suggests, though it
could not prove, that Jerome was capable of conducting a sophisticated examination

and evaluation of Scriptural texts.

Much of the evidence we have discussed in this section suggests that Jerome had a
sufficiently good working knowledge of Hebrew, that he was able to make intelligent

observations about the Hebrew text that he found in front of him.

Indirect Evidence

By its nature evidence that we draw from sources that are not specifically related to
the content or practice of Jerome’s translations is circumstantial and non-specific. On
its own it could never be sufficient to convince us one way or the other about
Jerome’s ability to translate a Hebrew text into Latin. However, taken as supporting
evidence it has the potential to be valuable, particularly because the impact of external
influences such as Jerome’s teachers and the Hexapla will be minimal here, and

Jerome’s degree of posturing might be lower.

Jerome’s Critics

Despite their vociferous opposition, Augustine and Rufinus very rarely challenge
Jerome’s actual translations: they appear to have been concerned with the concept
rather than the results of the /H project. The only possible exception that we know
about is Augustine’s claim that Jews supported the earlier translation of }i*p*p in

Jonah 4.6 as cucurbita (gourd) rather than Jerome’s hedera (ivy). However

1”8 Kamesar, Jerome, pp. 106-107.
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Augustine’s imputation of imperitia an malitia to the Jews in this case suggests that in

fact he preferred Jerome’s new translation, and considered it to be accurate.'”

Rebenich makes the important observation that “Rufinus — who in his bitter quarrels
with his former friend hardly ever forgot to make public all of Jerome’s half-true and
untrue remarks — at no time doubted that Jerome had command of Hebrew.”'®
Similarly, as Polman observes, Augustine acknowledged that the Jews “looked upon
St. Jerome’s translation as faithful while they considered the Septuagint to be full of
omissions.” Augustine’s admission comes in the context of arguing his opposition to
Jerome’s work on the /H so, given that it does his own argument little good, we may
conclude that he believed that the Jews’ verdict was beyond dispute.'®' It is very
unlikely that these two astute and not altogether sympathetic churchmen would have

missed an opportunity to trumpet any third party’s suggestion that Jerome’s Hebrew

was not up to standard.

Jerome the Hebrew Teacher

Finally, Jerome does claim to have taught Hebrew to Paula’s daughter Blesilla, who
apparently herself reached such a standard in the language as to be able to recite the
Psalter in perfect Hebrew, as had her mother: “...in paucis non dico mensibus, sed
diebus ita Hebraeae linguae uicerat difficultates, ut in ediscendis canendisque

psalmis cum matre contenderet.”'** There are many difficulties with this account: its

1" Cf. Augustine, Ep. CIV.5, PL 22.833-834, CSEL 55, p. 241. Rebenich attributes this assessment to
Jerome, not Augustine, (see Rebenich, Jerome, p. 57), but the context of the remarks, namely arguing
against the introduction of Jerome’s new translation, suggests he is mistaken.

180 Rebenich, “‘Vir Trilinguis,”” p. 60.

181 Polman, A.D.R., The Word of God According to Saint Augustine, (London: Hodder and Stoughton),
1961, p. 187, cf. Augustine, De Civ Dei XVII1.43, “eius tam litteratum laborem ... Judaei fateantur
esse veracem, Septuaginta vero interpretes in multis errasse contendant,” PL 41.603, CCSL 48, p. 639.
182 Ep. 39.1, PL 22.466, CSEL 54, p. 294.
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time scale and its polemical flavour suggests that a certain degree of exaggeration is

more than likely.

More importantly, there is no mention that Blesilla understood what she was chanting.
Perhaps her performance is best compared to that of the hypothetical modern student
of Hebrew we mentioned earlier, who speaks with fluency and a correct accent, but
with little comprehension.'® If so it is significant that the criterion Jerome used to
judge her proficiency in Hebrew was her fluency, or her pronunciation. Of course, this
does not mean that she lacked comprehension, but it does suggest that Jerome took the
former to be a vital sign of “knowing Hebrew,” a consideration that has further
resonance in the context of Jerome’s transliterations. Nevertheless, the fact remains
that Jerome claims to have taught her personally, and must have been sufficiently

confident in his abilities to be willing to take on the task.

Jerome’s Self-Assessment

This last point raises the criterion which we will suggest as a hitherto unutilised
method of judging Jerome’s competence in Hebrew, that of his self-confidence in the
language. The major difficulties with this approach are that Jerome’s assessment of
his abilities is inevitably subjective and must have been biased to some degree, and
that he may have exaggerated his abilities in order to lend authority to his translations.
Nautin’s examples of instances where Jerome claims for himself expertise in Hebrew
that appears to have come rather from Origen, Lactantius, or some other source'®*
need not compel us to reject all Jerome’s claims about his ability in Hebrew, but they

prompt us to exercise caution.

'8 Indeed with a little application one may learn to pronounce Hebrew in “a matter of days rather than
months,” which further suggests that this might be the true meaning of Jerome’s remarks in Ep. 39.
184 See especially: Nautin, Origéne, pp. 326ff.

63



The first and most obvious point to make is that Jerome was willing to undertake his
IH project at all. Jerome’s description of his embarkation on this project is well

»185 and we will discuss it

known, “with my eyes open I thrust my hand into the flame,
further in the following Chapter. The flame no doubt symbolises in particular the
opposition that Jerome realised his project would generate, and it may also refer to the
enormity and gravity of the task he had given himself. Nevertheless, despite the
potential controversy, he was confident that he could make a better translation than

the LXX, one that would stop the Jews criticising Christians for the inaccuracy of

their scriptures.

Jerome’s long involvement with his many Hebrew teachers is instructive in several
ways. His concern to find the best teachers, his willingness to pay large sums of
money for their services, and his willingness to take lessons at inconvenient times'°
demonstrate his eagerness to learn, and his realisation of his need to be taught. This
latter point is bivalent: if acknowledgement of ignorance is a basic requirement for
learning, Jerome was on the right track; and his on-going reliance on his teachers
suggests an ever-deepening quest for knowledge. Jerome’s high regard for his
teachers is evident in some of his more general remarks.'®’ Indeed Jerome was overtly
concerned to affirm the scholarly credentials of his Jewish teachers.'®® Sutcliffe

remarks that this demonstrates that his “zeal to master the language was matched by

185 Preface to Isaiah (Vulgate), PL 28.772; Weber/Gryson, p. 1096.

18 For example, in relation to his teacher Baranina, Jerome writes: “Rursum Hierosolymae et Bethleem
quo labore, quo pretio, Baraninam nocturnum habui praeceptorem! Timebat enim Iudaeos et mihi
alterum exhibebat Nicodemum.” Ep. 84.3 PL 22.745, CSEL 55, p. 13.

187 For example, “Sicubi dubitas, Hebraeos interroga.” Ep. 112.20, PL 33.262, CSEL 55, p. 391.

188 Sutcliffe, “Pronunciation,” pp. 112-115.
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his wisdom in securing the services of the most competent masters.”'® He may well
be correct, but there is also the possibility that Jerome wanted to be able to appeal to

his teachers’ authority if his own was not to be trusted.

It is significant that Jerome nowhere overtly disagrees with what his Jewish teachers
told him. Apparently, even towards the end of his life when he had presumably had

- much experience in Hebrew, he was still not sufficiently confident in his own abilities
to be able to disagree with them. It is possible that Jerome did not record instances of
disagreement, but given his tendency towards violent dispute, and the pleasure he
takes elsewhere in parading his own learning, it is more likely that Jerome did not (or

chose not to) disagree with the views of his teachers.

Jerome was, however, willing in other circumstances to claim authority as a
translator: we mentioned Jerome’s disagreement with Aquila’s translation of Isaiah
49.5 above, and Ep. 106 provides further examples of Jerome’s disagreement with
earlier versions, Concerning Psalm 62 Jerome writes: “sitivit tibi anima mea, pro quo
in Graeco sit: sitivit in te anima mea. Sed in Hebraeo non habet ‘attha,’ quod
significat ‘te,’ sed ‘lach,’ quod ostenditur ‘tibi,” quod et omnes interpretes
transtulerunt. Ergo secundum linguae proprietatem versum est in Latinum.”"*°
Jerome was sufficiently confident in his abilities to set himself up as an authority in
Hebrew among his Latin and Greek speaking contemporaries, for example by
teaching Hebrew to Paula and Blesilla, or by defending his translation to Sunnia and

Fretela, but never reached a stage at which he was willing to set himself up on his

own merits, in potential opposition to his teachers, as an authority on Hebrew.

' Sutcliffe, “Pronunciation,” p. 115.
' Ep. 106.37, CSEL 55, p. 264.
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Ego ... trilinguis

Finally we must reconsider Jerome’s famous statement on his own abilities: “ego ...
Hebraeus, Graecus, Latinus, trilinguis. Hoc modo et tu bilinguis eris, qui tantam
habes Graeci Latinique sermonis scientiam, ut et Graeci te Latinum, et Latini te
Graecum putent.””' A certain degree of posturing is inevitable. Given the general
unpopularity of the /H project, Jerome had to convince his potential audience of his

ability in Hebrew in order for it to have any credibility at all.

But just what level of ability was Jerome claiming for himself? The next sentence
provides the clue: “Hoc modo et tu bilinguis eris, qui tantam habes Graeci Latinique
sermonis scientiam, ut et Graeci te Latinum, et Latini te Graecum putent.” Not, we
should note, that “Greeks think you are Greek, and Latins think you are Latin.”
Jerome’s definition of bilinguis involves the ability to appear “foreign” to both, a
much easier prospect than appearing “native” to both. Perhaps his definition of
trilinguis is the same. If so, it will fit neatly with the tentative conclusions we have
already drawn, namely that Jerome was content to assert his credentials as a Hebraist
among his Latin and Greek speaking contemporaries, but never set himself up as an

authority in Hebrew alongside or in opposition to his Hebrew teachers.

1 Apol. adv. Ruf., PL 23.461, = Ep. adv. Ruf., 6, CCSL 79, p. 79.
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2.6 Conclusion: The Vir Trilinguis?

Jerome’s unique reputation as the vir trilinguis not only lent him great authority in his
own day and later, but its acknowledgement was necessary to the success of his
project. Our discussion of the difficulties and ambiguities involved in investigating
Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew and has shown that every line of investigation leads
to some degree of uncertainty. While we have not been able to prove beyond
reasonable doubt that Jerome did know enough Hebrew to produce the IH largely
unaided and with a reasonable degree of insight into his translation, we have also
demonstrated the impossibility of proving the opposite. The picture that has emerged
is one of a scholar with an eager interest in Hebrew, a determination to go to great
lengths to procure the best available teaching, and sufficient confidence in his abilities
that he believed himself to be capable of producing a more accurate translation than
those already in existence. We may assume that with the resources at his disposal,
whether earlier versions or his Jewish teachers, Jerome had ample opportunity to
check translations that he was unsure about, so that the final version he offers is at

least the deliberate result of careful thought, even if not entirely original translation.

Effect on Methodology

Our positive conclusion in this chapter was based on a large body of different types of
evidence rather than on a few individual examples. Our methodology in later chapters
of this thesis will be similar. As we assess the impact on the /H of Jerome’s Christian

beliefs, his classical education and his contact with Jewish scholars, we will be careful

67



not to draw weighty conclusions from only a few examples. Some examples may be
clearer and more conclusive than others, but our aim throughout will be to identify the

broad trends in and general characteristics of Jerome’s work.
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Chapter 3

The Influence of the Classical World on the /H Psalter

“... eventually we may be able to answer Jerome’s own question, “What has Horace

got to do with the Psalter?”'*

3.1 Quid Facit cum Psalterio Horatius?

Jerome’s quotation of and allusion to classical literature in his letters, his
commentaries on biblical books and his prefaces to biblical books, has been the
subject of much modern scholarship, beginning with that produced by Luebeck and
Hagendahl, whose work we will discuss below. More recently scholars began to
search for classical allusions within Jerome’s biblical translations — the possibility of
direct quotation being rendered nearly impossible by the very nature of translation.
We may be tempted to see the search for classical allusions within Jerome’s biblical
translations as a simple extension of similar searches within his other writings. Indeed
Catherine Brown Tkacz suggested that the presence of classical allusions in Jerome’s
commentary or preface to a particular book may portend the discovery of similar
allusions to the same classical authors in the /H translation of that book.'”> However,
one of our fundamental concerns in this chapter will be to argue that Jerome’s

conception of his role in biblical translation was far removed from that of his role in

12 Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” pp. 93-104.
193 Ibid, pp. 96-98.
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other translations or in original composition. We will argue that while allusion to
classical literature in his own writings may have been legitimate and productive in
certain circumstances (if not entirely problem free), similar allusion within his biblical
translations was at best unnecessary and at worst would have undermined one of

Jerome’s principal arguments for a return to the Hebrew.

However, if one of our aims in this chapter is to lay to rest the debate over the
occurrence of direct classical allusions in the /H Psalter, another is to open a further
avenue of enquiry that is distinct from yet related to the first. While classical allusions
per se may have been undesirable, we cannot rule out the possibility that Jerome’s ITH
translations display the inﬂuences of classical maideia, and of 4™ century Latin
culture, in different and more subtle ways. Jerome and his contemporaries were heirs
to centuries of Greco-Latin culture which took as its golden exemplars the authors of
imperial Athens and of late republican and early imperial Rome. Indeed the content of
Jerome’s 4™ century Roman education was dictated by what Kelly calls a “backward-
looking reverence for the classical ideal.”'** Jerome’s education and his experience of

his intellectual and social milieu will undoubtedly have influenced his translations.

In the course of the chapter we will examine the evidence adduced by modern
scholarship to suggest that allusions to classical literature might be found in the /H
Psalter. We will show that, in spite of this strong evidence, there are no sustainable
allusions to specific classical authors in this book, nor are any likely to be found by
scholars with a more intimate knowledge of the classics than our own. We will

suggest reasons why this is so.

194 Kelly, Jerome, p. 11.
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However our more exciting task will be to discuss several examples in which the /H
Psalter displays literary and poetic devices, such as alliteration and onomatopoeia,
which would have been familiar to any classical scholar. Some of these reflect similar
devices in the Hebrew text, and others appear to have been imported by Jerome to the
IH text. We will suggest that this evidence is compatible both with Jerome’s strict

~ early views concerning the translation of the Hebraica veritas, and with his arguments
for the literary merit of the Hebrew text, and his desire that his new translation be

acceptable to the educated Latin speaking elite.

3.2 Jerome’s Education and Attitude to Classical Erudition

This topic is undoubtedly complex and difficult to unravel, but an investigation into
Jerome’s allusion to classical authors necessarily relies on, and ultimately contributes
to, a comprehensive understanding of his attitude to the classics. The significance of
Jerome’s account of his dream in Ep. 22 has always been central to this debate, often,
as we will argue, to its detriment. In the interests of painting a more comprehensive
picture, we will also take into account information that Jerome provides in other
letters and commentaries. This will help us to reach an understanding that is broader
in terms of both time and subject matter, and that may be easier to interpret than the

rhetoric-laden account of his dream.

Any assessment of Jerome’s attitude to the classics tends to ask more questions and

demonstrate more ambiguities than it answers. This is itself an insight into Jerome’s
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complex mindset, but it also forces us to define the limits of our interest as narrowly
as possible. Our assessment of Jerome’s knowledge of Hebrew focussed specifically
on his ability to translate a written Hebrew text into written Latin text. In this chapter
we are interested in Jerome’s attitude to the classics only insofar as it influenced his
decision whether or not to allude to specific classical works in his translation of the
Psalter luxta Hebraeos, and whether or not to make the language and style of his

translation conform to classical ideals.

Jerome’s Education

Jerome’s education followed the pattern common in his day for the sons of wealthy
parents, with him being sent to Rome to complete his secondary education, in
Jerome’s case under the renowned scholar and grammarian Aelius Donatus.'””> Such
an education focussed heavily in its early stages on grammar and classical literature,
which manifested itself in the style of language that was taught, and in the authors
who were chosen for closer study: specifically Virgil, Terence, Sallust and Cicero.
Kelly rightly thinks it “unrealistic to suggest that Jerome acquired a thorough mastery
of all these classical writers while at Donatus’s school,” and draws the plausible
conclusion that Jerome read widely during the thirty or so years between his formal
education and the crisis point of his dream.'”® As we would expect, Jerome’s
education extended to a thorough training in rhetoric: it was perhaps here that his
proficiency in language found its fullest expression. Jerome’s later writings include
most if not all the forms and genres of ancient rhetoric and together they “illustrate

how brilliantly he had mastered all the ploys of ancient rhetoric.”'’

1% See e.g. Kelly, Jerome, pp. 10-24; Rebenich, Jerome, pp. 4-7; Kedar, “Latin Translations,” pp. 313-
318.

19 Kelly, Jerome, p. 12.

%7 Ibid, p. 15.

72



It is less clear whether or not Jerome’s education at this stage included Greek. Kelly
concludes that it did, at least as far as a basic working knowledge.'”® Courcelle
suggests that “Suivant le cycle des études libérales a Rome, il a dii recevoir ensuite du
rhéteur une teinture de littérature greque classique pour s’initier a 1’art oratoire.”'*
Hagendahl and others, following Rufinus, conclude that it did not.?®® Certainly his
knowledge of Greek improved vastly during his stay with Evagrius at Antioch.*' All
agree, however, that Jerome’s knowledge of Greek classical literature never matched
his knowledge of its Latin counterpart. Little work appears to have been done to
assess Jerome’s allusion to classical Greek authors in his work. McDermott’s article
looks promising at first, but is ultimately disappointing, with his suggestions based on
rather flimsy speculation.””> We will not specifically consider allusion to classical

Greek literature in this chapter, but our conclusions regarding allusion to classical

Latin literature would most likely apply to Greek literature as well.

Jerome’s Attitude towards Classical Erudition

Jerome was proud, at least in his early life, of the extent and quality of his erudition.
In Ep. 52, written to Nepotian in 394, he describes how his enthusiasm for classical
learning led him to embellish an earlier lgtter with scholarly flourish: “in illo opere
pro aetate tunc lusimus et calentibus adhuc rhetorum studiis atque doctrinis quaedam

scolastico flore depinximus.”*® In reply to Rufinus’ accusations, which included the

198 Relly, Jerome, pp. 13-14.

19 Courcelle, P., Les Lettres Grecques en Occident de Macrobe a Cassiodore, (Paris: E. de Boccard,
1948), p. 37.

200 Hagendahl, H., Latin Fathers and the Classics, A Study on the Apologists, Jerome and other
Christian Writers, Acta Universitatis Gothoburgensis 64,2, (G6teborg, 1958), p. 93.

201 Relly, Jerome, p- 39; McDermott, W.C., “Saint Jerome and Pagan Greek Literature,” in Vigiliae
Christianae, 36 (1982), pp. 372-382, here p. 372.

22 McDermott, “Saint Jerome,” pp. 372, 374, 376.

28 Ep. 52.1, PL 22.527, CSEL 54, p. 414.
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charge that he had broken the oath sworn in his dream, Jerome prided himself: “ego
philosophus, rhetor, grammaticus, dialecticus, hebraeus, graecus, latinus,
trilinguis.”*™ It is significant that even in this context, in which we might expect him
to emphasise his Christian credentials, Jerome chose to refer to himself first as
“philosophus, rhetor, grammaticus, dialecticus,” which were skills gained through a
traditionally classical/pagan education, and then as “hebraeus, graecus, latinus,
trilinguis.” In his Commentary on Galatians, Jerome betrays his own high opinion of
his linguistic abilities when he complains (albeit in a phrase whose quality
undermines its content!) that his pursuit of learning Hebrew has destroyed “omnem
sermonis elegantiam et Latini eloquii venustatem.”** Indeed, Hagendahl proposes
this as one of the reasons Jerome began to reread the classics.”® So far, Jerome

appears to have approved of his education.

Jerome’s extensive education had fostered a love of classical literature and classical
learning which he maintained and developed at least until the apparent hiatus of his
dream. More than that it had fostered a love of erudition, of madsia, the opposite of
sermo incultus, for its own sake. Moreover Jerome’s long involvement with them will
have made the patterns and cadence of classical literature and learning an integral, if
not the central, part of his conscious and sub-conscious though patterns, so that in his
reply to Rufinus Jerome writes of the difficulty of eradicating traces of the education
that he had received from a young age.””’ He was clearly aware of how integral his

classical education had become to his thinking, even his personality.

% Apologia adversus libros Rufini, (PL 23.461) cf. Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 316n.
295 Comm. in Gal. 3 Prol., PL 26.399.

206 Hagendahl, Latin Fathers, pp. 323-24.

207 “Crede mihi, multa ad purum recordatur infantia,” Apol. c. Ruf., CCSL 79, p. 30.
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On the one hand, this may make it more likely that allusions to classical material will
have found their way into his biblical translations; on the other, Jerome’s awareness
of the possibility may have made him more attentive to eradicating allusions which he
deemed unsuitable. While he appears to regret the pervasiveness of his education to
some extent at least, he never suggests that he would have been better without it, nor
even that it has been injurious to his Christian profession. On the contrary, Jerome and
his Christian contemporaries were well aware of the importance of studying classical
grammar and literature in order to be educated at all, and as a basis for Christian

literature of all varieties.”®

The Dream

Jerome’s account of his dream, contained in Ep. 22.30, addressed to Eustochium, and
written in 384, is perhaps the single most famous passage written by him.**” Despite
its fame the story is less easy to understand within the context of Jerome’s ceuvre as a
whole than is generally appreciated, and because of its fame scholars tend to give it
inordinate significance. Until recently in regard to Jerome’s use of classical references
in his biblical translations scholarship unanimously, if tacitly, agreed with the
negative response Jerome apparently anticipated to his rhetorical questions in Ep.
22.29: *Quid facit cum psalterio Horatius? cum evangeliis Maro? cum apostolo
Cicero?"*'° This is most strikingly evident in the fact that Hagendahl did not take
Jerome’s biblical translations into account when investigating the occurrence of

classical allusions in Jerome’s works.

2% See a brief but helpful discussion in Pease, “The Attitude,” pp 163-166.
2% Cf. Thierry, J.J., “The Date of the Dream of Jerome”, in Vigiliae Christianae 17 (1963), p. 28.
210 p1,22.415, CSEL 54, p. 189.
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However, in regard to Jerome’s use of classical references in his own writings, most
scholarly assessments of the importance of the dream have followed not Jerome but
Rufinus, who was the first to criticise Jerome for breaking the oath he swore to the
judge in his dream.?!! As is often the case with Jerome, his words and his actions
demonstrate varying degrees of disparity. Given these difficulties, the most profitable
way to proceed is surely via de Labriolle’s caution, “de ne pas accorder a I’épisode
célebre ... plus d’importance que St JérOme n’y parait en avoir lui-méme attaché.”*'?
We should also bear in mind Pease’s caveat that while for us the dream exists only as

a literary artefact, Jerome’s relationship with it was much more organic, and his

interpretation of the dream is likely to have changed over several years.”"?

As part of our research for this chapter we undertook an extensive survey of existing
literature on Jerome’s account of his dream. Space does not allow its inclusion here,
but we hope that it will be published separately at some stage. For the moment, we

will confine ourselves to a brief discussion of the major issues.

Adkin and Thierry draw attention to links between chapter thirty and the rest of Ep.
22, as well as to links with other primarily Christian sources. Adkin demonstrates

Jerome’s use of the vocabulary of martyrdorn,“4 and Thierry attempts to suggest a

21! Rufinus, Apologia in Hier, 2.6-7, (PL 21.588-589). See also Adkin, N., “Adultery of the Tongue:
Jerome, Epist. 22,29,6f.,” in Hermes 121 (1993), pp. 100-108; Adkin, “Some Notes,” p. 120; and
Brown Tkacz, C., “Ovid, Jerome and the Vulgate”, in Studia Patristica 33 (1997), p. 379. It is most
significant, however, that despite Rufinus’ well known opposition to Jerome’s “return” to the pagan
Classics, he does not accuse Jerome of letting his attachment to the Classics influence his actual
translations. Kelly, Jerome, p. 250.

212 4e Labriolle, P., “Le songe de St Jérdme,” in Miscellanea Geronimiana, Scritti Varii Pubblicati nel
XV Centenario dalla Morte di San Girolamo, (Roma: Tipografia Poliglotta Vaticana, 1920), pp. 227-
235, here p. 234.

23 “Indeed, we may say that the subsequent world, more deeply impressed by one dramatic incident
than by many years passed in modification or contradiction of it, has ascribed to the vision of Jerome
altogether too much importance.” Pease, “The Attitude,” p. 167.

214 Adkin, “Some Notes,” p. 120.
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date for the dream.?" Taken together, their work emphasises that the account of the
dream must be viewed within its fourth century literary context, its context within the

letter, and its context within Jerome’s wider concerns.

The immediate context of the account is the remaining forty of the forty-one chapters
of Ep.22, which has virginity and asceticism as its main themes. Within the letter
there is little discernible structure, and nothing that indicates that Jerome wished his
account of the dream to be the most important section: indeed Jerome’s purpose in
writing to Eustochium is to encourage her in her ascetic resolve.*'® The dream is
introduced to illustrate Jerome’s warning against the pursuit of fashionable eloquence
and poetry, which, in language appropriate to the theme of virginity, he derides as
“adulterium ... linguae.”*"” No conclusions or exhortations follow the account of the
dream, only the banality of a warning against the love of money.?'® The co-ordinating

phrase between chapters thirty and thirty-one, “quoque tibi vitandum est,”?!? («

you
should also avoid”) suggests that Jerome did not consider the account of the dream to
be any more significant than the subject matter immediately surrounding it. In fact, if
the letter is approached with an assumption of the central importance in Jerome’s

career of the dream per se, the account of the dream seems incongruous in its brevity

and obscurity, its thematic disconnection from the surrounding chapters, and Jerome’s

apparent lack of concern to draw much attention to it.

215 Thierry, “The Date,” pp. 28-40.

216 Cf., for example, Ep. 22.1: Verum non sufficit tibi exire de patria, nisi obliviscaris populi et domum
patris tui et carne contempta sponsi iungaris amplexibus, CSEL 54, p. 144.

217 “adultery of the tongue,” Ep. 22.29, PL 22.416, CSEL 54, p. 188. Adkin suggests that this phrase is
“a digression which enables Jerome to show off,” and claims that it is “wrong therefore to turn the
phrase adulterium linguae into the justification for Jerome’s attack on the classics ... it has nothing
whatever to do with them.” Adkin, Jerome on Virginity, p. 279. While it may be better to read the
phrase primarily with the preceding contents of Chapter 29, it is impossible to agree that it has “nothing
whatever” to do with the account of the dream in Chapter 30.

218 “Avaritiae quoque tibi vitandum est malum...” Ep. 22.31, PL 22.417, CSEL 54, p. 191.

2% Ep. 22.31, PL 22.417, CSEL 54, p. 191.
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De Labriolle and Thierry have demonstrated how Jerome’s account of the dream in

Ep. 22.30 coincides with his accounts of other dreams earlier in the letter (Thierry),220

and with dream narratives found in earlier or contemporary literature (de Labriolle).”*!
Their work is not problem-free, but it suggests that however striking a picture Jerome
paints in Ep. 22, his account nevertheless falls within a recognisable genre of early
Christian literature. This does not of course discount the reality of the dream, but it

alerts us to the possibility that Jerome was exercising a certain degree of licence

afforded by working within a literary tradition.

Nevertheless, the thesis of de Labriolle and various scholars of the early twentieth
century that Jerome’s dream was simply a ruse fabricated by him to support his
arguments against reading pagan authors has been successfully challenged.*”* Both
Kelly and Hagendahl note that when challenged by Rufinus in 400 that he had broken
his oath to the Judge,** Jerome does not deny the dream, but simply refuses to be
bound by what he said in a dream. They take his appeal to Eustochium and her mother
Paula, to testify that he has had no recourse to pagan literature over the previous
fifteen years,”** as further evidence of his belief in the reality of the dream.”*
Whatever the difficulties of interpreting the dream, Jerome maintained — or at least

argued for — a significant degree of belief in its reality.

220 Thierry, “The Date,” pp. 34-35.

2! de Labriolle, “Le songe,” pp. 227-235.

222 For a brief discussion, see Kelly, Jerome, p. 42.

223 Rufinus, Apologia in Sanctum Hieronymum, 2.6-7, PL 21.588-589.

224 Comm. in Gal. 3 Prol., PL 26.399.

225 Kelly, Jerome, pp. 42-3; Hagendahl, Latin Fathers, pp. 318-19; for a similar viewpoint, see Adkin,
Jerome on Virginity, p. 283.
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The surest test of Jerome’s perception of the seriousness of his account of the dream is
the effect it had on his reading and writing habits thereafter. The most comprehensive
survey in this regard was undertaken by Hagendahl, who investigated the occurrence
of classical quotations and allusions in Jerome’s writings, excluding his translations of
the Bible. Hagendahl’s study divides Jerome’s authorship into four periods, beginning
with his proposed date for Jerome’s dream: 374-385; 386 to 393 (or the publication of
De viris illustribus); 393 to 402; and 402 to 419.%° His study provides convenient
reference points at which to examine Jerome’s modus operandi, and, although
Hagendahl did not take Jerome’s biblical translations into account, his work enables
them to be placed relative to Jerome’s other writings. Hagendahl finds a decrease in
the number of classical references towards the end of the first period, consonant, he
says, with a fading memory of classical texts. He records an increasing number of
classical references through the second period, but he perceives the major change in
practice at the start of the third period in 393, with the publication of the pamphlet
Adversus lovinianum, where Jerome openly mentions Aristotle, Plutarch and Seneca
as being among his sources. The fourth period sees little change.””’ Pease undertook a
similar investigation, and while the boundaries he set between different periods vary
slightly from Hagendahl’s, his conclusions are substantially the same: “it is of interest
to observe the diminished frequency of citation immediately following the vision, and

again, the increase subsequent to the period of the Commentary on Galatians.”**®

In his Commentary on Galatians, written approximately fifteen years after Ep. 22,

Jerome calls on Eustochium and her mother Paula, to confirm that for more than

226 Hagendahl, Latin Fathers, p. 99.
%27 Ibid, pp. 320-27.
228 pease, “The Attitude,” p. 157.
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fifteen years he has neither handled nor read a pagan author,”” evidently alluding to
the account of his dream.”° It is difficult to reconcile Hagendahl’s observations
concerning the period around 385/386 with the composition of Ep. 22 in 384, and of
the Commentary on Galatians in around 390. Hagendahl’s observations of a decrease
in the number of classical allusions in his first period would tally with a hiatus in
Jerome’s study of classical literature in response to his dream. However, given the
intensity of Jerome’s experience, at least as related in Ep. 22, it is surprising that he
allowed any classical allusions to slip into his writings at all. Furthermore,
Hagendahl’s observation of a gradual decrease in the frequency of allusion between
the dream and 385 does not tally with the sort of fundamental change of practice that
might be expected after so frightening an ordeal. More difficult is the observation of
an increase in the number of classical references in the period after 385/6, and with it
Hagendahl’s plausible conclusion that Jerome’s practice regarding pagan literature
has changed. A gradual change in practice over the ten to fifteen years after his dream
would be understandable, but Jerome betrays no hints of a softening in his attitude in
Ep. 22, written in the latter part of that period. Perhaps his own attitudes in practice

were never as strict as those which he sought to inspire in Eustochium.

While Jerome appears to have taken seriously, at least for some time, his promise not
to read classical literature, he never seems conscientiously to have extended this to a
ban on citing classical literature in his own writings. The issue can be focussed on the
accuracy of Kelly’s statement that after his dream “Jerome seems to have striven to

observe his promise strictly, shunning the study of the pagan classics and, so far as he

229 “Nostis enim et ipsae, quod plus quam quindecim anni sunt, ex quo in manus meas numquam
Tullius, numquam Maro, numquam gentilium litterarum quilibet Auctor ascendit,” Comm. in Gal. 3
Prol., PL 26.399.

20 Cf. Hagendahl, Latin Fathers, p. 319.
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still quoted from them, relying on his retentive memory.”**! By Kelly’s reasoning,
Jerome saw nothing wrong with quoting classical literature, so long as he didn’t
actually study it. This view does seem to be borne out by Jerome’s actions if not by
his words. If Jerome really did rely on his memory of classical literature, it suggests a
less extreme understanding and application of his dream: but Jerome never claims to
rely on his memory, he only states that classical allusions “crept up” on him from his
memory. Kelly’s formulation is too proactive to fit Jerome’s words, but it does seem

to fit his practice.?

Debates around Jerome’s account of his dream will no doubt continue, but the
important point for our search for classical allusions in the /H Psalter is that by the
time Jerome undertook this task in around 392, classical allusions in his own
writings were becoming more frequent and his attitude towards classical learning was

apparently becoming more positive.

The Intellectual Milieu of Late 4" Century

Markus argues convincingly that “The real division between pagan and Christian at
the end of the fourth century did not coincide with the old religious division; indeed it
was a recent creation, and not primarily a religious division at root. The attempt, first

by the emperor Julian ... to rally the forces of Roman conservatism to the defence of a

21 Kelly, Jerome, p. 43.
22 Adkin’s insights are important: “The final words of his account, which unlike the ‘vow’ lie outside
the dream itself and are therefore clearly to be taken seriously as a description of reality, proclaim
resonantly that [assiduous study of the bible] was its consequence: tanto dehinc studio divina legisse ...
There is no mention of ‘abandoning’ the classics ... Jerome’s problem was not with the classics, but
with the bible.” Adkin, Jerome on Virginity, pp. 283-284. Adkin almost certainly draws too great a
distinction between what Jerome said during or after the dream: Jerome certainly did not entirely
abandon the classics, but he does seem to have felt uneasy about his involvement with them in the
geriod after the supposed date of his dream.

3 In De viris illustribus 134 (written in 392 or 393) Jerome reports that Sophronius had already made
a Greek translation of Jerome’s renderings of the Psalter and the Prophets from Hebrew; cf. Kelly,
Jerome, pp. 161-62.
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tradition transformed the confrontation of réligions into a confrontation of
cultures.”*** His work emphasises the shifting tensions that were éxposed and
heightened as traditions and culture based on classical paganism were challenged by
an increasingly Christianised elite. While in the mid fourth century “It was Julian, not
the Christians, who thought that the classics and the gospels could not go together,”**
Markus suggests that by the end of that century, particularly under the influence of
Jerome and Augustine, there was a “real possibility of a brutal rejection of the whole
classical past by a triumphantly aggressive Catholicism.”**® No doubt this opposition
had much to do with the fundamental link between classical literature/culture and
classical paganism.”>” However his work highlights the pressures faced by Jerome, a
member of the Christian elite with a deep love of the classics and a concern to
demonstrate the superiority of Christianity over paganism. In this latter quest a
thorough knowledge of the classics was essential for the Christian apologist wishing

to refute pagan criticisms on their own ground.”*®

Fergus Millar has highlighted the growing opposition to paganism and Judaism in the
eastern, predominantly Greek speaking, part of the Roman Empire, in the period after
the accession of Theodosius I in AD 379, which he sees as the “decisive moment in
the adhesion of the Roman State to Christianity.”239 After reviewing various imperial
pronouncements which list pagans and Jews together as (potential) opponents of the

new Christian order, he writes: “Above all, however, we ought to be conscious ... of

24 Markus, R.A., “Paganism, Christianity and the Latin Classics in the Fourth Century,” in J.W. Binns
(Ed.), Latin Literature of the Fourth Century, [Greek and Latin Studies, Classical Literature and its
Influence, Edd. C.D.N. Costa and J.W. Binns], (London and Boston: Routledge & Keegan Paul, 1974),
%;5) 1-21, here p. 8.

Ibid, p. 3.
236 Ibid, pp. 12-13.
27 Cf. Pease, “The Attitude,” pp. 161-162; Markus, “Paganism,” p. 10.
28 E.g. Ep. 70.3, PL 22.666, CSEL 54, pp. 703-704; Ep. 72.2, PL 22.673-674, CSEL 55, pp. 9-10; Cf.
Pease, “The Attitude,” pp. 163-165.
2 Millar, F., “Christian Emperors,” pp. 1-24, esp. p. 1.

82



the vast gulf which separates the situation which obtained in the first three centuries,
when both Jewish and Christian communities were minority elements in a
predominantly pagan world, from one in which the institutions and rituals of
paganism were under vigorous attack, and in which Judaism represented a (generally)
tolerated rival variant of monotheism, living in the threatening shadow of a
Christianity which had the full backing of the State.”** Despite his involvement in
Christian affairs in the Greek east at this time, or perhaps because of his consequent
first hand exposure to Jews and their beliefs, Jerome’s cautious approval of certain
Jewish teachings and customs is well known. Perhaps we might expect a similarly

cautious approval of certain pagan ideas.

A Converging of the Ways?

The evolution of Jerome’s attitude towards classical/pagan literature and learning
appears to have moved along a similar trajectory to that of his attitude towards Jewish
learning, which we will discuss in the next chapter. His attitude in both cases appears
at first glance to be mercurial in the extreme, ranging swiftly from outright hostility to
glowing approval. Yet in both cases Jerome’s approval or disapproval appears to have
been based on the same, scriptural, criteria, namely that anything which accorded with
scripture could be considered legitimate and useful. Jewish material was legitimate

99241

insofar as it was “appropriate to Scripture,””"" and pagan/classical learning could be

used provided that unsuitable elements were removed.

240 Millar, “Christian Emperors,” pp. 7-8.
241 “semel proposui arcana eruditionis Hebraicae, et magistrorum synagogae reconditam disciplinam,

eam dumtaxat, quae scripturis sanctis convenit, Latinis auribus prodere,” In Zachariam Prophetam 2,
PL 25.1455, CCSL 76A, p. 796.
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This observation has important implications. First, Jerome approved of the use of
classical literature and learning in the right circumstances and with the right
provisions. Unsurprisingly, this most often occurred in the realms of history and
scientific learning in which no specifically Christian tradition of learning had grown
up, and in various apologetic situations when it was useful to draw parallels between
Christian and pagan experie:nces.242 Second, the similarities in Jerome’s attitude

- towards classical and Jewish material, and the suitability of each for use in a Christian
context, suggests that he had developed ideas on the universal nature of culture and
scholarship. Although Jerome maintained the absolute superiority of Christianity as a
whole, he did not view the classical, Jewish and Christian traditions as entirely
mutually exclusive, but was able and willing to note not only correspondences

between the three, but also ways in which the insights of one could benefit another.

Or The Triumph of God’s Way?

Among the most interesting expressions of Jerome’s developing attitude to the
classics are found in Ep. 70, written to Magnus in 397, and in the Commentary on
Daniel. The former is Jerome’s reply to Magnus’ accusations that he has defiled the
church by quoting secular writings. In it, Jerome makes both cultural and literary
arguments from Judaeo-Christian history. As God had allowed Israelites to
incorporate non-Jewish female captives into their communities under certain
circumstances, and as Moses, the prophets and Paul all referred to pagan literature, so
too may Christians, provided they remove any unsuitable elements.”* Ep. 70 was
written in response to an attack, and so could be read as shrewd manoeuvring by

Jerome to defend his actions. Even if this is so, it was written three years before

2 Cf. Pease, “The Attitude,” pp. 163-166.
3 Cf. Kelly, Jerome, pp. 43-4.
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Rufinus’ attack and his own comprehensive reply, and provides evidence for

developments in Jerome’s thinking concerning the classics occurring well before 400.

Unlike Ep. 70, the Commentary on Daniel was not written in response to specific
accusations, and so may more reliably indicate Jerome’s true attitude. In it he refers to
certain ideas that pagan philosophy and Christian theology hold in common: “Si enim
cunctos philosophorum revolvas libros, necesse est ut in eis reperias aliquam partem
vasorum Dei. Ut apud Platonem, fabricatorem mundi Deum, ut apud Zenonem
Stoicorum principem, inferos et immortales animas, et unum bonum, honestatem.”**
This positive assessment of pagan philosophy is striking particularly because it is
unusual: it is far more common to find Jerome referring disparagingly to philosophers

as predecessors of the heretics, and deriding their lifestyle, writings and beliefs.>*

Both of these examples share the common notion of what we might call the “triumph
of God’s way.” In the first, non-Jewish female captives were incorporated into
Israelite communities and became Jewish themselves and the ancestors of Jews.**
Similarly in the Commentary on Daniel Jerome approves and affirms the pagan
philosophers insofar as their ideas correspond to Christian teaching. The common
notion is one of incorporation of suitable non-Christian elements into the Christian
community so that they become Christian themselves and do not alter the essential

character of that community.

The most striking example of this type of thought occurs in a previously uncited

passage from the Commentarioli. Commenting on Psalm 132.3 /H Jerome writes:

4 In Danielem Prophetam, 1.1, PL 25.495-496; CCSL 75A, p. 778.
245 Cf, Pease, “The Attitude,” pp. 161-166.
%4 The story of Ruth the Moabitess, who became an ancestor of King David, contains similar elements.
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Ahermon avadmua interpretatur. Ipse est autem mons, qui mutato vocabulo Hermoni
et Sanir appellatur, idolis consecratus, et adsiduo hostiarum cruore perfusus. Hoc
ergo est, quod dicit: quia omnis gratia et potentia idolatriae, et sublimitas ac pompa
culturae ad montem transeat Sion, hoc est, ad ecclesiam Christi.** This quite
extraordinary statement is simply a higher expression of Jerome’s sentiments that we
have already discussed: all that is lovely and majestic not only in pagan culture, but
even in pagan religion, will be taken over into Christian culture. The question remains
as to what Jerome meant by “all the loveliness and power of idolatry, and the
grandeur and ceremony of culture,” or at least how these ideas impacted the degree to
which he was willing to incorporate classical readings into his /H Psalter. The rest of
this chapter will answer this question, and we will return to these words of Jerome in

the Conclusion.

3.3 Modern Literature

The seminal modern studies in this area are Luebeck’s Hieronymus quos noverit
scriptores et ex quibus hauserit of 1872,*® and Hagendahl’s Latin Fathers and the
Classics of 1958.%* Emil Luebeck lists passages where Jerome refers by name to
Greek or Roman authors, and suggests other instances where Jerome borrows
phraseology from classical authors unacknowledged — for which he helpfully lists the
Hieronymiam passage and its putative source in parallel. He divides his work

according to the genre within which the classical authors operated and lists Scriptores

T CCSL 72, p. 240.

8 Luebeck, A., Hieronymus Quos Noverit Scriptores et ex Quibus Hauserit, (Leipzig: Typis B. G.
Teubneri, 1872).

2% Hagendahl, Latin Fathers.
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Graeci on pages 10-104, Scriptores Romani on pages 105-159 (Republican authors)
and 160-227 (Imperial authors). Luebeck considers only Jerome’s own writings when
looking for references to classical authors. Moreover, he is simply concerned to
compile a list of references to and parallels with classical authors: he makes no
attempt to discern a pattern within Jerome’s references. Likewise he does not discuss
Jerome’s motivations for making such references, nor the various implications of the
fact that he does make them. His work is useful as an initial list of classical references

in Jerome’s writings, but tells us little beyond that.

We have noted that Hagendahl similarly restricts his work to Jerome’s original
compositions, and ignores his translations, though he does not explain why.
Nevertheless it has formed the basis of most modern scholarship in this area,
primarily because it provides vital background information on which classical authors
Jerome was most familiar with and fond of, and on the frequency of classical allusions

occurring in his own writings at different periods of his career.

A later article by Hagendahl was similarly devoted to identifying further classical
references in Jerome’s own writings, and to noting identifications made by other
scholars.?® Other scholars tend to have followed Hagendahl’s lead, suggesting and
debating the occurrence of classical allusions in Jerome’s letters, prefaces and
commentaries. The debate has widened to include general assessments of Jerome’s
attitude towards the classics, and ongoing disagreements about how to interpret and
evaluate Jerome’s account of his dream, as we have seen.””' These investigations and

debates are useful as background information to our current study, but the

20 Hagendahl, H., “Jerome and the Latin Classics,” in Vigiliae Christianae, 28, (1974), pp. 216-227.
3! For a comprehensive bibliography, see Rebenich, Jerome, pp. 145-162.
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fundamental difference between composition and translation means that our

investigation of classical allusions in the /H Psalter proceeds along a different path.

More recently scholars have driven the discussion beyond the parameters of Jerome’s
own writings, and have considered the possibility of discovering classical allusions
within Jerome’s Iuxta Hebraeos (IH) translations. Catherine Brown Tkacz and Neil
Adkin in particular have increasingly challenged the negative answer Jerome
presumably anticipated to his rhetorical questions to Eustochium, which were

themselves inspired by the Apostle Paul’s questions in 2 Corinthians 6.15-16a,**

66 ¢

Quae enim communicatio luci ad tenebras? Qui consensus Christo cum Belial?’

Quid facit cum Psalterio Horatius? cum Evangeliis Maro? cum Apostolo Cicero 23

Brown Tkacz credits herself with initiating the study of the IH as literature,> by
which she appears to include the study of the influence of the /H on later literature as
well as the influence of earlier literature on the /H.>>> Her work seeks to re-examine
the IH as the literary product of a human translator, one which must be situated within
its cultural, historical, religious and literary contexts, rather than treated as a free-
standing and timeless religious artefact. She perceives the influence of the Vulgate on
the development in Old English of explicitly Christian formulaic expressions to
express biblical ideas,”® but the more interesting areas of her work for our purposes
are those in which she proposes that at certain points in his biblical translations

Jerome made direct allusion to classical works.

2 «“What accord has Christ with Belial? Or what portion does a believer share with an unbeliever?

What agreement has the temple of God with idols?”” 2 Corinthians 6.15-16a, ESV.

33 Ep. 22.29, PL 22.416, CSEL 54, pp. 188-189.

4 Cf. Brown Tkacz, C., “Quid Facit?” pp. 93-104. The dissertation in question is: Brown Tkacz, C.,
The Topos of the Tormentor Tormented (Ph.D. dissertation: University of Notre Dame, 1983).

255 Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” pp. 93-94.

256 Ibid, p. 93.

88



Her groundwork in terms of establishing the parameters and methods to be employed
in an investigation of classical allusions in the /H is very helpful, and need not be
reworked.”’ She issued the unprecedented challenge to search for classical influences
in the IH,%® which she later took up, suggesting allusions to Ovid in the wording of
Mark chapter 6 and Esther chapters 5 and 7. She quite rightly argues that “Jerome
would not interpolate into his translation an actual quotation from Ovid ... Nor would
he grossly intrude with a flagging reference such as insignis poeta ... [nor] would he
allude in a biblical translation to a classical text that was dissonant in context.” Instead
she suggests that in cases where biblical and classical contexts are similar we should
look for “dictional allusions” in the form of “lexical choices and possibly such
features as syntactical patterning.”*° This is all rather vague, as she is evidently aware
when she provides herself with the caveat that “such dictional allusions are by their
nature unprovable.”?‘60 She suggests allusion to the Ovidian phrase quodvis pete
munus at Metamorphoses 2.44 in pete a me quod vis at Mark 6.22, in quae est petitio

tua at Esther 5.3 and 7.2, and in quid petis ut detur tibi at Esther 5.6.%!

We should note Brown Tkacz’ argument in full: “The narrative similarities are what
make the dictional allusion plausible. All three accounts ... treat rash promises made
in circumstances and with results which have salient points of comparison: in each
narrative a young favorite elicits a rash promise from a rather foolish ruler. In each

case the favorite’s request ends in death, an outcome quite unforeseen by the ruler.

%7 Her most important articles here are “Labor tam utilis: The Creation of the Vulgate,” in Vigiliae
Christianae 50 (1996), pp. 47-72, and the later “Quid Facit?”

28 Brown Tkacz, “Labor tam utilis,” p. 43.

% Brown Tkacz, “Ovid,” p. 380.

2% Ibid, p. 380.

26! Ibid, pp. 380-81.
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Moreover, alluding to the classical narrative helps emphasise the character-revealing
contrasts between the biblical narratives: Phoebus and Ahasuerus made immutable
oaths, but Herod’s promise is not clearly binding, so that his compliance suggests
cowardice. Phaeton and Salome each recklessly cause death, but Esther knowingly
risks her life to save the lives of a whole people. In short what the classical allusion
implies matches the import of the original biblical narratives; thus the allusion

enhances the presentation of nuances already in Scripture.” 262

Neil Adkin successfully refuted Brown Tkacz’ proposals. His first argument is
circumstantial: he suggests that “Jerome’s acquaintance with the Metamorphoses was

in fact very slight,”*®

with the consequence that Jerome is unlikely to have
recognised a dictional parallel between the Ovidian and biblical texts. The second is
textual and far more important. He notes that “the Vulgate’s wording corresponds
exactly to the Greek of the Marcan text and to the Hebrew of Esther respectively,
while in the former the Vulgate in any case merely reproduces the Old Latin.”*®* His
comparison of Jerome’s versions with the previous versions is absolutely essential:

265

indeed if Brown Tkacz had followed her own advice””” she would have noticed her

€ITor.

Adkin’s refutation is sufficient as it stands, but we can go further. Brown Tkacz’
proposed allusions depend on the similarity of the words quodvis pete (Ovid), pete ...

quod vis (Mark), and quid vis ... petitio (Esther). These words are very common in

262 Brown Tkacz, “Ovid,” p. 381.

22 Adkin, N., “Biblia Pagana: Classical Echoes in the Vulgate”, in Augustinianum 40 (2000), p. 78.
Ibid, p. 78.

265 «In such research, one will compare the Latin of Jerome’s Vulgate and of the classical passage to all

other pertinent biblical versions, i.e., Hebrew, the Greek, the Old Latin,” (and, we may add, Hexaplaric

readings too if possible), Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” p. 95.

90



themselves, as is asking for what one wants, or being invited to ask for what one
wants. The Greek aitéw or a cognate (Whence aitnaov in Mark 6.22) occurs nine
times in Mark alone. In eight of those Jerome translates it by pefo or a cognate, using
an alternative, rogo, only once. Similarly 3éAw or a cognate occurs twenty five times
in Mark, and is invariably translated as volo (including once as noluit for oux
nYéAnaey at Mark 6.26). The Hebrew S8% occurs in thirteen verses in the Old

~ Testament. When translating it as a noun Jerome uses petitio all but once, and when
translating it as a verb he uses peto as well as postulo, commodo, deprecor and rogo.
Jerome’s translation quid vis for 75— at Esther 5.3 is potentially more significant,
being the only occasion on which the /H reading does not correspond exactly to the
Hebrew — a translation such as quid tibi would have been more literal (though
incomprehensible!). Nevertheless, the differences between Ovid’s objective relative
clause quodvis, “[ask for] what you want,” and Jerome’s interrogative clause quid vis,
“what do you want?” further undermine the possibility of an allusion here.
There is no linguistic necessity or justification for proposing an allusion to Ovid,*%
but is there any substance to Brown Tkacz’ argument that “the narrative similarities
are what make the dictional allusion plausible”®’? She points to the “rash promises”
made by Phoebus, Ahasuerus and Herod. This may be true in the cases of Phoebus
and Herod, but Ahasuerus made his promise several times, both when drunk, and
when he had been sober for two days. His actions are certainly not rash. Then there is
her claim that “alluding to the classical narrative helps emphasise the character-

revealing contrasts between the biblical narratives.” She suggests that the allusion

266 “The brevity of this communication precludes examining the other dictional choices, such as rogare
and poscere, which Jerome could have made.” Brown Tkacz, “Ovid,” p. 381, n. 17. We have shown
that such examination is essential.

267 Brown Tkacz, “Ovid,” p. 381.
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works in two directions, revealing both similarities and contrasts: “Phoebus and

Ahasuerus made immutable oaths, but Herod’s promise is not clearly binding, so that

his compliance suggests cowardice. Phaeton and Salome each recklessly cause death,

but Esther knowingly risks her life to save the lives of a whole people.”**® Surely we

could see all these nuances without reference to Ovid? The salient points could be

summarised as follows:

Ovid | Rash promise Immutable Reckless death of | Tragic outcome,
promise many people large impact
Esther | Considered Immutable Single deserved Positive outcome,
promise promise death, Jews saved | large impact
Mark | Rash promise Non-immutable Single calculated | Tragic outcome,

promise

death

small impact

Apart from the fact that each story has to do with a promise to honour a request that

turns out to lead somehow to death, there is little similarity between the passage in

Ovid and those in either Esther or Mark. We have to admit that the context of each

story is sufficiently different to make the proposed allusions nearly meaningless.

With a little help from Adkin we have refuted Brown Tkacz’ proposals on four

counts: first, Jerome probably did not know Ovid’s work very well; second, the Latin

versions of the biblical texts closely follow their Hebrew and Greek predecessors;

third, the words in question are themselves very common, and there is nothing

surprising about Jerome’s translations; and fourth, there is in fact little in common

268 Brown Tkacz, “Ovid,” p. 381.
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between the stories which would have suggested to Jerome a special connection

among them all, and little to be learned by comparison of one with another.

We can therefore extract criteria that we will wish to see fulfilled in future candidates
for allusion: first, we will need evidence that Jerome was familiar with all the texts in
question; second, we will want the Latin reading to diverge to some extent from the

| Qriginal Hebrew (or Greek, in the context of the New Testament); and third, the words
in question will need to be unusual, or at least unusual choices for translation.
Additionally, if the biblical and classical narrative contexts are particularly similar,
this may provide circumstantial evidence in favour of an allusion, simply because
such similarity could have triggered Jerome’s memory of the classical passage in

question.

When we turn to Adkin’s work we see some of these criteria fulfilled. The essential
difference between Adkin’s suggestions and those of Brown Tkacz is that Adkin’s
reflect points at which the Latin reading has no basis in the Hebrew (nor, indeed, in

the Septuagint).

His first suggestion concerns Esther 9.4. The phrase in question is per cunctorum ora
volitabat, which clearly has no basis in the Hebrew or the Greek. Adkin suggests that
Jerome is mimicking a fragment of Ennius, quoted by Cicero as volito vivos per ora

virum, and imitated by Virgil in the Georgics as victorque virum volitare per ora. He
notes that Jerome had already imitated these words in Ep 57.2.2 as per multorum ora

volitaret.*® Most of our criteria mentioned above are fulfilled. There is no doubt that

29 Adkin, “Biblia Pagana,” pp. 78-79.
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Jerome was familiar with the works of both Cicero and Virgil, and the occurrence of
the similar line at Ep 57 suggests that he was familiar with these particular works.
There is no equivalent line in the Hebrew or LXX texts. The words themselves are
common enough, but the imagery is striking and unusual. The fourth criterion is more

difficult to judge as the Ennian fragment is entirely devoid of context.

- Adkin proposes four other cases of possible allusion, then supports three and
dismisses one of them. All of those that he supports share the criteria of going beyond
the Hebrew text and of being unusual and striking phrases. At 1 Kings 10.15 the IH
has imiversique scruta vendentes, cf. MT D*bp'ﬂf] =nonI; and at Nehemiah 3.31 it has
usque ad domum Nathinneorum et scruta vendentium, cf. MT ©*ymin n2=1yp
052597 In each case, the specifics of what was sold, namely scruta, “worthless stuff,
bricabrac,” has no basis in the Hebrew. Adkin traces it to a similar phrase in one of
Horace’s epistles: vilia vendentem tunicato scruta popello, which Jerome had imitated
in his Vita Hilarionis as the “elegant cretic spondee clausula,” vilia populis scruta

vendente.* Again, many of our criteria are met.*”’

Similarly at Deuteronomy 23.12 the IH has habebis locum extra castra ad quem
egrediaris ad requisita naturae, cf. the MT pin nng Ry mnons yann 35 man )
(23.13), which has no mention of “the call of nature.” Adkin has found this phrase too
in Jerome’s writings elsewhere, namely his Adversus lovinianum, and traces it to a
fragment of one of Sallust’s Histories: profectus quidam Ligus ad requisita

naturae.”’* He argues convincingly against the phrase being a cliché and against

270 Adkin, “Biblia Pagana,” pp. 81-82.
27! Ibid, p. 81.
272 Ibid, p. 82.
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Jerome having found the phrase in a later author such as Augustine, Julian of

Eclanum, or Quintiliam.273 Here too most of our criteria are met.”*

Adkin’s reasons for rejecting a possible allusion are also significant. The verse in
question is Esther. 9.28: IH isti sunt dies quos nulla umquam delebit oblivio, “these are
the days which no forgetfulness will wipe out,” ¢f. MT o 21 n9xn o0, “and

~ these days [should] be remembered.” Adkin notes that while nulla umquam delebit
oblivio “exactly matches the wording of a Ciceronian epistle,” nevertheless Jerome’s
apparent lack of familiarity with Cicero’s letters mitigates against proposing that as
the source. Likewise while similar vocabulary occurs elsewhere in Cicero’s letters, so
also does it occur in the /H. Adkin concludes that all this “would appear to undermine
further the hypothesis of a direct debt to the Ad Familiares at Esther 9.28.”2"> We
concur. Jerome was apparently unfamiliar with the relevant classical excerpt. The IH
phrase in question has no direct basis in the Hebrew, but is easily understood as a
paraphrase of what we do find there. The phrase is striking, but the vocabulary is not
unusual elsewhere in the /H. There would be little to be gained by alluding at this

point in Esther to this letter of Cicero.

Our examination of the work of Brown Tkacz and Adkin may be focussed on the
starting point from which they look for allusions. Brown Tkacz’ basic position is that
“ideally in reading the Vulgate one may simply be struck by what seems to be a
dictional allusion to a specific classical passage.”*’® She focuses on the Latin text first

of all, comparison with the Hebrew and other previous versions being secondary.

213 Adkin, “Biblia Pagana,” pp. 82-87.
214 Cf. Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” pp. 94 and 102 for Jerome’s familiarity with Sallust.
215 Adkin, “Biblia Pagana,” pp. 80-81.
276 Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” p. 95.
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Thus she was content to propose the Ovidian allusions despite Jerome’s translations in
each case being unremarkable translations of the Hebrew and Greek. Adkin on the
other hand only proposed allusions where the Latin text departed significantly from its

predecessors, and was more successful as a result.

There is another, more subtle, but more important, point to be made. Brown Tkacz
" offers her theory that “Jerome might have recognized in a given biblical passage

N similarities to a particular classical text, or topos, and fittingly borrowed diction from
that text or commonplace to use in his translation.”’’ She makes no attempt to
expld‘in why (or even that) Jerome might have considered that the best way to
demonstrate such a connection would be to introduce wording from the classical text
into the biblical text. Jerome’s reference to classical authors, and the situations they
describe, in his prefaces and commentaries undeniably show that he made mental
comparisons between classical and biblical narratives. However, such comparison by
no means indicates that he would have considered it appropriate to assimilate his
biblical translations to those classical narratives by introducing verbal allusions to

them.

Adkin, per contra, makes no mention whatsoever of contextual plausibility or
“narrative similarities.” Most of the allusions that he suggests do involve similar
contexts in the classical and biblical passages, but Adkin desists from using Brown
Tkacz’ argument that Jerome’s intention in making the allusion was that the classical
passage would in some way illuminate the biblical passage. In fact he offers no

argument at all, so we will propose our own.

21" Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” p. 95.
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All the allusions that Adkin proposes involve a particularly striking Latin phrase, in
terms of vocabulary, imagery, or poetic merit: the striking imagery of per cunctorum

278 that is scruta vendentes, and the

ora volitabat, the “elegant cretic spondee
“stylistic and scatological salience” of ad requisita naturae.*” 1t is no surprise that
these phrases in particular imprinted themselves upon Jerome’s “magpie mind and

' mammoth memory.”** The most memorable phrases in the literature of any language
tend to be those that employ arresting vocabulary, imagery or reveal poetic merit such
as rhythm, metre, assonance and alliteration. We may think of similarly striking

phrases in English, phrases such as “all that glisters is not gold,” or “If you prick us,

do we not bleed?” or “a pound of flesh.”*®!

The point is simply that these English phrases are memorable because of their innate
literary quality: the fact that they were written by Shakespeare is of little immediate
concern. Many such phrases have become clichés in modern English, with no
recognition of their provenance. Yet we wager that even when they are used in written
or oral conversation between people with full knowledge of their original context, it is
most often their gnomic wisdom, their striking imagery, or their literary quality that
has precipitated their use, and not a particular desire to recall or invite comparison

with a scene from The Merchant of Venice.*

28 Adkin, “Biblia Pagana,” p. 81.

2% Ibid, p. 82.

280 Adkin, during a presentation at the International Conference on Jerome of Stridon, at Cardiff
University in July 2006. The published proceedings of this conference will be forthcoming.

281 Raplan, M.L., ed., William Shakespeare, The Merchant of Venice, Texts and Contexts, (Boston:
Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2002), p. 60 (Act II, Scene vii), p. 68 (Act III, Scene i), and p. 82 (Act III, Scene
iii) respectively.

282 Even our practice throughout this discussion of providing three examples bows to the classical
literary convention of the tricolon!
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This discussion reveals a further problem with Brown Tkacz’ reliance on the narrative
context of the biblical and classical texts. Whether or not the users know that, for
example, “a pound of flesh” refers to the pact between Antonio and Shylock in
Shakespeare’s Merchant of Venice, by its very nature it will almost always be used in
the context of one party extracting unreasonable payment from another. The same can
be said for most cases of verbal borrowing. Phrases that are striking enough to be
 memorable and unusual enough not simply to be part of normal speech are often
evocative of a particular type of situation. It will be no surprise if they are used by a
later writer or speaker to refer to a similar situation as that to which they first referred,

whether or not the later writer has that first usage in mind.

Our argument therefore is that the primary reason Jerome used these classical phrases
was not in order to allude to the context in which they were originally used and so
draw a connection between the biblical and classical situations, nor even because they
were “‘classical” per se, but simply because they were memorable phrases in high
quality Latin, as defined by the standards of his education. The work of Hagendahl,
Brown Tkacz, Adkin et al suggests that Jerome did indeed know that he was using
phrases drawn from specific classical authors, rather than clichés. They are probably
correct: Jerome’s education would have seen to that. We have already mentioned the
“backward-looking reverence for the classical ideal”*® that characterised Jerome’s
education. That classical ideal was certainly exemplified in the elegant phraseology of
the better Roman authors and poets, but it was not confined to their work, just as
“good English” may be exemplified by Jane Austen’s prose (for example) but is not

limited to quotations of her work or allusions to it.

8 Kelly, Jerome, p. 11.
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This leads us to redefine what we mean by “classical” and to reset the parameters
within which we will look for classical influences on Jerome’s /H Psalter. Part of
Jerome’s self-imposed task as a Christian apologist was to convince his Latin
speaking contemporaries that, contrary to most opinion — including his own on
occasion,”® the Hebrew bible did in fact possess literary merit.”®> His Latin speaking
~ contemporaries could not speak Hebrew, so the best way to convince them of the
Hebrew bible’s literary merit** was to produce a Latin version with literary merit.2*’
In the fourth century Latin literary quality was defined by classical paradigms from

the late Republic and early Empire.

Therefore when looking for classical influences on the /H Psalter we will look for
signs that Jerome made his version conform to classical literary ideals in terms of
style, grammar and literary devices such as alliteration, chiastic structure or even
meter. We will also look for evidence that in the /H Jerome borrowed phraseology

from classical authors, but with the understanding that, if he did, this is more likely

284 See, for example the implied contrast in the following: “Denique et ego adulescentulus, post
Quintiliani et Tullii lectionem ac flcres rethoricos, cum me in linguae huius pistrinum reclusissem et
multo sudore multoque tempore vic coepissem halantia stridentiaque verba resonare et quasi per
cryptam ambulans rarum desuper lumen aspicere, inpegi novissime in Danihelem et tanto taedio
affectus sum, ut desperatione subita omnem veterem laborem voluerim contemnere,” Prologus
Hieronymi in Danihele Propheta, Weber/Gryson p. 1341, PL 28.1291-1292. See also Jerome’s
complaint, “Sed omnem sermonis elegantiam, et Latini eloquii venustatem, stridor lectionis Hebraicae
sordidavit,” Comm. in Gal., 3 (Prologue), PL 26.399.

285 As we argued in the Introduction. See also Pease, “The Attitude,” pp- 151-152: “... he acquired a
sense for literary style, which made him extremely sensitive to works of unrhetorical composition, and
in his own writings, though by no means approaching the perfection of his classical models, he became
a follower of Ciceronian traditions, and one of the better stylists of the Latin fathers.” Also Brown
Tkacz, “Ovid,” p. 379: “Over and over again ... Jerome shows his respect for literary aspects of the
Scriptures, as well as his scholarly sense that part of how one understands them is to analyse them as
written texts.”

286 For Jerome’s claim that the Hebrew Bible has literary merit, see Kamesar, Jerome, p. 47, and
accompanying bibliography.

287 Cf. Kinzig’s description of the “attempt of some circles among the educated Christian elite at
reconciling Christian theological ideas with pagan literary standards.” Kinzig, “Jewish and ‘Judaizing’
Eschatologies,” p. 424.
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because he considered it to be good Latin than because he wanted to draw the reader’s

attention to that author specifically.

3.4 Methodology

~ Our methodology in this particular chapter was very similar to our general
methodology as discussed in the Introduction. We proceeded by comparing the Latin
text of the /H to the Hebrew text of the MT, and attempted to explain differences we
found with reference to classical literature. In this regard, our method was closer to
that of Adkin than to that of Brown Tkacz. We referred to the Commentarioli
throughout, following Brown Tkacz’ interesting suggestion that the classical allusions
Jerome uses in the prefaces and commentaries might suggest which authors he had in

k.288

mind as he translated each boo We wanted to see the criteria that we had

extracted fulfilled before considering an allusion to be valid.

As a second step we followed Brown Tkacz’ lead and noted those Psalms whose
theme or narrative context are shared by prominent passages of classical literature and
then searched the /H version of those Psalms for allusion to those passages. Psalms
whose theme might lend itself to illustration by means of a classical reference, such as
those dealing with an avenging Deity, the Underworld, or battle, fell into this
category. Most Psalms, however, are so steeped in Jewish imagery or deal so
specifically with the relationship of Israel and her God that allusion to a classical

model based on contextual similarity seems all but ruled out.

288 Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” pp. 96-7.
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Thirdly we investigated the possibility that Jerome sought to reflect the literary
standards of the “classical ideal” in his /H Psalter by noting occasions on which
Jerome had produced a translation with particular poetic or literary merit. We
compared the IH version of those passages to the Hebrew of the MT to see how far
such striking or memorable passages coincided in the two traditions, or how far
Jerome went beyond or lagged behind the Hebrew in terms of literary quality. Such
assessment is undoubtedly subjective, but the examples we adduce will show that this

is a workable principle on which to proceed.

Our framework had to be flexible: the apparent contradictions and inconsistencies
between what Jerome says and what he does, are well known.?® Schwarz explains
this with reference to Jerome’s humanity which may seem obvious, but needs to be
borne in mind, especially as Jerome effectively worked alone, without the balance (or
hindrance) of a translation committee. This flexibility made it more important to
define closely what we were looking for. Step one above, involving instances where
the Latin text goes beyond the Hebrew text and introduces a reading that can easily be
attributed to a classical author, is straightforward, but our second and third steps were
potentially more liable to turn up spurious “allusions.” In an attempt to limit this

liability we worked as closely as possible to the definitions set out below.

Defining “Allusion”
The groundwork done by Brown Tkacz in this regard is helpful.*° She notes that

since actual quotations are obviously prohibited, the search will centre on dictional

2% See, for example, Schwarz, Principles and Problems, p. 35; on Jerome’s ambiguous attitude towards
the Classical legacy, see Hagendahl, Latin Fathers, p. 309
% Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” pp. 94-99.
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allusion and imitation of syntactical patterns.”' Hagendah!’s insistence that a
quotation be considered definite only if it comprises at least half a verse of the
original292 will be too rigid when dealing with Jerome’s translations. Brown Tkacz’
suggestion that an allusion could be accepted when several words taken from two
lines of verse or a single sentence of prose are deployed in one sentence in the /H, in a

similar narrative context,” seems at first to be a workable compromise.

However, the difficulties inherent in defining and searching for allusions may be
illustrated by the words Jerome uses to describe his embarkation on his /H project:
“Nec ignoro quanti laboris sit Prophetas intelligere nec facile quempiam posse
iudicare de interpretatione, nisi intellexerit ante quae legerit: nos quoque patere
morsibus plurimorum, qui stimulante invidia, quod consequi non valent, despiciunt.

»29% Jerome’s words bear strong

Sciens ergo et prudens in flammam mitto manum.
resemblance to the scene described by Livy in History of Rome 2.12. C. Mucius
Scaevola was at the Etruscan court, having just failed in his attempt to assassinate the
Etruscan king. He was threatened with being burnt alive, to which he responded: “‘En
tibi,” inquit, ‘ut sententias quam vile corpus sit iis qui magnam gloriam vident;’

dextramque accenso ad sacrificium foculo inicit.””**

The similarities between the two accounts are extensive: in each case a lone man takes

his stand against his detractors, and (literally or metaphorically) thrusts a hand into a

2! Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” p. 94.

22 Hagendahl, Latin Fathers, p. 97.

23 Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” p. 96.

2% Preface to Isaiah (Vulgate), PL 28.772, Weber/Gryson p. 1096.

5 Livy, History of Rome 2.12, from: Titi Livi, Ab Urbe Condita, Recognoverunt et Adnotatione Critica
Instruxerunt Robertus Seymour Conway et Carolus Flamstead Walters, Tomus 1. Libri I-V, Scriptorum
Classicorum Bibliotheca Oxoniensis, (Oxonii: E Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1914).
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flame, convinced that by so doing he will win great acclaim, partly for himself, but
primarily for some greater cause. It is tempting in addition to imagine that Mucius’
low regard for his bodily comfort will have appealed to Jerome’s ascetic sensibilities.
The fundamental problem of course is that the two accounts share absolutely no
verbal similarities: by both Hagendahl’s and Brown Tkacz’ assessment this would not
qualify as an allusion. Perhaps they are correct, there is certainly the possibility that
the phrase “in flammam mitto manum” was a common idiom of the time, though as far
as we have been able to discover it does not occur outside Jerome’s corpus.”*
Nevertheless, it surely stands to reason that a classically educated Roman man and his

classically educated Roman readers cannot have failed to notice the similarity, nor the

heroic and flattering light that Jerome thereby directs on to himself.

The most significant point is that despite being in the midst of introducing a biblical
project Jerome does not allude to a biblical event or hero. Rather than liken himself
favourably to Daniel facing the lions, Elijah facing the priests of Baal, or even
Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego facing the fiery furnace, he opts for a non-biblical

and most probably classical alternative.

Is this an allusion or not? We suggest that it is: not a verbal allusion, but certainly an
allusion to a similar situation, chosen both because of the historical depth and
dramatic effect it brings to Jerome’s description of his own situation, and because of

its memorable phraseology. In light of such difficulties we suggest that rather than

2% It does however appear to have been a phrase favoured by Jerome, appearing twice more in his
writings, once in the Apologia contra Libros Rufini (PL 23.454), and once in Ep. 54.2, Ad Furiam, De
Viduitate Servanda, PL 22.550, CSEL 54, p. 467. The former is less significant, being a near-verbatim
recapitulation of Jerome’s words in Preface to Isaiah, but in the latter case he uses the phrase, “sciens
et videns in flammam mitto manum” to describe the opposition he expects in light of his harsh demands
in the letter. No doubt it appealed to Jerome’s sense of drama.
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attempting a single definition of “allusion,” as do Hagendahl and Brown Tkacz, it will
be more useful to describe a range of possibilities to which the label “allusion” might
be attached. The principles we discuss here could be equally applied to a search for

classical allusions in other /H books.

1. (Following Hagendahl) A direct quotation, comprising at least half a verse of
the original. Clearly in the case of the /H translations, the quotation will not be

introduced as such, and it will be up to the reader to recognise it.

2. (Following Brown Tkacz) Several words taken from two lines of verse or one
sentence of prose, occurring within one sentence in the /H in a similar
narrative context. The main point of interest in this case is the coincidence of
verbal roots: slight variations in syntax or diction can be tolerated so long as

the basic narrative context is similar.

3. A single significant poetic word. Occasionally Jerome’s usage in the /H of a
rare word, or an unusual usage of a common word, may be deliberately

reminiscent of a similar usage in a classical context.
4. An allusion to a similar classical situation by the creation of a particular
image, without recourse to the words or phrases used by the original author.

Jerome’s “in flammam mitto manum’ would fall into this category.

In the context of biblical translation the most likely categories in which to find

allusions will be numbers two and three. Within the restraints of a translation, and in
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the absence of narrative and contextual coincidence, direct quotation is almost
impossible, and the scope for creating similar imagery is limited. In other words, the
search for allusions is likely to centre around a few words in the /H which suggest or

call to the reader’s mind a similar situation in a classical source.

However, without the filter of substantial verbal similarity, there is consequently a

- greater risk of “finding” spurious allusions. We suggest that there are three principles
which form a framework within which allusions in the four categories mentioned
above might exist. As the degree of verbal similarity decreases through the categories,
so these three principles will become increasingly important in determining the

validity of a possible allusion.

1. Context (following Brown Tkacz). She draws attention to the importance of
context, noting that, “the greater the similarity between the classical and
biblical passages in context and syntax as well as diction, the more likely it is
that an allusion exists.”®” In the present case her warning could be modified to
suggest that in the absence of similarity of diction, syntax and context, a

proposed instance of allusion is unlikely to be correct.

2. Appropriateness to Scripture. We have mentioned the apparent similarity in
Jerome’s attitude towards Jewish material and classical material in terms of
their being acceptable in so far as they were “appropriate to Scripture.” Jerome
is extremely unlikely to have included allusions that would undermine his

perception of the teaching of scripture.

7 Brown Tkacz, “Quid Facit?” p. 96.
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3. Purpose. The case for a possible allusion will be strengthened if it has a
demonstrable purpose, such as serving as a direct example or counter-example
for the biblical passage, or as a warning or encouragement, or as a challenge
between Christian and pagan understandings of that issue.”® By comparison or
contrast with a classical source, such an allusion would promote a broader

understanding of the biblical passage.

Defining “Classical”

Direct allusion to the great authors of the late Roman Republic and early Empire
clearly counts as “classical.” Furthermore, instances in which Jerome sought to make
his translation attain to the literary standards of those great authors do not strictly

constitute ‘“classical allusion,” but undoubtedly demonstrate a “classical influence.”

However, there is an important distinction that seems not yet to have been clarified,*
but which we hinted at above, namely the difference between Jerome alluding directly
to a classical author, versus employing certain words or phrases in his translations that
had important connotations in contemporary Latin society. Arguably, Jerome included
only the former in his account of his dream, and his de facto participation in the
classical world makes the latter very likely. By this reasoning, Jerome would see no

contradiction in employing general classical models of rhetoric even after his dream.

2% Such as Kraus’ contention that by the wording of Exodus 20.2 IH (“zelotes visitans iniquitatem
patrum in filiis in tertiam et quartam generationem eorum qui oderunt me”), Jerome deliberately
answers Julian’s objections to the concept of punishment to the third and fourth generation. See Kraus,
Jerome’s Translation, p. 210.

2% Kraus seems to have recognised this distinction in practice but does not specifically discuss it:
Kraus, Jerome’s Translation, pp. 78-104.
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Nor would the classical inspiration for writing prefaces to books,>® or for particular

styles of commentary,*®' pose a problem.

Kraus has successfully demonstrated several instances of this sort of nuanced and
socially or theologically loaded translation in the book of Exodus.>* This sort of
allusion (which we might call “Fourth Century” rather than *“classical”) to

- contemporary thought or issues is just as important for gaining an understanding of
Jerome’s work on the Vulgate, but its discovery depends upon a thorough knowledge
of contemporary history, and a thorough knowledge of Latin to reveal unusual word

usages, or the deliberate use of one synonym rather than another.>®

3.5 Examples: Classical Allusions in the Psalter IH

3.5.1 Direct Allusions to a Classical or Fourth Century Source

The simple fact is that there are no readings in the /H Psalter that can only be

explained by reference to a classical or fourth century source.

Our review of Adkin’s work versus that of Brown Tkacz demonstrated that the former
was more successful than the latter in proposing and supporting his allusions
primarily because they could not be explained by reference to the Hebrew text. The

phrases he discussed were appropriate to their context, indeed if the /H was not read

3% Brown Tkacz, “Labor tam Utilis”, p. 43.

30! Kraus, Jerome’s Translation, p. 80.

302 Kraus, Jerome’s Translation, pp. 82-104.

303 Cf. the discussions of Exodus 12.3 IH and 12.14 IH in Kraus, Jerome’s Translation, pp. 178 and
181-182 respectively, regarding Jerome’s use of domus versus familia, and cultus versus legitimum.
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in parallel with the Hebrew there would be little to indicate that they were
interpolations. But interpolations they were, whether in a conscious attempt by Jerome
to force a comparison with their original use, or, as we have preferred to argue, simply

because they were striking and memorable lines.

This being so, we are left with looking for Brown Tkacz’ “dictional allusions” with all
- the inherent difficulties. This approach relies to a great extent on the reader’s breadth
of knowledge of the classics: it is no surprise that both Adkin and Brown Tkacz come
from a classical background. The current author similarly comes from a classical
background but there is, of course, the possibility that a future investigation conducted
by a scholar with a deeper knowledge of specific classical authors might notice fainter

allusions which have escaped our attention here.

There are only four references in the Commentarioli that might support a classical

interpretation of the relevant text in the /H Psalter. We will consider these in turn:

Psalm 21.1 /H:

The first verse functions as a heading for the Psalm, and in the corresponding entry in
the Commentarioli*® we find an extraordinary synthesis of classical and Christian
elements as Jerome seeks to attribute the Psalm to Christ — sicut rotius psalmi

contextus ostendit — despite a rather tortuous route to justifying his attribution.

The IH reading is almost completely different to the /LXX. In some cases Jerome is

following his standard practices, rendering Victori for nxn5, and canticum instead of

3% CCSL 72, p. 198.
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the Greek loan word psalmum for 2inyp, though it is odd that he did not translate
71775: there is no evidence of its absence in the known Hebrew textual history or in

any of the ancient versions.

The IH pro cervo matutino, “concerning the stag of the morning,” follows Jerome’s
claim in the Commentarioli that this is what Hebraei habent. However by preferring
- this reading in the /H Jerome had to abandon the more easily Christological pro
adsumptione matutina, “‘concerning that which is taken up in the morning,” which he
had already interpreted as referring to Christ’s resurrection: Adsumptio matutina

resurrectionis dominicae et ascensus ad Patrem significat sacramentum.

Not to be outdone Jerome translates the verse in the /H according to what he believes
Hebraei habent, namely pro cervo matutino, and depends upon classical animal
mythology to explain this as a reference to Christ in the Commentarioli: “Sed nos
cervum, qui interficiat serpentes et venena consumat, nullum alium nisi Christum
intellegimus, sicut totius psalmi contextus ostendit.” Stags were considered to be the
mortal enemies of snakes, and stag horn to have magical powers against snake venom:
indeed Pliny the Elder noted these powers in his Natural History.”® Jerome was
familiar with Pliny’s writings,’® and apparently held them in high regard as a source

of information on the natural world.*”’

305 Pliny, Natural History, 8.32(50), in Mayhoff, C., ed., C. Plini Secundi Naturalis Historiae Libri
XXXVII, Vol 11, (Lipsiae: Aedibus B.G. Teubneri, 1909), pp. 118-119.

306 Cf. Ep. 125.12.1f: “I betook myself to a brother who before his conversion had been a Hebrew and
asked him to teach me his language. Thus, after familiarising myself with the pointed style of
Quintilian, the fluency of Cicero, the seriousness of Fronto, and the gentleness of Pliny, I now began to
learn the alphabet again and practise hissing and breath-demanding words.” (Rebenich’s translation,
from Rebenich, Jerome, p. 15). Hayward refers to Jerome’s mention of Aristotle, Theophrastus and
Pliny the Younger as writers of natural history in the Comm in Jeremiah, 111.75 (CCSL 74, p. 167).
However, as Hayward points out, following Reiter, none of them discuss the partridge, as Jerome
claims they do! Hayward, C.T.R., “Jewish Traditions in Jerome’s Commentary on Jeremiah and the
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In this light it is tempting to propose that Jerome translated the feminine n%2% by the
masculine cervus in order to ease the identification with Christ. If so, this is a small,

but significant, example of a classical influence on a translation Iuxta Hebraeos.

Psalm 47.3 IH:

- The entry in the Commentarioli includes what appear to be gnomic sayings that may
have a classical provenance: Montes Sion, latera aquilonis. Quia ‘boreas ventus est
durus,’ et ‘a borea exardescent mala,” omnes sancti ecclesiae, qui montes vocantur
Sion, temptationibus diaboli expositi sunt.>® Our efforts to identify these have failed.

Whatever Jerome had in mind here it appears not to have influenced his translation.

Psalm 87.11 IH:

The entry in the Commentarioli shows that Jerome was aware of two possible
meanings for o°XD"), but does not explain why he chooses gigantes in the IH>® 1t also
shows Jerome’s ignorance of the two separate roots X0= and nb" that give rise to the
two different meanings of 0*&99. The former means “heal,” hence LXX iatgof, and
the latter means “sink, relax,” hence both “ghosts” and (extinct) “giants,” as sunken
and powerless.’'® Jerome’s mistake is understandable, but it has a significant impact

on his translation of the verse.

Targum of Jeremiah,” in Proceedings of the Irish Biblical Association, 9 (1985), pp. 100-120, here p.
110.

307 See In Hiezechielem IX, CCSL 75, p. 394; Cf. Kedar, “Latin Translations,” p. 314.

38 CCSL 72, p. 209.

3% CCSL 72, p. 222. In the De Nom. Heb. Jerome interprets “Raphaim” as “gigantes,” but offers no
further explanation. PL 23.783.

310 Cf. BDB pp. 950-952.
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There are twenty six references to 0'&91) in the Old Testament, but only this one in
the Psalter. Fourteen times Jerome simply transliterates the Hebrew as Refaim, eleven
times he translates it as gigantes, and once he translates it <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>