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ABSTRACT 

The IINTRODUCTION, which makes extensive reference to the 

Classified Bibliography and to the work of older scholars, 

supplies the rationale for the new method employed in the body 

of the dissertation.  The study was originally intended to 

expose the manner and method of the Old Greek version of 

chapters i-xxxix of the Book of Ezekiel, with a view to a 

cautious assessment of its value for Old Testament philology 

and textual criticism.  It was soon clear, however, that the 

enterprise could not go forward without considerable work upon 

the Greek language, the results of which turned out to be more 

relevant, as well as bulkier, than had been expected.  The 

argument is made that the matters of unity, date and proven-

ance and Hebraism must be studied as Greek Language questions 

methodologically distinct from and foundational to questions 

of translation technique.  It is demonstrated that the nature 

of the text, the state of studies, and the need for a system-

atic approach to the application of the Old Greek to Hebrew 

text and interpretation combined to produce a pyramidal 

structure, in which study of the Greek of the version in Part 

I is the foundation upon which study of renditional method in 

Part II is based, and study of the bearing upon the Hebrew 

text in Part III rests on both together.  It is also shown 

that at each stage there were few if any precedents for such 

an approach to an Old Greek text. 

PART I:  THE LANGUAGE. 

 The body of the argument begins with a preamble explain-

ing the peculiar exigencies of language study in the case of 

translation Greek.  It has some remarks about the limitations 

which these impose on the use of normal method.  The Greek 

language is then described as follows:– 

(1) Grammar, a section which notes (a) morphological 
phenomena deviating from classical forms and (b) the 
syntax of the phrase, the clause and the larger unit, 
including matters of order and the relative frequency  
of word-classes.  
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  (2) Vocabulary and Word-Formation, a section which analyses 
the vocabulary lists in Appendix B (including trans-
criptions, hellenized semitisms and probable coinages) 
and has some discussion of word-formation.  The refer-
ence is chiefly to dating.  The section concludes with a 
table of the main synonyms. 

 (3) Idiom, Usage and Semantics, a section which gives an 
account of the more remarkable cases.  It is pointed 
out that abnormal idiom is exceptional, and usually 
derived from the Greek Pentateuch.  Late and abnormal 
idioms not thus derived are listed. 

It is concluded (1) that the text is not homogeneous, but 

that the disunity cannot be said to show a pattern, (2) that 

the text is clearly post-Classical, and was written between c. 

150 and c. 50 B.C., possibly in Egypt, (3) that the idio-

syncrasies of the text are a result of the influence, direct 

or indirect, of biblical Hebrew, and are more a matter of the 

overuse of good Greek forms, and of an un-Greek balance 

between word-classes, than of particular oddities of grammar 

and idiom. 

PART II:  THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE. 

  It is first argued that a comparatively mechanical ap-

proach is necessary not only for the question of unity but 

also to establish sound method in the use of the version for 

criticism of the Hebrew text.  It is noted that, because the 

Greek vocabulary is much more extensive than that of the orig-

inal, diversity of rendering is bound to be the rule.  The 

translation technique is then exposed in detail under the 

following headings:–  

  (1)  Standardising Renderings (2)  Multiple Renderings  
(3)  Formulaic Literalism (4)  Formulaic Freedom 
(5)  Independent Literalism (6)  Etymologizing 
(7)  Correct Philology (8)  Contextual Guesses 

  (9)  Weak Philology (10)  The Outright Omission of Rare 
  Items   (11)  Contextual Errors (12)  Drastic Confusion of 
  Roots  (13)  Careless Omissions (14)  Consequential Errors 
  (15)  Portmanteau Renderings (16)  Editing of Longer Con- 
  texts  (17)  Interpretative Additions (18)  Impressionist- 
  ic Renderings  (19)  Paraphrastic Expansions (20)  Render- 
  ings Based on Sound  (21)  Tendentious Mistranslation 
  (22)  Gratuitous Concessions to Greek Style. 

Special attention is paid to marks of difference between parts 

of the version, and of relationship with other books of the 
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Greek Bible.  The rôle of tradition and of ignorance is emphas-

ized and documented. 

  It is concluded (1) that the version has a certain unity 

which results from the pervasive influence of the Greek 

Pentateuch and certain other books, but that there is also a 

sense in which it is not a unity, for it falls into four 

sections differently related to later books of the Greek Bible 

[i-xv with xxv-xxx.19, xvii-xx, xvi with xxi-xxiv, and xxx.20-

xxxix], the original Greek Ezekiel having been truncated, (2) 

that the four sections can be dated only relatively within the 

limits set by the linguistic evidence, though the first was 

certainly made in Egypt, (3) that no section is especially 

careful or informed, but the third and fourth are less reli-

able in detail than the rest, and witness to the decline of 

the tradition. 

PPART III:  THE BEARING ON THE HEBREW TEXT. 

  It is stated that the version has already been shown to 

be valueless in the majority of difficult places in our Hebrew 

text, for it is apparently based on a text which laboured 

under the same corruptions and contained many words to which 

the translators had lost the key.  An answer is then sought to 

the question of whether there are places where the version is 

certainly of value.  Outstanding passages are discussed under 

the following headings:– 

(1)  Corruptions in the Greek Text. 
(2)  Passages where the Version may show a Different Text. 
(3)  Passages where the Version may preserve Sound 

Tradition. 
(4)  Passages where the Version may show Knowledge of 

Abbreviations. 

Numerous parallels are drawn with the methods described in 

PART II, and reference is made to characteristics of the Greek 

language established in PART I. 

  It is concluded that in view of the nature of the trans-

lation it is of very doubtful value for the solution of dif-

ficulties, and has at best a limited corroborative function. 

The GENERAL CONCLUSIONS draw together and restate the cumul-

ative results of the argument in Parts I, II and III.  These 
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aare developed into the following additional points:– 

  The method as a whole is without precedent in the field; 

if the approach had been different certain seminal conclusions 

would never have emerged.  Study of the language as though it 

were any other Greek text has made it possible to explode old 

theories of multiple authorship without denying the facts 

which had suggested them, to date the work and to identify 

what is ‘hebraic’ about it.  It has made possible the formul-

ation of the concept of the “unidiom”, and brought to light 

pivotal examples of the latter.  On this foundation, study of 

the manner and method of the translator(s) has sharply illum-

inated old theories about unity.  The “unidiom” which is lit-

eral in one context but not in another has led to new know-

ledge about relative dating and the inner history of the Sept-

uagintal corpus.  So has careful investigation of the source 

of idiosyncratic philology originating in or borrowed by the 

text.  It is clear on both stylistic and philological grounds 

that i-xxxix was rendered in four distinct stages.  This is 

the reason why the translation falls into four sections each 

differently related by dependence and influence to other Old 

Greek books.  At least two sections can be shown from internal 

evidence to be connected with Egypt.  The translation methods 

of the four sections are not of the same quality or reliabil-

ity.  It is also evident that the mind(s) of the translator(s) 

were saturated in the language and versional technique of the 

Greek Pentateuch to an extent consistent with the probability 

that both original and translation were, if not always per-

fectly understood, known by heart. 

  Chapters i-xxxix are paradoxically both a linguistic 

unity which no trained Hellenist would think of impugning, and 

a renditional pastiche.  The earliest Alexandrian Ezekiel 

(which almost certainly had xl-xlviii as its core) included by 

way of introduction only those parts of i-xxxix which survived 

a careful process of bowdlerization.  Beginning with xvi, 

large amounts of text of a highly scatological nature, and 

full of negative references to Egypt and to her rôle in the 

apostasy of Israel and Judah, were deliberately censored out. 
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The obvious explanation of this editorial activity is a desire 

to avoid material which was thought to be impolitic in the 

circumstances of the community concerned.  A subsidiary motive 

may have been to put distance between the community and the 

wrath of God.  That the book was shortened in this way sug-

gests a diminished degree of reverence towards the sacred 

text, and possibly a heightened degree of carelessness in the 

handling of the original, compared with the attitude to the 

Greek Torah. 

  The deductions in Part I and Part II concerning the date 

both relative and absolute and the provenance of the version 

of i-xxxix establish two facts.  In the first place, wherever 

and however the work was actually done, the demand for it and 

the point of view that informed it continued to be Egyptian. 

Secondly, there were at least two and possibly three bouts of 

activity in the rendering of the Hebrew Bible into Greek.  If 

there were only two, Ezekiel xl-xlviii, with i-xv and xxv-

xxx.19 as extended introduction, occupied something of a mid-

dle position in the second bout.  If on the other hand there 

were three such bouts of activity, the original Alexandrian 

Ezekiel was even more signally a pioneering work, marking the 

earliest engagement on the part of would-be translators with 

the Latter Prophets and virtually all the Writings.  It is 

interesting that the linguistic evidence so rigorously assess-

ed in Part I leads to a date reasonably consistent with the 

completion of the Greek Bible by the late Second Century B.C. 

  A tentative reconstruction of the inner history of the 

last stage, or last two stages, of translation work produces 

the following sequence.  Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth and 

Canticles were certainly available to those who made Ezekiel 

A.  Ezekiel A influenced the versions of Joshua, Isaiah, 

Jeremiah and Psalms.  Ezekiel xvii-xx, or B, borrowed from the 

Psalms version, but was still early enough to have influenced 

the Twelve.  Ezekiel xvi with xxi-xxiv, or C, was influenced 

by the Psalms version, and, significantly, by the Twelve.  It 

shows no sign that the Isaiah version existed, but was plainly 

known to the Jeremiah translator(s) at two points.  It picks 

up a striking “unidiom” from Proverbs xxxi, providing a clear 
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back-allusion to what may have been a ‘floating’ or ‘purple 

passage’ piece of selective translation.  Ezekiel xxx.20 to 

xxxix, or D, was made later than Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah, 

Jeremiah and Lamentations.  Thus we arrive at Samuel, Kings, I 

Chronicles, Ruth and Canticles; Ezekiel A; Joshua and Psalms; 

Ezekiel B; the Twelve, Proverbs (xxv to) xxxi; Ezekiel C; 

Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lamentations; Ezekiel D; possibly the 

bulk of Proverbs; and Ecclesiasticus.  Much more in the way of 

firm dating, both relative and absolute, would emerge if the 

methods employed in the present study were applied with simil-

ar precision to other Old Greek books.  Meanwhile Hebraists 

may note that those who rendered Ezekiel A to D were using 

texts constituted by a date which can be fixed with some ex-

actitude. 

  It is clear from the conclusions to Part I on the quest-

ion of hebraism and to Part II on the quality of the version 

that the text is written in the dialect of a particular com-

munity composed of ‘People of the Book’.  The Greek is pro-

foundly un-Greek.  Its characteristics are rooted in the fact 

that the language is ‘translationese’, and in the case of our 

text heavily derivative.  The dependence is most obviously 

upon the Law in its Alexandrian Greek dress.  Many locutions 

and renderings can be understood only as traditional formulae 

that were not always completely understood or appropriately 

applied by those who took them up.  There are many indications 

that the Vorlage was imperfectly understood, some that Greek 

itself may have been imperfectly known, or perhaps considered 

in the context of Bible translation to be somewhat malleable. 

This does not imply the existence of a colloquial ‘Jewish 

Greek’.  Conceivably, however, in the context of prayer, 

public worship and personal religion a certain stylistic pen-

umbra may have developed about the sacred scriptures. 

  The quality of the rendering probably reflects an un-

fortunate coincidence between a decline in knowledge of Bibl-

ical Hebrew (without which there would have been no demand for 

written translation on any scale) and a bruising encounter 

with a long and difficult original.  It seems likely that the 

production of the Old Greek as a whole was characterized by a 
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steadily widening gulf between the standard demanded by the 

difficulty of the original and the standard attainable by the 

grasp of those who sought to render it.  Throughout i-xxxix 

the method was atomistic, and did not lend itself to reflect-

ion, let alone correction.  Whatever the cause, no part of the 

version was done at sufficient leisure for a Tendenz or 

Tendenzen to develop: there is an abundance of misinterpreted 

detail, but nothing that might suggest a sustained interpret-

ative effort.  It is nevertheless possible to go some way to-

wards identifying the community which commissioned or at least 

required an edited version of Ezekiel i-xxxix, and its reasons 

for doing so: namely, Jewish people in exile from the Jeru-

salem Temple, and needing their devotion to and hope in God to 

be reinforced with vision but with minimal offence to their 

pagan neighbours in Egypt.  A case could perhaps be made for a 

desire on the part of that community to distance and dissoci-

ate itself from the idolatrous pollutions and compromises of 

the Palestinian past. 

  Where the detail of Part I is not directly relevant to 

the rest of the work, it may at least serve as some contrib-

ution to the neglected field of Septuagint grammar and lexico-

graphy.  The Hebraist’s interest is different.  In Part III no 

unequivocal cases of the version’s yielding new Hebrew text or 

interpretation could be found.  It remains the case that in 

this study methods for the application of the Old Greek have 

been pioneered. 

The AAPPENDICES AND STATISTICS back Part I with a Glossary of 

(A) the Limited Inventories and (B) the General Vocabulary, 

the latter accompanied by philological notes, and with several 

Tables of significant linguistic features.  Appendix C backs 

Part II with additional examples of literary relationships 

within and beyond the Septuagintal corpus. 

The CCLASSIFIED BIBLIOGRAPHY, which runs to several hundred 

items, is divided for ease of use under the heads of:–  

A.  General Background and Septuagint Origins. 
B.  Greek Text and Language. 
C.  Translation Theory and Practice. 
D.  Hebrew Text and Language. 
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A NOTE ON REFERENCES AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Where the conventional chapter—and—verse references in 

printed editions of the Massoretic Text and of the Septuagint 

differ, the former system is used. 

The names of ancient books, common grammatical terms and 

periodicals are given their normal abbreviations. 

     The following abbreviations occur in the body of the 

thesis:— 

P : The Greek Pentateuch 

G : The Old Greek of other biblical books 

E :  The Old Greek of Ezekiel i—xxxix 

Tw :  The Old Greek of the Twelve Prophets 

Ge : Genesis Ec : Ecclesiastes Ze : Zephaniah  

Ex : Exodus  Is : Isaiah Za : Zechariah  

Le : Leviticus Je : Jeremiah Ma : Malachi  

Nu : Numbers  La : Lamentations Ca : Canticles 

Dt : Deuteronomy Ez : Ezekiel  Pr : Proverbs  

Jo : Joshua  Da : Daniel  Si : Ecclesiasticus 

Ju : Judges  Ho : Hosea   

Ru : Ruth Jl : Joel   

Sa : Samuel  Am : Amos    

Ki : Kings  0b : Obadiah    

Ch  : Chronicles  Jn : Jonah   

Es : Esdras Mi : Micah   
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INTRODUCTION1 

This study was born of a sense of frustration.  Like many 

other students, the present writer encountered early in her 

career as an Hebraist such texts as Isaiah, Proverbs and the 

Twelve Prophets.  She found that by the standards of work on 

the Greek and Roman classics the approach to the use of the 

Septuagint or Old Greek in connection with the Massoretic text 

was haphazard and arbitrary, both in and out of print.  It 

seemed that one resorted to it only when at an impasse, and 

even then it was virtually never on the basis of any clear 

idea of the date, manner, method, quality or general useful- 

ness of the Greek book in question.  The Greek has been hand- 

led as though it were something very like a convenient trans- 

cribed source of variants cum ancient lexicon, without any 

inkling that the argument from it might ever cut more than one 

way.  These strictures may be amply documented, not merely 

from the weightiest commentaries, but in the apparatus critic-

us of BH32. 

     It is, moreover, no exaggeration to say that, whether or  

not the late and narrow textual base upon which our modern 

editions of the Hebrew Bible inevitably still rest3 was the 

main factor, the Hebraist’s attachment to the ms. was extreme: 
_______________________ 

1    Publication details of all literature referred to in this 
Introduction will be found in the Classified Bibliography 
§§A-D.  The reader will be directed to the appropriate 
Section in each instance.  Items by the same author which 
fall within the same section are differentiated by date. 

2    Cf. trenchant observations on the use of the LXX in the 
apparatus criticus to the text of the Twelve in §C Ziegler. 

3    Our knowledge is beginning to be both enriched and com- 
plicated at some points by manuscript discoveries at Qumran. 
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it appeared to contaminate attitudes to all modern conserv- 

ative critical editions of the Septuagintal corpus.  Perfectly 

normal texts, with which it would not occur to the Classicist 

to do anything other than to use them with intelligence, were 

routinely dubbed “eclectic”, and dismissed in favour of the 

most manifestly corrupt lectiones, so long as these had one or 

more uncials behind them.  The implication was that ab initio 

textual criticism was of the essence of Septuagint study.  

This remained the case whether or not scholars were impressed 

by more extreme views4 on the late origins of the Massoretic 

text.  Few were the Hebraists who thought in terms of any pro-

gression to later stages of sustained research into Septuagint 

matters.  Thus the old habit of arbitrary application and the 

newer negativism towards the modern textcritical enterprise 

jostled one another in an unpeaceful co-existence. 

There was one would-be major study of the Old Greek of a 

long and difficult Hebrew prophetic book by way of a model. 

In 1948 a monograph on the Septuagint version of Isaiah had 

been published by I.L. Seeligmann.5  It contains an Introduct-

ion with the obligatory continental-style survey of older 

studies, both the good and the less good [pp. 1-7] ; a long 

discussion of the text and its transmission [pp. 8-38] in 

which the author states his agreement in principle with the 

recensional method of Ziegler’s then-new Göttingen edition and 

his broad acceptance of his choice of lectiones; a chapter on  
_______________________ 

4    See the material listed in §A, especially Kahle, and for 
telling refutations of his views Goshen-Gottstein apud 
Altmann ed., Katz, Orlinsky (1941), Wevers. 

5    See §C.   
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the technique employed in the translation and its relation to 

the Hebrew text [pp. 39-69] to which I shall return in due 

course; a chapter on the date and historical background of the 

translation [pp. 70-90] with an Excursus on Onias III and the 

Onias Temple in Heliopolis; and a concluding chapter on the 

translation as a document of Jewish-Alexandrian theology [pp. 

95-121] which is with the penultimate chapter the kernel of 

the work and to which I shall also return.  At this stage it 

is sufficient to note that there is no separate discussion of 

the Greek language from any point of view, nor is it Seelig- 

mann’s aim to elucidate the often very difficult MT of the 

book.  His study is to be commended as an attempt to look at 

an Old Greek book as a whole and in a fresh way.  It is strong 

on the version as Midrash, arguing more or less plausibly for 

certain semi-overt interpretations by the translator(s) of the 

original in terms of known places and events.  To its plea on 

pp. 2-3 for a book-by-book programme of Septuagint “mono- 

graphies”6, first heeded in the early Sixties, I owe the init- 

ial impulse for this new study.  In view of his stated aim, 

not to mention the well-known atypicality of the Isaiah Sept- 

uagint, Seeligmann’s study cannot be faulted for the fact that 

though about 500 Hebrew expressions or passages are discussed 

it fails to engage with the version at a sufficiently basic 

philological level to shed any real light on the vast majority 

of difficult points of detail.  From the point of view of the 

struggling Hebraist, however, it appeared that in some books  
_______________________ 

6    Readers of Seeligmann need to understand that in order to 
share the fruits of his labours, begun in May of 1945 in 
Theresienstadt, he used a language not native to him.  It 
is, for instance, his habit to write “version” for lectio.   
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at least one ought to be able to enlist the Old Greek more 

effectively.  Precision was needed in the place of vagueness. 

It was therefore decided to attempt a more useful ap- 

proach to a not dissimilar text of which a modern critical 

edition was available.  That there should be such an edition 

as a starting-point made it more probable that the enterprise 

would make progress.  Ezekiel was the obvious candidate.  A 

policy decision was made to cut the textual knot, and to use 

the new Göttingen edition of 1952 in a pragmatic and critical 

spirit, with a view to ascertaining what might emerge in the 

way of solid conclusions.  Ziegler’s method is cautious almost 

to the point of timidity: he prints very few emendations, 

whether his own or other people’s.  Therefore a number of 

suggestions for improvement in detail are made in the body of 

this work.  He does not appear to overvalue the witness of 

pap. 967 (in which because of its probable late Second to 

Third Century date7 the present writer is wary of both Attic-

izing and revising tendencies).  In general he appears to take 

the commonsensical view that the textual tradition cannot be 

assumed to be free of the effects of revising activity at any 

point.8  This dissertation is therefore not except incidental-

ly a textual study.  It is assumed throughout that the Lagard-

ian approach to the textual tradition of the Greek Bible is 

the correct one, and that there was such a thing as an Ur-

Septuaginta; that the conservative critical edition of J. 
_______________________ 

7    It was almost certainly a codex and therefore not earlier 
than the late Second Century: see Filson’s explanation of 
the character of its omissions [§B]. 

8    See Ziegler §B (1953).   
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Ziegler is the most adequate basis for study at present avail- 

able; and that it is reasonable to look to the edition as a 

basis for identifying apparent divergences between the version 

and the Massoretic Text, and for proceeding to attempt to ex- 

plain these either in terms of translation technique, or, 

where such an explanation proves untenable, on the assumption 

of a different Vorlage. 

The first and most obvious step, after an endeavour to 

gain some kind of mastery over the words of the MT, was to 

create a parallel text carefully annotated.  Precisely at this 

point the problems of method began.  What were the existing 

examples, ideas and ideals for biblical translation? Were 

precedents used, and if so for language, for renditional  

method or for both? Was some dialect of Greek, perhaps a 

‘Jewish Greek’, brought into commission? Are there discern- 

ible linguistic and stylistic affinities? There are indic-  

at ions that something of an atmosphere of defensiveness to- 

wards both the Palestinian religious authorities and the 

Egyptian government surrounded the rendering of the Torah;9  

did the Ezekiel translator(s) work in the same tradition? Did 

they aim for one-for-one consistency in their renderings, or 

was fidelity viewed as compatible with variation? Did they  

make verbal allusions to the work of their predecessors? How 

large a Greek vocabulary did they have, or feel that it was 

appropriate to use? Must we reckon with multiple authorship,  

so that there may be variations in manner and method? What is 

literalism, and how literal must a rendering be to qualify as  
_______________________ 

9    See §A Bickerman, Gooding, Hanhart, Tcherikover (1958).   
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a case of it? What is to be said of idiosyncratic Greek which 

is not literal in a given passage? What kind of Greek is 

idiosyncratic in the relevant period? Was there a form of 

‘Jewish Greek’? How paraphrastic must a rendering be before  

we postulate a new original or perhaps some degree of inter- 

pretative activity? What kind of data must be discounted or 

given less weight because of their vulnerability to scribal or 

revising activity? It was evident that no firm conclusions  

could be reached on the subjects of translation technique and 

any bearing on the Hebrew text in question without thorough  

and groundbreaking work on the question of what linguistic 

resources were available to a translator. 

Furthermore, it was evident that work on the language qua 

language must be kept rigorously separate from work on the 

translation technique.  The answers to several major questions 

are partly dependent on the internal linguistic evidence.  

What is the terminus ante quem non of the Hebrew text thus 

rendered, and where was the work done? What are the implic- 

ations of the linguistic data for the question of literary 

unity or disunity? It is well known that the date of the  

Ezekiel version, as of most of the non-Pentateucha1 books of 

the Greek Bible, can be fixed by external evidence only within 

wide limits:10 even a tentative dating by reference to the  
_______________________ 

10    It seems clear that the rendering of the Pentateuch was 
the first major task to be undertaken, but parts of other 
translations might date from before this time, and in the 
case of our text some at least of the internal evidence is 
not inconsistent with such a dating.  At the other end of 
the scale it might be argued that our earliest direct cit- 
ations of a Greek Ezekiel [Epistle of Clement to the 
Corinthians viii.2, printed in J. B. Lightfoot The Apostolic 
Fathers Vol. II, pp. 39-44] are too slight a kind of evid- 
ence to provide a terminus ante quem for the translation,   
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language of secular literature may not be without importance, 

not least because the value of any information which can be 

gleaned about the text from which the version was made is 

clearly enhanced if we have some notion of the date at which 

the work was done.  Such a dating would of course need to be 

followed up by similar analyses of other parts of the Sept- 

uagint, and the results collated, before the whole sequence of 

events could be established.11  There has been a tacit assumpt- 

ion that the Former and Latter Prophets and the Writings were 

translated in Egypt for the use of the Jewish community there, 

but it has not been tested against the facts of the language 

itself in the light of modern knowledge.  The question of 

unity, however much canvassed in the past, has been approached 

on a large scale only from the angle of translation techn- 

ique;12 but it is clear that strictly speaking linguistic  
_______________________ 

especially as the context and other evidence show that there 
may have been an apocryphal Ezekiel; while the earliest 
textual witness of any length, Chester Beatty-Scheide 967, 
is sometimes dated late enough to place the version fair and 
square in the period of the Attic Revival.  It is a pity 
that Philo, whose Greek Bible is known to have been Septua- 
gint in other books, has no more than a doubtful allusion to 
Ezekiel [Spec. Leg. III. 32]. 

11    As long ago as 1906 Redpath [see §B] sought to establish 
a relative dating for certain books on the limited basis of 
the rendering of the Divine Names.  Even longer ago Frankel 
[see §A] noted signs that the Deuteronomy translator(s) did 
not know the rest of the Pentateuch in Greek, but he failed 
to see the possibility that this was because the fifth book 
was where the translators started. 

12    Thackeray made some attempt to isolate a few strictly  
linguistic phenomena [see §A (1921), pp. 20-28], but did not 
go far with it.  In any case, his attempt to tie the use of 

 as a masculine noun [II Sa xii.4, Ez xvi.15,25] to  
“Asiatic” dialect, and hence to a semi-literate predecessor 
of Theodotion, would not now carry conviction in the light  
of modern knowledge of  Greek.  That is to say nothing 
of the surprising failure to note the classical  in 
the very next clause after the post-classical “solecism” at  
II Sa xii.4. 
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habits and translating habits are different things, each of 

which may have its bearing upon the question of unity.  Sup-

posing that analysis were to show that these chapters fall 

into parts, each clearly distinct in respect both of language 

and translation technique, it would certainly require an ex-

planation.  But if such a coincidence of two types of evidence 

did not occur, disunity from the point of view of translation 

technique would not weigh absolutely if it were counterbalanc- 

ed by massive linguistic unity.  Indeed, the former might 

sometimes be explicable in terms of the latter: a translator 

who is more conscious of the language into which he is trans- 

lating than of his original may combine inconsistency of rend-

ering with marked linguistic consistency.13  It may even be 

that linguistic habits, as opposed to translation technique, 

will have light to shed upon certain mistranslations, if these 

can be shown to represent a variation in favour of an habitual 

structure or idiom.  This is the rationale for the tabulation 

on pp. 65-72 of all the identifiable sets of Greek synonyms 

which are likely to have been left untouched by scribal inter-

ference and cannot, because as alternatives they occur too far 

apart, be regarded as a matter of normal stylistic variation. 

They must be examined, not as renderings, but as phenomena in  
_______________________ 

13    This is perhaps especially likely where the original is 
difficult, so that the work of translation requires great 
concentration.  It may the more easily happen where a trans- 
lator is of a creative turn of mind and interested in his  
own composition as such.  Who has not had the experience, 
when rendering a difficult text, of being so delighted by 
finding a good equivalent that he at once forgets the word- 
ing of the original? But even if it could be proved that a 
translator thought of consistency of rendering as something 
desirable, it would still have to be shown that he is likely 
to have worked under conditions in which it was attainable.    
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their own right, so that appropriate conclusions may be drawn 

about the unity or otherwise of the Greek qua Greek. 

The solidest work done on Septuagint Greek is for the 

most part very old,14 or at least older than the fund of sys- 

tematic work on papyrological and inscriptional material now 

available to Hellenists.15  Some few major modern studies have 

been done either on, or on the periphery of, Septuagint langu-

age.16  It remains the case that students of Septuagintal 

Greek, particularly of individual books, in effect wander in a 

trackless wilderness.  It is striking how frequently their 

resources will be found if at all in the “Langue grecque” 

section of L’ Année Philologique.  They must, unlike those 

handling classical and post-classical secular texts, to say 

nothing of New Testament and Byzantine scholars, write their 

own modern grammar and lexicon.  They must pioneer work of the 

kind upon which, completed generations ago for a multiplicity 

of texts, the great standard works such as the lexicon of 

Liddell-Scott-Jones rest for all their data.  Even the papyro- 

logist, looking at very little in the way of longer connected 

material which is post-Classica1, is better equipped.17  The 

subject has been treated as at best peripheral by specialists  
_______________________ 

14    See in §B Abel, Allen, Bratsiotis, Deissmann (1897, 1901, 
1923), Hatch, Helbing (1907, 1928), Huber, Thackeray, Thumb, 
Viteau, Votaw. 

15    See §B for an extensive listing of the relevant History 
of (secular) Greek Language material. 

16    See §B Daniel, Johannessohn (1925, 1937, 1939, 1942, 
1943), Johnson-Gehman-Kase, Soisalon-Soininen (1965), 
Tcherikover, Wuthnow. 

17    Of the items listed in §B Palmer, Mayser, Preisigke 
(1922, 1925-66) and Wilcken are particularly foundational  
to all linguistic work.  Gignac’s dissertation is important.   
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in the History of Greek Language: it has after all counted 

as a curiosity since antiquity.  It has been no more than an 

avocation for Hebraists. 

There is a dearth of studies of Septuagint language which 

move beyond description into analysis.  Facts have been 

gathered but little has emerged in the way of significant con- 

clusions.  Even the more substantial surveys labour under one 

or more major disadvantages: some have failed to look at the 

data diachronically, others must be termed long on description 

but short on correlation with the secular evidence, while very 

few have come to terms with the specifics of individual books.  

Attempts at language study, whether large-scale or small, have 

tended to be beset with ambiguity: it has been thought obvious 

that to study Greek of this kind one must know at least some 

Hebrew, with the result that students have normally never re- 

solved the question of whether their study was of language or 

of translation.  For them the additional occupational hazard 

of the too regular reading of biblical Greek is the failure to 

give one’s sense of style a rinse with Greek of other kinds.  

Phenomena which no sound Hellenist could term normal for any 

period have gone unremarked.  This student therefore arrived 

at a second policy decision.  An effort must be made to write 

a linguistic description of these chapters which should, with- 

in the scope of the present dissertation, be as complete as 

possible.  It should be without compromise a Hellenist’s de- 

scription, seeking so far as possible to lay aside by a pro-

cess of ‘double-think’ all knowledge of Hebrew forms,18 and  
_______________________ 

18    This approach was abandoned on pp. 54-8 for the discuss-
ion of probable coinages and their dating, relative and ab-
solute: reference to Hebrew was unavoidable at that point.   
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laying under contribution every scrap of available information 

about the Greek.  It would make exhaustive use of published 

inscriptional and papyrological material.  It would not make 

jejune and otiose reference to standard works familiar to 

every Hellenist,19 but concentrate on what had never been exam- 

ined in the light of modern knowledge.  Such an approach to a 

Greek text is of course both timeworn and wholly familiar to 

students of secular Greek of all periods; but I do not believe 

that it has been employed with equal rigour for any part of 

the Old Greek. 

This undertaking involved months of close work on Greek 

language of types and periods not normally the object of a 

Classicist’s attention.  The burrowing process led to rare and 

little-read texts of every kind.  As a result, while there is 

nothing inherently innovative in the method of Greek language 

study, there are numerous fresh observations both within and 

beyond the sphere of biblical Greek.  It has proved possible 

in the course of composing grammar, lexicon20 and a critical 

account of idiom, usage and semantics to supplement and cor- 

rect standard works of reference at a number of points.  It 

may fairly be claimed that with respect to Ezekiel i-xxxix 

virtually all the observations are new.  They include the 

major phenomena which fall into the category of ‘hebraisms’, 

that is to say which cannot in the present state of knowledge 

be explained as normal features of the history of the Greek 

language or ascribed to other influences.21  An attempt is made 
_______________________ 

19    See p. 11 n. 17.  Without this discipline Part I alone 
would rapidly have burgeoned to the point of pressing against 
the limits of an Oxford doctoral dissertation. 
20    To be found in classified form in Appendices A and B. 
21    It has proved possible to present the most striking of 
these in graphical form in Tables 1-5.   
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to isolate this category in a conclusion on the question of 

hebraism at the end of Part I, and to state what, if any, 

limitations are found in the influence of the original upon 

the translation.22  In addition the indications of date, 

authorship (single or otherwise), provenance and literary in-

fluences are discussed, in so far as they do not belong rather  

_______________________ 
22    The question of how one may legitimately isolate a 
‘hebraism’ has been much discussed.  Helbing thought of 
Hellenistic Greek as something so flexible that virtually no 
linguistic phenomenon could be regarded as strictly a 
foreign body; thus his definition of ‘hebraism’ is hedged 
about with many qualifications: see the Einleitung to his 
Kasussyntax pp. VI-X.  A slightly different view is that if 
a phenomenon is documented at any stage in the history of 
the Greek language the onus is always upon those who wish to 
prove a hebraism.  Its best known exponent is J. Psichari, 
who in his ‘Essai sur le Grec de la Septante’ in JEJ 55 
(1908), 161-208 sought to claim a great many remarkable 
Septuagint features for his own language.  Perhaps the great 
defect of his interesting study is the failure to reckon 
with the possibility of the widespread linguistic influence 
of the Septuagint on Medieval and Modern Greek.  Such was 
the prestige of the Greek Bible early in the last century in 
Greece that an Athens professor, Constantine Oeconomos, put 
forward the serious claim that the Massoretic Text was the 
version and the Septuagint the original!  The position taken 
in the present dissertation is that such late evidence must 
be discounted unless an organic connection can be shown with 
the language of our period.  And no phenomenon which at pre-
sent lacks documentation in Greek and clearly corresponds in 
some way to the Hebrew may escape the label ‘hebraism’ on 
the grounds that it MAY have been genuine Greek.  For this 
purpose the Jewish-hellenistic literature and the New Test- 
ament documents must be excluded, since the possibility of 
hebraic or Septuagint influence upon them makes any argument 
from their usage circular.  Conversely, all hebraisms thus 
defined, even though they may be paralleled outside our 
period, must be discounted when it comes to dating the 
literature in which they occur.  It is, however, doubtful 
whether many true hebraisms, without parentage in Greek as 
they are, had any linguistic progeny earlier than the medi- 
eval period.  Pre-medieval secular Greek was probably not 
influenced by the Septuagint in any way.  Cf. the verdict of 
“not proven” in Tcherikover and Heichelheim [§A]. 
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to the sphere of translation technique. 

Mutatis mutandis the method of Part I is identical with 

that of all traditional History of Greek Language study, 

seasoned very sparingly with certain obviously useful cat-

egories developed in modern linguistics.  An effort has been 

made to avoid jargon, as well as to stress the cumulative nat-

ure of the argument in a way conventional in such work.  It is 

essential that the case which emerges for this extended piece 

of Greek translation should be a sound one by all the stand-

ards of modern study.  Therefore modern methods have been ap-

plied to the text, and with the utmost rigour.  The main aim 

in Part I is to arrive at answers to three questions, namely 

the question of unity23 the question of date and provenance and 

the question of what constitutes the essence of ‘hebraism’ in 

the Greek.  The resultant description and analysis of the 

Greek gives clear answers to these questions, which are stated 

in three conclusions, namely that the language is not analys-

able into sections, that its date is fairly definite and later 

than that of the Greek Pentateuch, and that its peculiarities, 

many of them paralleled in the Greek Pentateuch or other books 

of the Old Greek, are largely of a particular type.  Language 

study composes the bottom layer of a pyramid.  Part I is thus 

the foundation of the argument in Parts II and III. 

                did  
not find their way into Greek in a cultural and literary 

vacuum.  The practical obstacles to making texts of any length 

_______________________ 
23    It is highly significant in this connection that the dis- 
tribution of the maximally large number of sets of synonyms 
presented on pp. 65-72 resisted the most determined efforts 
to reduce it to graphical form.   
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were many.  The codex book-form, with all its conveniences, 

was almost certainly developed early in the Second Century 

A.D., under the same sort of compulsion to come to terms with 

the very words of the Greek Bible as that which lay at the 

root of the original Jewish translation-impulse; there is, 

however, no sign that it gained any appreciable foothold in 

the pagan world until two centuries later.24 

Meanwhile the process of reading and writing was decided- 

ly awkward: for either it would be less cumbersome to have two 

assistants, one at each end of the scroll.  Copies and of 

course précis, potted digests, rough shorthand transcripts for 

leisurely fine reproduction and renderings into, say, Latin 

were not made visually but by dictation.  The more athletic 

used self-dictation too, but either method was equally liable 

to both visual and aural error.  It can be shown that in the 

situation of which we know the most, the Roman scriptorium, 

pressures of time served to compound errors.25 

If labour was cheap, skilled labour and materials were 

not, so that book-production or copying (called edere in 

Latin), even when quasi-commercial, was small-scale.  Books 

were valuable and vulnerable articles, so much worth the 

plundering that they moved West to Rome in quantity with con- 

quest: even if it had not remained conventional until at least 

the Fourth Century for all reading to be done aloud, and for 

written composition to be designed in the first instance for 

oral delivery, memory was bound to be the first resort for 

reference and quotation.  Memory is also likely to have been  
_______________________ 

24    See §A C.H. Roberts. 
25    See §A Skeat.   
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by modern standards very reliable.  In Ptolemaic Egypt, where 

Homer was as much copied as all other authors put together, 

and formed the backbone of the curriculum,26 it was not un-

common for the whole corpus to be known by heart.27  Since the 

gymnasium was the most influential institution, what was 

taught there permeated society.  There was no sense of an op-

position between a literate and an oral culture.  Greek was 

the lingua franca 28 of the Eastern Mediterranean and more; it 

was to function similarly in due course throughout the Roman 

Empire.  In his day Tertullian, who had a complete orator’s 

training but was not a native speaker of Greek, is known to 

have produced both texts termed by contemporaries translation, 

and accurate paraphrase, of long sections of Plato.  He may 

have had texts to hand, which he simply chose not to use, but 

it is quite as probable that when it came to an old Greek 

author he lived on his large educational hump. 

     When those who first clothed the Law in Greek went to 

work, it is clear that what they produced is in modern terms a 

‘stained glass’29 version of the Hebrew.  It had been made for 

the use of Alexandrian Jewry and for urgent practical religi- 

ous reasons.30 So much of the colour and texture of the Vor- 

_______________________ 
26    See C.H. Roberts, pp. 267-8. 
27    Much as in some cultures the Jewish or Christian Script- 
ures have been known, or as in Islam very young children may 
know the Koran. 

28    It is worth noting that what is everybody’s second langu- 
age is not always spoken and written quite as anybody’s nat- 
ive language. 

29    For the terms ‘stained glass’ and ‘clear glass’ for types 
of translation see §C Booth et al. 

30    See §A Hanhart on the ‘foreignness’ of the Greek Bible in 
the Hellenistic world. 
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lage characterized this attempt that Philo of Alexandria felt 

obliged to apologize obliquely to his contemporaries for its 

barbaric Greek.31  Thus he admits that it eschews the refine- 

ments of both metaphrasis and paraphrasis [De Vita Mos. 

II.38].32 It is unclear what precedents they had for turning so 

much continuous text, whether prose or poetry, into a non-

cognate language.33  It cannot be assumed that they were aware 

that the compiler of Proverbs had lifted bodily from an Egypt- 

ian book of traditional wisdom a sizeable consecutive piece of 

text [xxii.17-xxiv.22], or that this is very near to a ‘clear 

glass’ version34  

     The subtleties of dynamic equivalence, even if the theory 

had been known, are manifestly not achieved.  The whole trad- 

ition about Septuagint origins, indeed, points to an extreme 

anxiety about verbal fidelity.35  Some form of Targuming or 

written Midrash in extenso, even if that had been among their 

conventions, would not have served their turn.  The trans- 

lators saw it as their task to make their , which is 

probably rightly rendered “translation and interpretation”,36   
_______________________ 

31    This was at a time when Roman belles-lettres were in full 
bloom. 

32    That Philo’s Bible, in spite of the text-form in the 
lemmata, was Septuagint, was brilliantly demonstrated by P. 
Katz. See §A (1950). 

33    The relatedness or otherwise of languages was not well 
understood in antiquity.  In spite of the fact that educated 
Latin speakers had a fine grasp of Greek, scarcely anyone 
detected or defined the relationship with Greek. See §C 
Boyancé (1956). 

34    See §C Humbert. 
35    See especially §A Bickerman, Gooding, Marcus, Meecham. 
36    So Gooding [§A]. 
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as faithful to the “plain sense” as possible;37 and in their 

circumstances fidelity nearly always meant a conscientious 

literalism (with or without formulaic consistency and whether 

or not they had in fact lost the philological key).  They al-

legedly     (“reading out”)    
 (“piecemeal elucidation” or perhaps “piecemeal 

rendering” of each item).38  An atomistic fidelity of method 

was bound to result in a radical infidelity to the sense; in 

addition it would, like some great boulder fallen into a 

river, change Greek forever, to say nothing of the effects by 

way of daughter versions on other languages.39  In the case of 

the Septuagint it was thought vital, in the face of criticisms 

from Semitic-speaking Palestine, to propagandise both for the 

superb quality of the original text and for the incontrovert-

ible accuracy of the version.40  As we see from the nervous-
ness41 expressed by Ben Sira’s grandson in the preamble to his 

own translation-attempt, he recognised that all translation is 

interpretation [15-35].  According to our only reliable trad-  

_______________________ 
37    It is significant that there is no single Greek term for 
“translation” and cognates; the same holds for Latin. 

38    See section 305 of Pelletier’s edition of the Letter to 
Aristeas [listed in §A].  It is perhaps worth mentioning 
that if these two terms are treated as something other than 
hendiadys, we have a precise description of what must have 
happened in practice.  The work was done in accordance with 
the conventions which governed copying: one individual read 
aloud while another (or more than one other) translated and 
scribed, the original being processed in short pieces. 

39    E.g. Eng. “Gentile” from the sense of gentes and cogn- 
ates found in the Vetus Latina and the Vulgata. 

40    See §A Gooding op. cit. 
41    Which seems to me on any natural interpretation of the 
Greek to arise from a fear that the translation-process it- 
self is fraught with danger, as opposed to some sense that 
his grasp of the original may be inadequate.   
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itions about the origins of the Septuagint proper, strict 

accuracy in conveying the sense without expansion or contract-

ion was the primary if not exclusive concern.  Philo (whose 

Hebrew and Aramaic must have been exiguous) is at pains to 

show that the Torah in Greek was the genuine article down to 

the last syllable [De Vita Mos. II.26-44]. He insists that the 

translation of laws so beneficial to all mankind as the Mosaic 

could be approached only as one would that of a text on geo-

metry or logic [De Vita Mos. II.39].42  This anxiety was to 

culminate over the next two centuries in intensive Palestinian 

labours, all in the direction of revisions which were scarcely 

comprehensible as Greek.  The phenomenon gives a new twist to 

Tertullian’s famous “quid Athenae Hierosolymis, seu academia 

ecclesiae?” [Praescr. Haer. 9.9].  It is a measure of the in-

accessibility to the Greek reader of these successive attempts 

that Josephus could offer a late account of Biblical history 

in Greek, as though it had never been done [Ant. X.218, cf. 

I.1]. 

Pagan society, by contrast, does not seem to have de- 

veloped translation-methods of its own at any stage.  Whatever 

the theory, it is not possible to document any idiomatic ad 

sensum rendering of foreign literature or long texts of any 

kind.  The contrast with the sophisticated stylistic and 

rhetorical analysis inherited by any Latin prose writer, and 

in particular two who claimed to be translators on a large 

scale, could scarcely be more extreme.  Much of the critical  
_______________________ 

42    The choice of subjects is not fortuitous: if Hellenist-
ic culture was on the receiving end at all, it must have 
been in certain technical areas where Egypt had the older 
tradition. 
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work done by Cicero (106-43 B.C.) was concerned with rhetoric- 

al style; he was the first Roman to develop a theory of liter- 

ary criticism which recognised the value of comparison and the 

importance of historical development.  Cicero’s training as an 

orator, and hence as a critic, was a varied one.  Whether or 

not speeches were normally delivered extempore, the end-pro- 

duct would have been the same, namely a written text valued at 

least by the author43.  For him pure scholarship was likely to 

have been more than one of the avocations of a Roman gentle- 

man.  All Cicero’s critical works are interesting for their 

presentation of the development of his views on style and as a 

statement of his mature position.  His chief classical author- 

ities were Isocrates and Aristotle.  He speaks of the former 

as “magister rhetorum omnium” and “pater eloquentiae” [De Or. 

II.94, 10], and regularly quotes him as an authority for his 

practice.  From the richness of his references it is abundant- 

ly clear that he both fully comprehended Aristotle’s technical 

terms and constantly used him as an arsenal.  It is probably 

in connection with his own use of dialogue form (at for ex- 

ample De Sen. 22.79-81 and throughout De Legibus) that he com- 

mends Plato [Or. 3, 12, 151].  His Latinization of Greek ex- 

pressions for aspects of style and structure is subtle and 

brilliant [for example at De Or. III.119-200].  His stated 

ideal was “Latine dicere, plane, ornate, apte”.  Quintilian’s 

verdict on Cicero as stylist was that there was really nobody 

to touch him: his successors and detractors were mere   
_______________________ 

43    E.g. Cicero’s ill-fated Greek memoir on his consulship 
[discussed at Ad Att. II.1.2.], and conceivably much of 
Apuleius (b. 123 A.D.), as, too, such oddities as Tertull- 
ian’s diatribes in Greek. 
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[Quint. I.8.8.8-11, XII.10.12-15].44 

     Furthermore, any Roman man of letters could draw upon an 

exuberant variety of sensitive Latin adaptation, enculturation 

and transmutation of Greek forms, incomprehensible to an anci-

ent as to a modern reader without a knowledge of the models.  

The Latin forms of the hexameter and the elegiac couplet must 

have been developed in the largely lost poetry of Accius and 

Laevius respectively.  It would be tedious to document the 

dependence of Lucretius on a long tradition of didacticism in 

verse,45  or that of Virgil on tragedy, rhetoric and epic, of 

Catullus on Callimachus, of Horace on Pindar for his laureate 

poems, of Propertius on the Alexandrians.  This is not likely 

to have been conscious imitation, which seldom produces great 

literature, but an unconscious creative process based on in- 

stinctive reference and allusion to the profoundly familiar. 

In an atmosphere where Greek works had been adopted as, in 

effect, the best of Rome’s past46, and functioned culturally 

much as they did later in Greece itself,47 imitation was in the 

bloodstream of the . In what Tacitus, himself praised for 
his brilliance as a speaker [Pliny Ep. IV.13], called 

“sanctiorem illam et augustiorem eloquentiam” practice outran 

theory.  Theorizing, however, both on nature versus nurture  

_______________________ 

44    For educated Roman attitudes to and knowledge of Greek in 
the Republican and early Imperial periods see P. Boyancé op. 
cit. 

45    As a propagandist for Epicureanism, given that the master 
had despised poetry as a diversion, he was pioneering.  See 
Boyancé §C, 1947. 

46    Only in the political sphere was Greece the inferior and 
therefore the receiving culture. “Graecia capta Romam captam 
cepit.” 

47    See Bowie [§C]. 
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and on the need for one’s work to be both utile and dulce, was 

not lacking here either.  Even under Imperial patronage and 

censorship poets were in the habit of reflecting aloud upon 

their work. 

     A third strand in pagan tradition was that of a semi- 

popularising free adaptation of technical philosophy.  This is 

perhaps the right category for Cicero’s quite extended, though 

at its closest highly paraphrastic and heavily edited48, pre-

sentation of the cosmological Timaeus.  Though the work man- 

ages to achieve loose paraphrase, it is only in patches.49  

There is no evidence that he or his readers found Greek dif- 

ficult, rather that for technical terms Lucretius’ “patrii 

sermonis egestas” [De Rer. Nat. I.832] required all his ingen- 

uity [Ad Att. XIII.16, 25.3].  An uninhibited use of abridge- 

ment and expansion was part of the expository method.  The 

accession to Lucullus’ library of large amounts of Aristotel- 

ian material gave him much joy.  In about 51 he embarked on an 

ambitious programme whose aim was to ‘open up’ Greek philo- 

sophical discourse to Latin readers “... ut nullum philo-

sophiae locum esse pateremur, qui non Latinis litteris in-

lustratus pateret” [Acad. I.7].  Parts of it gave him a lot of 

trouble, nor did he claim originality for his adaptations, 

which he termed  [Ad Att. XII.52.3].  Significantly,  
_______________________ 

48    It is, for instance, shorn of the dialogue passages and 
frequently parts company with the ‘original’ by adding, sub- 
tracting and freely altering details of the argument. 

49    For an inadequate and selective analysis of the approach 
to the Greek see Blatt [§C].  His terminology is confused: 
verbally translation may be free in the extreme, but it must 
surely show a minimal semasiological obedience to the Vor-
lage as a continuum in order to qualify. 
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as so often with Atticus, he slips into Greek, and in this 

place Greek for a scribe’s copywork.  This tends to confirm 

two points known from elsewhere, that works in Greek were 

linguistically accessible, but unless copied not physically 

so.  In spite of this disclaimer, his output, particularly in 

45-4, is impressive not merely for its bulk but for its creat-

ivity as literary and linguistic adaptation.  Cicero may well 

have sought personal consolation in the activity after 

Tullia’s death early in 45; he will also have hoped to be 

read; what is quite certain is that he neither aimed at nor 

achieved translation in any real sense of the term.  Far from 

his feeling any nervousness about “traduttore traditore”, 

straight translation would have been as dull for him to do as 

it was superfluous for readers who took at least a passive 

knowledge of Greek for granted. 

     By virtue of training, experience and achievement 

Apuleius stands squarely within Roman traditional culture.  He 

went East for an orator’s education [Apol. lxxii, Flor. xx], 

at a time when Greek rhetoric was more developed than in 

Cicero’s day.  He drank, if not deeply, of all the  

[Flor. xx.4-10].  If his claims, explicit and implicit, are to 

be believed [Apol. xv.9,10, xxxvi.3-8, lv.10, Flor. ix, De Deo 

Socr., De Dogm. Plat., Preface to De Mundo], he emerged a true 

philosophus, if not really competent technically, a serious, 

curious, cultivated man proud to call himself a sophist.  He 

perfected his Latin in Rome where he almost certainly had some 

forensic success [Met. XI.29-30].  It does not seem inap- 

propriate, his Hermagoras and virtually all the rest of his 

literary output being lost, to call his Metamorphoses a sty1-    
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istic ne plus ultra of Latinity.  He seems to have been ad- 

justable, so that in the De Mundo, for instance, he uses a 

chaster via media.  His habit of free quotation “utraque 

lingua”, though scarcely free of the vanity endemic in any who 

live off words, their mastery of which has cost time and 

labour, seems natural.  The novel is a tour de force of Latin- 

ization, combining rhetoric and poetry in a new way.50 

     In the world of Cicero and his cultured Roman successors 

the translation-ideal was not so much accuracy in itself as a 

“sensum pro sensu” choice of “sententiae” and “formae” ap- 

propriate to Latin usage [De Opt. Gen. Or. 14]: the primary 

interest is in stylistic elegance of a kind unattainable by 

“interpretes indiserti” [De Fin. 315], who are by definition 

not “oratores” [De Opt. Gen. Or. 14].  Translation must of 

course have been going on all the time.  The paradox is that 

it was a matter of process not product.  There is, for 

instance, no need to envisage more than an intellectual 

‘gutting’ in the claim that Pliny the Elder read and used 

2,000 books, most of them abstruse, for the compilation of his 

Natural History [HN Praef. 17].  He was an exceedingly bookish 

man who insisted on having books read to him even in the bath 

[Pliny Ep. 3.5]. 

Upon the translation-process there is essentially no re- 

corded reflection apart from incidental remarks by Cicero, who 

expresses contempt for “verbum pro verbo...reddere” [De Opt. 

Gen. Or. 14].  The expression almost certainly includes a 

literalism of order, which was the occupational hazard of the  
_______________________ 

50    Cf. Raby [§C] pp. 21-22. 
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simultaneous translator, but wholly incompatible with 

latinitas.  (His own free handling of syntactical order, as 

opposed to the order of ideas, suggests that slavish imitation 

in this respect was a part of what he meant by being an 

“interpres indisertus”.) Nor do we get the impression that 

fidelity, in some sense, to an original of any appreciable 

length in its integrity was viewed as an ideal,51 or that the 

technical obstacles were given any thorough analysis.  To make 

beautiful and refined Latin evocative of equally subtle and 

refined Greek was the challenge.  The remark put into Scipio’s 

mouth at Cic. Rep. I.42.20 about the difficulty of “quod apud 

Platonem est luculente dictum...id exprimere latine”, if a 

generalisation at all, must be in praise of Plato’s limpid 

style.  The comment made by Aulus Gellius on rendering Greek 

verse into Latin, though introduced by “...non semper aiunt” 

[Noct. Att. IX.9.1 ff.], need imply no knowledge of a develop- 

ed tradition independent of Horace [Ars Poet. 133 ff.] Trans-

lation was not, it seems, a recognised .  The regular 

need for interpretation in the Senate [Cic. De Fin. V.89] 

cannot be shown to have led to any refinements; in any case 

the context, being a discussion of Stoicism, suggests that the 

function of an interpres was elucidation of technical terms. 

References to written translation-work in Latin are sparse in 

the extreme.  Cicero’s lost youthful attempt at Xenophon’s 

Oeconomica was probably an exercise.  Precise terms for the  
_______________________ 

51    Cicero’s mature practice with excerpts appears to be a 
blend of paraphrase with free literary adaptation [of Plato 
Rep. IV.14D, Xen. Cyropaed. VIII.7.17-22] and incorporation 
into his own original works [De Sen.  21, De Rep. 1.42-43]; 
not that one should necessarily acquit him of drawing on old 
exercise-material for the purpose. 
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practitioner52 or the process are rare to non-existent,53 and 

cases where we have the means of setting Vorlage side by side 

with version reduce themselves, when they are not school text- 

book material or student exercises,54 to Cicero’s Timaeus and 

Apuleius’ own attempt to “explicare” [De Mundo 289] the some- 

what inconsequential text of the pseudo-Aristotelian  

. 

    There is no means of knowing what translation models lay 

before Apuleius, or what his aims were.  His stated aim is 

conventional, in that the dedication is to a son, of whose 

existence and need for edification we have no independent 

evidence.  It is apparent that he had views on the morally 

improving nature of literary and philosophical study.  

Apuleius had a good press from one ancient writer for the fid-

elity of his Phaedo version (Sidonius termed it accurate “ad 

verbum sententiamque” [Ep. II.95]), but this is lost.  Other 

philosophical and scientific versions or adaptations have been 

lost.  Perhaps the choice of a cosmological work has something  
_______________________ 

52     Interpres seems to be a term which requires qualific-
ation. 

53    Horace is perhaps echoing Cicero’s “verbum pro verbo” 
when he includes the “fidus interpres” in his indictment of 
indifferent poets [Ars Poet.  133-4, cf. 369 ff.].  It is 
plausible that he is expressing an awareness that, vers 
libre or parallelism apart, the fusion of sense and form in 
poetry is always untranslatable.  Attractive but far-fetched 
is the suggestion that Apelles indicates Jewish origins [cf. 
Ep. 1.5.100], so that he might have had knowledge of the 
Septuagint.) 

54    His Timaeus perhaps started life as an exercise.  In 79-7 
he studied “philosophy” as a whole at the Academy; such a 
text might have been set for translation and/or learning by 
heart.  He was a “full man” who admired, for instance, 
Lucretius [Ad Q. Fr. 2.9.3], claimed like many Roman gentle- 
men to have translated Aratus and was all for literary cult- 
ure [Or. 12], from which no-one would have distinguished a 
grasp of natural philosophy. 
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to do with Cicero’s example; however, all being grist to 

Apuleius’ mill, a text devoid of human or ethical reference 

will not have struck him as inapposite.  Apuleius will scarce- 

ly have been immune to the normal urge of the littérateur to 

be writing something.  Furthermore he uses his original to 

make propaganda for his own brand of Platonism.55  But when all 

is said and done he did not translate it.56 

In the Antonine period translation is scarcely documented 

for the pagan world.  Clearly, however, translation was merely 

a mental way-station in the educational process; the aim was 

to inculcate the normal cultivated individual’s ability to 

progress to the stage of unmediated comprehension and easy use 

of two or more languages without consciously changing gear.  

There can be no doubt that in Roman society fluency in Greek  

as well as Latin was the mark of culture and that the Carthag- 

inians used both, well enough to find declamation in either 

entertaining [Flor. xviii.36 ff., xx.6]: there was effectively 

no linguistic barrier, though an Apuleius needed to go to Rome 

to polish his Latin57.  “Eruditus” is a term elastic enough to 

cover a learning process which must have been one of direct 

method if not of immersion.  There was no large Greekless 

public to need or demand exact written versions, no impulse to 

bring culture or learning to the masses and no democratic con- 

viction that “We must educate our masters”.  From translation 

the pagan, up to and including Apuleius with his contempor-  
_______________________ 

55    See Hijmans [§C]. 
56    See Müller [§C]. 
57    Thus rendering himself trilingual.  Cf. Apol. passim, 
esp. xxxviii.5, 7-8, lxxxii.2, lxxxvii.5, xcviii.6-8.    
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aries, was apparently cut off, because it was necessarily en- 

countered only in its Biblical form.  I see no reason to doubt 

Tertullian’s assertion at Test. An. 1.2 ff. that no pagan saw 

a Bible until converted.  Tertullian’s floruit was probably 

very close to that of Apuleius.  If Apuleius knew the Greek 

Bible we see no sign of it.  The hydra-headed phenomenon known 

as the Vetus Latina was not circulating as an entity.  For 

what it is worth, the unfavourable reference at Met. IX.14 

suggests an outsider’s complete incomprehension of either 

Judaism or Christianity. 

For the Septuagint translators, pioneering in Greek as 

they undoubtedly were, pagan society thus had little or no- 

thing to offer by way of translation theory or practice.  It 

seems probable that if they had had access to such approaches 

both they and those who stood in their succession would have 

been horrified by them, at least when it came to the Penta- 

teuch.  The aims were by devout standards frivolous, the 

methods irreverent.  Philo was undoubtedly partisan, but his 

attitude to their version was perhaps partly informed by such 

comparisons.  They could rely on only one ancient convention, 

that of the pedantically literalistic handling of law58 and 

other technical material.  The principle at work is decidedly 

not that of ‘dynamic equivalence’ either; and it is possible 

that those who rendered the Torah would, if they had known of 

that, have rejected it with indignation.  They were therefore 

forced into creating a lingo which can only be termed ‘trans- 
_______________________ 

58    Rome must have taken over from older empires this 
approach to the rendering of legal texts, always necessary 
to strong government. 

 

 

 



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX  
xxxii 

 
 

lationese’59  

That the Septuagint proper was so obviously unique as 

literature is likely to have given it added authority for 

every aspect of later translation-work.  It is therefore 

necessary for Part II of this study to reckon with the high 

probability of detailed dependence on the Alexandrian Penta- 

teuch for both method in general and information about meaning 

in particular.  Part II is based on an application of all the 

information about the Greek language already assembled and 

evaluated to the minutiae of renditional method and interpret- 

ation in particular contexts.  There is a sustained effort to 

observe what form the translation-process took and to categor- 

ize the various approaches to the original.  While it is ob- 

viously unsound to attach much if any significance to Greek 

which is unexceptionable as Greek or as translation, there is 

very much fine detail in the translation method which can be 

explained only in terms of inner-Septuaginta1 dependence and 

influence.  The evidence for Septuagintal affinities is care- 

fully noted throughout Part II.  Certain of the conclusions to 

which it leads are startling.60 

_______________________ 

59    Perhaps its most obvious large-scale peculiarity, as I 
shall demonstrate in detail, is a rigidly un-Greek order.  
Cf. Dover (§B) for an account of basic regularities in 
order. 

60    One salient fact is that in spite of all the vicissitudes 
of transmission and revision it is still possible to reach 
Septuagintal or Old Greek textual bedrock.  Renderings which 
are neither idiomatic nor literal in a given context, or are 
plainly based on a notion of the sense which is appropriate 
in one passage but not in another, must be original in the 
textual sense.  It is inconceivable that such phenomena 
would have originated with Atticizing scribes or scrupulous 
revisers; on the contrary, scribal and revising activity 
would tend to eliminate them. 
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There is extraordinarily little modern analysis of Sept- 

uagintal or Old Greek translation technique.  Some comment has 

already been made on Seeligmann’s work on the Isaiah version.  

His second chapter on the technique employed and the relation 

of the version to the Hebrew text begins with a discussion of 

the theory that there were two translators, the second of whom 

took up the work at x1.  He has no difficulty in assembling 

evidence of such variety of rendering within the putative two 

sections that inconsistency can be termed both pervasive and 

deliberate.  This is in spite of the fact that his mind is 

open to the possibility that the version is a blend of several 

pre-existent written strata of varying age.  He then argues 

that his translator tended to avoid literalism and to aim for 

good Greek style.  He reinforces the point by a comparison 

with eight renderings of the parallel material in II Ki xviii- 

xx, concurring with Thackeray that the language is “good  

” [pp. 42-3].  He states that the translator had a sound 

knowledge of Greek because “he possessed a big vocabulary” [p. 

43].  At the same time he admits that one aspect of the incon- 

sistency in rendering is that for the same Hebrew expression 

literalism of a hebraizing kind is sometimes avoided and some- 

times not.  He detects the spirit of its Jewish-Hellenistic 

origins in the whole tone of the version.  He mentions a hand- 

ful of formulae which he terms a “far from negligible number 

of standardized expressions relating to traditional homiletics 

and religious practice” [p. 45].  He then cites a much larger 

number of renderings which he sees as certainly derived from 

the Greek Pentateuch [pp. 45-9].  Here he mingles cases of 

accurate renderings of Isaiah with some which he calls 

“strikingly free”.  He finds some Aramaisms in his text.  He    
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gives five examples to back his claim that “On repeated occas- 

ions” [p. 50] the translator availed himself of current etymo- 

logical theory from which lost Hebrew meanings may be recover- 

ed.  A very few more examples are linked by him with Targumic 

usage.  He finds in certain passages traces of knowledge of 

lost meanings of ,  and other words more traceable else-
where in the Septuagint such as . He shows that there is 

some confusion of Hebrew roots.  The translator is shown to be 

both inconsistent and careless in his rendering of specific-

ally Hebrew grammatical forms, leading to the conclusion that 

his grammatical grasp was not as good as his lexical. 

Seeligmann then moves on to discuss in a brief and tentative 

way61 the relation of the version to the Hebrew text. 

Seeligmann’s third chapter, in which he takes up his real 

subject, the matter of the translator as a contemporising 

interpreter, begins with the assertion that his version con- 

tains strata from different periods [p. 70].  He then moves on 

to attempt a relative dating of certain books on the basis of 

certain “renderings”, it is concluded on the basis of seven 

Psalms passages, four from the Twelve and several from Ezekiel 

[xvi.25, xxiii.19, xxv.16, the recurrent phrase     
in ch. viii] that the version is later than all these Old  
_______________________ 

61    I make no comment on these not very productive few pages 
except to say that they are vitiated by a paucity of ex- 
amples and weak argumentation.  Seeligmann commits himself 
to a principle which is precisely wrong, that “correction 
consciously applied is inconsistent with misunderstanding of 
the original”.  For every scribe, and, as I shall show, for 
more than one translator, omne ignotum pro errato is the 
rule. The question of the relation to the Hebrew text is  
not the only point at which he appears to be feeling his way 
methodologically. 
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Greek texts.  Evidence is also adduced that it influenced the  

Old Greek of Daniel, Ecclesiasticus and Kingdoms62.  It is  

stated that the Greek language itself cannot be used in arriv- 

ing at an absolute dating [p. 76].  Geographical and cultural 

notions are attached to such “renderings” as  at xlvi.l, 

 at x.9, xi.11,  at xxxvii.38,  at  

x1ix.12.  Historical reminiscences are found in viii.23 and  

xiv. 18-20, where there are “clear” references to Antiochus 

Epiphanes IV [pp. 82-3].  Seeligmann is not so certain that 

viii.8 refers to Onias III [p. 84].  x.24 refers to the forced 

emigration to Egypt under Antiochus Epiphanes [p. 85].63 

 at xi.14 may reflect Jonathan’s capture of Philist- 

ine coast-cities and the subsequent Jewish use of their fleet;  

or this may be an echo of the rendering at I Sa v.6 [p. 86].  

The date of the version may be fixed by means of these indic- 

ations at or about 140 ante [pp. 86-7].  Distortion of x.5-6 

:

so as to make the passage favourable to the people of God, and 

the inclusion of the phrase  , make a reference to 

Seleucid Syria [pp. 87-8].  xxiii.11-12 and the addition of  

  reflect the anti-Jewish movement in Phoenicia dur- 

ing the Maccabaean wars [pp. 88-9].  xv.7 ff. and the use of  
_______________________ 

62    This last on the grounds that in the well-known parallel 
passage the Isaiah translation is less literal in about 
thirty places.  The reasoning is dependent on Thackeray’s. 

63    Though Seeligmann cites the Old Greek of Dt xxviii.63, Am 
iv.10 he does not see that we may have a purely verbal back- 
reference here, and moreover one possibly made to one or 
both of the Hebrew originals  
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 ...  reflect knowledge of the expansion of the 

Nabataean state and its conquest of Transjordan during the 

Second Century ante [p. 89].  Seeligmann thinks it possible 

but not certain that xx.5, xxii.5 hint at revolutions and 

Ethiopian rebellions in Ptolemaic Egypt [pp. 89-90].  He is 

prepared to date ch. xxiii to the mid-Second Century ante on 

the basis of what he sees as an allusion in v. 10 to the at-

tempt by Carthage to become an agrarian state after the de-

struction of its sea-power in 250-10 [p. 90]. 

Chapter Four looks at the translation with a view to 

finding signs of a theological Tendenz.  Here Seeligmann finds 

fewer significant passages.  His approach is more selective.  

He admits that there are methodological difficulties: there 

are numerous parallels with the theological outlook of Sept- 

uagint books which must be earlier, literal renderings are as 

revealing as are changes, and changes may be unconscious [pp. 

95-6].  His cases of significant changes which must originate 

with his version are as follows.  He finds several terms such 

as , , ,  and  the use of which 

in context emphasize God’s intimate care for his people 

against the Hebrew [pp. 97-8].  There are traces of a polemic 

against heathen deities: the sense is reversed by  

   64 for at xli.7, the  

Hellenistic cult of ( )  and  is attacked at 

lxv.11,  occurs in the possible sense “demons of  

death” for  at xiii.21, xxxiv.13, xliii.20 and  
_______________________ 

64    The argument is somewhat weakened by the fact that 
 is perfectly good Greek for being shaken by 

earthquake or other disturbance. 
 
 
 
 



 INTRODUCTION 
xxxvii 

 
 

, connected with the festivities in honour of Alex- 

ander, stands for at xiv.12 [pp. 98-100].  There are two 

original cases of a form derived from Jewish ceremony and lit- 

urgy:  , later the name for  at i.13,  
and  coupled with   at xxxiii.5 [101-2]. 

 [xxiv.6, xxvi.7 bis] and  [xi.2, xxxiii.6] were 

chosen to point up the Jewish conviction that ethics and 

religious practice are united; there is an extension in sever- 

al passages of the sense of 65 from a divine to a  

human virtue which is reinforced in four passages by an em- 

phasis on the claims of the poor [pp. 103-4].  Reference is 

made to the Law, the Torah and the sight of the Gnosis at 

xxiv.11-16, viii.25, xxxiii.6 [pp. 105-8].  Belief in the  

power of prophecy is introduced without support from the 

Hebrew at xxi.10, xlii.9, li.16, xxv.7, xlix.l, xxx.27 [pp. 

109-10].  There are signs of a reaction against the classic 

prophetic view of the  as a just punishment at xxxiii.12,  

x.20, 1i.23, xxv.l ff., xxxv.8 [pp. 111-13].  Zion and Jeru- 

salem as national symbols are introduced at i.26, xviii.4, 

xxxi.9, lxiii.17-18, the idea of deliverance from exile at 

li.14, i.27, xxxiii.20, xxxviii.ll, 1ii.10, x.22, x.20, 

xxxvii.32, vi.12, xxiv.14, iv.2 [pp. 113-16].  There is an 

expectation that the Remnant will increase and an identific- 

ation of that Remnant with the community in Egypt at xi.16, 

xix.24-5, xiv.2, lvi.8 [pp. 116-17]. xli.25, xli.la, x1v.16b, 

lxiv.15, lxvi.5 signify a hope for the turning of the whole 

world to the worship of the one true God [pp. 117-18] ix.6 
_______________________ 

65    Here I cannot follow in view of the standard use of the 
noun from Socrates on. 
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possibly, and certainly xi.4, speak of Messiah and of univers- 

al peace [pp. 118-19].  The translator’s Weltanschauung shows 

very little sign of Hellenization.  A major implication is 

that all books of the Septuagint must be studied and viewed 

“as ancient testimonies of the Jewish exegesis” [pp. 120-1]. 

     It would be unjust to the author not to grant that he has 

adumbrated, particularly in his effort at relative dating, a 

method which has been found extraordinarily fruitful in the 

present study.  It is intelligent to seek to uncover the roots 

of major divergences between the version and the original.  

His demonstration of diversity of rendering is useful.  On 

balance he has, in my view, established in Chapter Three that 

there are deliberate references to events and situations in 

Palestine and Egypt in the mid-Second Century B.C. as seen in 

Heliopolis.  In Chapter Four he maintains a smaller number of 

conclusions but his evidence is stronger.  As an early review- 

er noted, he did his work at an exceptionally difficult time.66 

However, a chain is as strong as its weakest link; and an in- 

sensitivity to the importance of the Greek of his text as 

Greek vitiates much of his work.  It is insufficient, for ex- 

ample, to speak of a large vocabulary when no effort is made 

to compare the scale with that of any other text.  If he had 

grasped the significance of stylistic features which, whether 

literal or unliteral as renderings, require an explanation as 

language, he could have been much more certain of the validity 

or otherwise of some of his examples.  He has no sense that 

mere verbal coincidence leads nowhere unless the Greek is  
_______________________ 

66 See Otto Eißfeldt [§C]. 
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somehow problematic as Greek.67  As a result his relative dat- 

ing, even though with the exception of Kingdoms and part of 

Ezekiel I shall be found to concur with him, is insecurely 

based.  By proceeding to deny that the language can be used in 

dating the version absolutely, for which opinion he cites no 

written authority, but only the personal view of one scholar,  

he cuts himself off from a major source of information.  Other 

serious weaknesses are the wholly unproven assumptions that 

there were “synagogal traditions” of interpretation [p. 79]  

and that various literary strata are preserved in part in his 

version, that historical reminiscences cannot be much older  

than the text in which they appear, that one can eat one’s cake 

and have it over passages which may simply depend on older 

Septuagintal precedents and that Targumic parallels necessarily 

provide independent confirmation of, as opposed to being quite 

possibly derived from, Septuagintal interpretations. 
_______________________ 

67    One cannot be happy with the confident assertion that at  
viii.23      was “literally taken 
over from” Ez xxv. 16, and that this is a case of a consci-
ous interpretation of the text in terms of the Seleucid 
domination of the “technical formulation” . The Greek 
phrase as a whole is clearly different from   

   , its order is more idiomatic, and 
it is at least as likely to be a direct reminiscence of the 
original in that place, quite independent or even an echo of 
Jo ix.1         , Dt i.7 
...     , Ju v.17  

    or their respective Vorlagen, which 
are all geographical catalogues.  In the second place,  

   cannot be called a “technical formulation” 
for the districts of Judah as they were in the translator’s 
own time, when the term is found in the form    

 for at I Sa xxx. 14, another geographical 
context. Only the immediately intervening    

,   , is left to bear the weight of the 
argument. This is one example only of how easily some of 
Seeligmann’s evidence may dissolve away. 
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Perhaps the root defect of Seeligmann’s study is its very 

narrow evidentiary base.  The reader of the foregoing summary 

is bound to notice how frequently, particularly in his longer 

Chapter Three, assertions about interpretative activity are 

based on one example only.  That one example is sometimes weak 

or ambiguous.  There is a vagueness about the technical princ- 

iples on which the translators operated.68  Given the large 

amount of text in the whole book, the body of phenomena which 

are examined in any detail is very slender.  It is left to the 

reader, for example, to guess or assess how many more “excess- 

ively free renderings” there may be than those which are dis- 

cussed, and to ask himself whether interpretative activity is 

the exception or the rule in these.  Nor is it pedantic to 

expect a scholar to develop a more precise way of designating 

conspicuously free recasting and creative writing than the 

term “rendering”: in many of the cases so termed there is by 

no stretch of the imagination any relation between the Greek 

and even a hypothetical Vorlage.  Before one credits trans-

lators with subtle and deliberate interpretation, one ought to 

show weighty evidence that they did not, through following 

precedent, sheer ignorance or some other unintended cause, 

very regularly misinterpret.69 

H.M. Orlinsky is responsible for some of the most soph- 

isticated commentary on problems of methodology in such ana-  
_______________________ 

68    There is a similar vagueness about whether they consider- 
ed anachronistic interpretation a desperate expedient, a 
legitimate application of religious truth or an inspired 
composition. 

69    It is my own impression that in the case of the Isaiah 
version their Hebrew was normally unequal to the task. 
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lysis.  Between 1957 and 1965 he produced a substantial and 

remarkable series of articles in HUCA,70 which included a per- 

spicacious analytical survey of older work, detailed examin- 

ation of the methods of the Job version, study of the then- 

present state of the Greek text, the text and script of the 

Vorlage and useful remarks on what he viewed as sound method, 

of which he supplied examples.  In his articles ‘On the Matter 

of Anthropomorphism....’ [1959, 1961] he presented evidence 

which constitutes a strong warning against prejudice about 

Septuagintal translation technique. 

     For the Ezekiel version C. H. Cornill supplied, in the 

magisterial 175 pages of Prolegomena to his 1886 commentary on 

the Hebrew text,71 an investigation of characteristic features 

on a larger scale than that of any predecessor.  His verdict 

was one which G. A. Cooke thought so soundly based that there 

was no need to restate it in 1936 for his own commentary.72  It 

is in effect still regnant.  It is indicative of how neglected 

the subject is that this should be so, whereas Cornill’s once 

equally authoritative survey of the manuscript tradition in 

pp. 13-95 has been superseded by more recent work.  Working on 

the basis of fewer published manuscripts and far fewer critic- 

al editions, as well as much less ample Greek Language re- 

sources than modern students, he sought to discover how the 

individual whom he called “der Grieche” went about his work.  

With some sporadic exceptions which he could not explain, he 

described what he believed to be a witness to a Third Century 
_______________________ 

70    §C. 
71    See §D, pp. 96-103 ‘Die LXX als textkritische Zeuge’.  
72    See p. xl of his Introduction [§D].  
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B.C. Hebrew text as essentially faithful in the extreme.  He 

was able to find numerous examples where guesswork was delib-

erately avoided; word-order and syntax in general were forced 

into a literal and un-Greek shape;  stood for  however 

unhappy the result; pronouns were retained or omitted precise-

ly as in the original;    was felicitously rendered by sundry 

Greek conjunctions; prepositions were translated as literally 

as possible; tense, voice and aspect were exactly reproduced; 

Hebrew idioms were rendered by slavish but “hair-raising” 

Greek; and significant additions to the Hebrew were faithfully 

rendered because, as he believed, they were present in the 

Vorlage.  Cornill confessed himself unable to explain certain 

expansions as original to the version, and maintained that the 

version was even in the tiniest details “eine absolut treue”.  

Hence it must be treated as a completely reliable witness to 

the Hebrew current in Alexandria when it was made. 

     Since Cornill’s classic commentary the concentration has 

been on a possibility first mooted early in this century73 by 

H. St. John Thackeray, and fully developed in Appendix III of 

his Schweich lectures of 192074.  Linking what he saw as a 

pattern of rendering which pointed to two distinct translators 

with a detail in Epiphanius concerning the production of the  
_______________________ 

73    See Thackeray §C 1903. 
74    See §C; this was not the only book for which in 1920 he 
propounded the bisection theory.  He thought of this, not in 
literary terms, but as a mechanical effect of the finite 
length of scrolls.  In the case of Ezekiel he was forced to 
conclude [op. cit. pp. 37-39] that after two scrolls were 
assigned, presumably in order to save translation time, the 
second translator handed the work back to the first when he 
came face to face with the difficulties of xl-xlviii. 
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Septuagint proper75 he proposed that the book was divided  

between them, one having completed i-xxvii, which he called 

(i) and xl-xlviii, or (ii), and the other xxviii-xxxix (with 

the omission of a short section of xxxvi), which he called .76 

He tabulated in section (1) a total of 13 contrasts between 

his two main translators,  and  for , 

( ) ( ) /    and ( ) /    
  for   ...,  and   

for , ,      and    

 for “Tubal and Mesech”,  /   

and  /   for , /  and 

/ /  for ,  and cognates, 

/  and /  for , , and cogn- 

ates, / /  and  for ,

 and  for ,  and  for ,  
and  for  etc., /  and   

for , , and lastly  and  for .  He then 

stated that the portion had “many other peculiarities”77  

e.g. (i) of syntax about 30 occurrences chiefly in preposit-

ional usage, (ii) a handful of items of general vocabulary, 

and (iii) the relatively rare placing of a dependent genitive 
_______________________ 

75    There is, I believe, a more straightforward explanation 
of the tradition that the workers operated in pairs.  For 
Epiphanius’ note to this effect see Swete [§A] i.14. 

76    As I have already suggested, the question of the unity 
or otherwise of the version is not insignificant for the 
larger aim of this study.  It is therefore taken seriously.  
I shall show that there is a way of looking at the evidence 
which covers all the facts, both the cogent observations 
and the indigestible exceptions. 

77    These appear when inspected to be matters of Greek 
style as opposed to renditional method, though this is not 
made entirely clear.  The ambiguity is unhelpful. 
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before its governing noun, which also occurs but even more 

rarely in .  His remaining examples in section (1) are 

“rarer” ones of 23 agreements in renderings, which with other 

“sporadic” examples he attributed to “chance or to co-oper- 

ation”. 

In section (2) he listed renderings common to the two 

portions of .  but absent from .  These total 30, of which 

four are peculiar to the book as words or renderings.  He 

stated that the “instances abound”, although a careful count 

shows that the majority occur infrequently, some only twice.  

He found over against “this habitual agreement of the two 

parts of Ez.  ” an apparent discrepancy in the treatment of 
the double divine name.  The evidence had been set out in full 

in 1913 in an essay78 on the Divine Names in Ezekiel by J.  

Herrmann, who believed that xl-xlviii was translated by a 

third hand, and noted independently that somewhere about ch. 

xxvii there was some intermingling of styles.  Thackeray con- 

cluded that the inconsistency of practice in the treatment of 

the double divine name lay in the Vorlage. 

     Less relevant to the present study is Thackeray’s section 

(3), in which he tabulates 39 renderings common to his  

portion and I Kings.  The Hebrew is often doubtful, the sense 

sometimes technical and the text not always at all certain in 

either language.  Some renderings are peculiar to these two 

books in the Old Greek.  It is worth noting that there is some 

overlap with , and that even doubtful cases become thinner on 

the ground between ch. xv and ch. xl.  In section (4) the 

_______________________ 

78    Unfortunately never accessible to me. 
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argument is made that xxxvi.24-38, or ßß, is by another hand 

altogether, on the grounds that the Greek is Theodotionic.  

very few examples, and most of these showing variants, are 

given by way of support. 

Thackeray’s schema might be considered less than water- 

tight even if all his examples were firm.  As it is, a good 

proportion are unstable in the first place, the text itself is 

fairly frequently in doubt, for example in the phrases used 

for  and .   is almost certainly 

spurious at v.12 and there is confusion in the tradition over 

its synonyms.  Between the Atticizing scribe and the standard- 

ising reviser prepositional usage and order in general, unless 

they are either passable Greek or literal rendering, are 

peculiarly liable to be ‘improved’ one way or another.  The 

discrepant renderings of place-names look suspiciously like 

the results of revising activity, which is surely quite as 

likely as translation to have been associated with the neat 

bisection of books.  In the second place, much work has been 

done on  Greek since Thackeray suggested his division of 

the text.  The rarity of items of general vocabulary in the 

Septuagintal corpus is not significant when, as is nearly al- 

ways the case, there is attestation both in the Greek Penta-

teuch and in secular Greek of the period.79  It is hard to see 

why a translator should not introduce a moderate variety into 

his vocabulary when he has both biblical and secular models 

before him.  Furthermore, a glance at the table of Greek syn- 

onyms on pp. 65-72 will show that several of the items tabul- 
_______________________ 

79    Of the general vocabulary tabulated in section (1) only 
 lacks Classical attestation. 
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ated by Thackeray overlap significantly with others with which 

he contrasts them: they operate stylistically according to a 

quite different schema, or more accurately in accordance with 

no schema at all.  Thirdly, from the point of view of rendit- 

ional method Thackeray’s tabulation does not reckon with the 

possibility that in a given context not all his contrasting 

renderings of identical Hebrew may be operating synonymously.  

 and  are not synonyms.  In due course we shall 

see that context exerted considerable force upon the sense of 

‘meaning’ felt by the translator(s).  Conversely certain of 

his “common renderings” have more than one Hebrew lexeme or 

‘meaning’ behind them.  We shall see in Part II that though a 

root-for-root method was pervasive, that did not tie the 

translator(s) to any principle of one-for-one equivalency. 

     For Ezekiel Thackeray had by 1921 established the probab- 

ility that the book was bisected for translation.  His case 

may be summed up by saying that though it explained some curi- 

ous variations his firm examples were not very numerous, and 

to cover some anomalies he had to postulate an artificial 

degree of co-operation between his two translators.  In 1923 

J. Herrmann80 argued, using a larger number of cases of varied 

renderings, that xl-xlviii ought to be ascribed to a third 

translator.  Unfortunately it must be said of him as of 

Thackeray that he has sufficient exceptions tucked away in 

footnotes to overturn the argument, and with it his analysis.  

Some fifteen years later A.C. Johnson, H.S. Gehman and E.H. 

Kase81 returned to the question in the light of the relevant 
_______________________ 

80    See §C Herrmann and Baumgärtel, Beiträge, pp. 1-19. 
81    See §C pp. 52 ff. 
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fragments of pap. 967.  They could find only two translators, 

explaining the residual phenomena in terms of a later revision 

of a roll containing i-xxvii. 

Interestingly Thackeray’s theory that bisection was rout- 

ine, and his view of i-xxvii as distinct, remained unchalleng-

ed for several decades.  In a relatively recent article82 Nigel 

Turner has argued for a modified synthesis of Thackeray and 

Herrmann.  He considers it “very probable that the three 

scholars were making use of earlier versions of various kinds, 

not necessarily complete translations of Ezekiel.  The whole 

book, or at least i-xxxix, was finally subjected to the edit- 

orial activity of a single hand”.  He believes that one of the 

three translators ended his labour after ch. xxv.  He says of 

the significant agreements between the work of  and  that 

“Thackeray’s suggestion of chance just will not do, but his 

further explanation is reasonable: that there was co-oper- 

ation, or overlapping, of labour on the part of the trans-

lators”.  He adduces more cases of renderings and Greek langu-

age features83 which appear to him to show a pattern of con- 

trast between  and , namely that “  has  seventeen times 

as often as , while  has  twice as often as ; that 
_______________________ 

82    §C ‘The Greek Translators of Ezekiel.’ 
83    While there is some unclarity in places as to whether he 
is arguing from linguistic or renditional data, his case 
rests primarily on the latter type.  The distinction is im- 
portant: the balance of  and , for example, is much 
more likely to be an effect of unconscious habit than the 
choice of  as against .  Thus if from about xxvii 
the textual transmission was subject to different influ- 
ences, deliberate Hellenizing might coexist with distinct- 
ively post-Classica1 forms such as the encroachment of . 
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 renders  , ß by , together with many 

other differences of rendering; that in ,  is followed by 

the genitive four times as often as by the accusative, but 

fourteen times as often in ; that the optative mood, twice 

used in , never occurs in ; that, down to xxiv, there is a 

decided preference for  after ,  (fifty-two, 

against only eight datives), whereas from that point until 

xxxviii the dative is certainly preferred”.  Noting that “as 

time went on, the province of   gradually encroached on that 
of in Hellenistic Greek, until the difference between them 

became largely a matter of individual style,” he shows that 

the proportion of /  in  (193:187) is so different from 

that in (64:37) that by the standards of “the two halves of 

Jeremiah” and New Testament books known to be by the same hand 

 and  are extraordinarily dissimilar.  For ii) separated 

off from the whole he discovers a new development: in respect 

of  and the sections ii) and  go closely together: 

a(ii) shows 1.8:1, ß 1.7:1, while (i) stands apart with 

0.8:1.  He then argues with Herrmann for a distinct translator 

of xl-xlviii, noting that declarative  is frequent in 

(i), absent from (ii), that of words of speaking is 

rendered only by  from x1.4 on, and that the introduction 

of  without equivalent is a feature only of (ii).  He 

tabulates on pp. 14-15 some 26 Hebrew items rendered dis-

tinctively in (ii).  The “few common features of (i) and 

(ii)” he ascribes to the standardising work of a later 

editor.  He then moves to argue that the dividing line between 

(i) and must be drawn at the end of xxv [pp. 16-17]. 

     Section IV of Turner’s article presents evidence which 

points in his view “either to extensive co-operation on the    
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part of the translators, or to a subsequent process of revis- 

ion and standardization”.  The examples are chiefly of part- 

icles, of which  comes in patches84 and of prepositions.  In 

section V he moves on to observe in a total of 19 chapters  

(that is in virtually half the book and distributed over all 

three of the portions which Herrmann and he claim to have 

identified) what he calls “a bewildering variety of render- 

ings.” This he cannot explain except by means of “a theory of 

several co-operating translators or, more probably, the in- 

corporation of the work of previous translators”, which left 

in certain “interesting” passages “traces of earlier fragment-  

ary versions” [op. cit. p. 20]. 

Turner has gathered very considerable hitherto unpublish- 

ed detail on the unity question.  For the Greek language his 

is a much more informed method than that of his predecessors.  

It is unclear, however, quite how it advances the topic.  We 

are left with an editorial unity which is not a unity, a pos- 

ition which brings us no nearer to being able to characterize 

the component parts.  While his treatment has the merit of 

taking account of diachronic differences within some sets of 

renderings, and he is relatively sure-footed as a Hellenist, 

there is less substance to his argument than meets the eye85. 

He does not note the distinction between such textually 

vulnerable variations as / , /  and forms of the 

Divine Name on the one hand, and genuinely synonymous common 

nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs which a scribe is much  
_______________________ 

84    A phenomenon which suggests to him that the passages con- 
cerned are parts of older versions. 

85    To be fair, it will be found when more facts are collated 
that in setting a demarcation at the end of ch. xxv he is 
getting warmer than his predecessors  
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less likely to touch.  I see the figures for / 86 as so 

strikingly different for  and  that the theory of two trans- 

lators working at roughly the same period cannot account for 

them; given that in good Greek until the early Byzantine peri- 

od they always govern the same case, so that no other changes 

follow, it is very much more likely that we are looking at a 

purely mechanical break, where the transmission now became 

subject to different influences.  This would explain why even 

his fresh investigation of where precisely the break between  

and  is to be found involves untidy exceptions.  Nor do the 

horrendous problems of circularity involved in establishing a 

Greek text of xl-xlviii give him pause.  There are other re- 

spects in which the question of unity is more complex than he 

has perhaps realised.  He does not distinguish between render- 

ings which are of synonyms and those where the original does 

not present us with a synonymous set, between renderings which 

are strong and those which are less so, nor does he note sys- 

tematically which renderings point to relationships of depend- 

ence and influence within the Septuagint corpus87. It is inad- 

equate to emphasize that a word such as  [op. cit. p. 13] 

occurs nowhere else in the Septuagint when it is a perfectly 

ordinary Classical and post-Classica1 item88. Perhaps through a 

failure to be sensitive to the particular effect of repetit-

ion within a short context in Greek, he cannot come to terms  
_______________________ 

86    Which I have not myself computed separately. 
87    It is at this last point, as will be amply demonstrated 
in Part II, that he misses the golden thread in the unity 
question. 

88    See Appendix B List 3. 
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with a great variety of renderings as quite feasibly the work 

of one hand.  This lands him in a contradiction in terms: if 

there is “no reason why” words should be differently rendered 

within a very small compass, there is no reason why a putative 

final translator or team of translators should have tolerated 

such inconsistencies.  Quite how, therefore, in the “re-edit- 

ing or incorporation of certain older strata” so many striking 

inconsistencies of method should have escaped standardisation 

is a mystery.  It is not clarified when ch. xvi, which is 

indeed interesting, is by implication included with passages 

“having material of abiding interest and avoiding the excesses 

of condemnation against God’s people” [p. 23 ibid.]  One is 

left with the by now familiar sense of an explanation of ad-

mittedly awkward phenomena which is a matter of obscurum per 

obscurius.  Again there are too many exceptions, but this time 

they are explained away. 

My own method in Part II is independent of all of these, 

not invariably in principle, but almost always in practice.  

In particular I have walked warily in places where the trans- 

lation appears to smooth out a serious difficulty.  Any trans- 

lator must have felt a certain obligation to make sense of his 

original.  Given that the Hebrew which we have is often dif-

ficult, and generally considered to be corrupt in many places, 

it is perilous to assume that renderings which at first sight 

suggest a simpler underlying text are most naturally explained 

in such terms.  Seeligmann identified in the case of his very 

difficult original certain “excessively free renderings” which 

were clearly the counsel of despair.  The translation methods 

in Ez i-xxxix will be found to have rather different charact-  
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eristics.  However, a different approach to an obscure or 

apparently irrelevant text, even an approach which seems much 

more ‘faithful’ than that of the Isaiah version, may still 

conceal an actual evasion in the face of some intractable 

problem. 

I have looked at the translation methods in i-xxxix in a 

teachable and flexible way: given the facts of the language, 

certain well-defined categories of rendering began to emerge 

from the mass of detail.  It has already been stated that a 

parallel MT-Old Greek text was made for i-xxxix and that it 

proved to be a blunt instrument.  The most finely-tuned cate- 

gories which could be applied to it, without a detailed ap- 

praisal of the Greek language resources, consisted of reason- 

ably accurate renderings, free renderings, obviously mistaken 

renderings, apparent omissions and apparent additions.  Part I 

supplied the means of a much more refined analysis.89  It was 

now possible to group very many otherwise incomprehensible 

renderings either on the basis of their relation to tradition- 

al Septuagintal method, or on that of the inability of the 

tradition to offer precedents.  The philological and stylistic 

röle of tradition was found to be large.  Very many apparent 

mistranslations were found to be traditional formulae inap- 

propriately applied in contexts which were not fully under- 

stood.  These are traced to source as often as may be.  Much 

in the way of gross misunderstanding could now be explained as 

desperate guesswork where tradition had nothing to offer.  The 

_______________________ 
89    It must be said without further delay that this stage of 
the work could not have made progress without habitual re- 
ference to Hatch and Redpath [§C].  The concordance is the 
great unmined lode for New Testament as well as Septuagintal 
Greek.  The whole Septuagintal corpus in the broadest sense 
was constantly searched by means of it.   
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habit of “verbum pro verbo” literalism, but without much con- 

cern for wholesale root-for-root consistency, was obviously 

maintained.  Though independent etymologizing was relatively 

uncommon, there was plenty of reliance on tradition for not- 

ions, sound or unsound, of meaning.  These notions too are 

traced to source wherever they can be.  In addition there was 

natural human resort to the simple omission of rare express- 

ions, guesses happy or unhappy from the context, and render- 

ings based on sound.  Some renderings are clearly a consequ- 

ence of natural human error.  Yet others are consequential 

upon error.  There was very little conscious avoidance of in- 

felicitous Greek, as though the translation-language had an 

authority of its own.  The amount of apparent independent 

editing, interpretation, expansion or tendentious mistrans-

lation is with one major exception very small.  That the 

translators were out of their depth, under pressure to com-

plete their task, or subject to some combination of these two 

factors, is overwhelmingly the most reasonable explanation of 

practically all looseness and error in the version. 

Virtually none of these categories could have been de- 

veloped without the foregoing work on the Greek.  They supply 

the framework for the appraisal of translation technique in 

Part II.  By means of them it has been found possible to ac- 

count for a very high proportion of the material in i-xxxix.  

It will be seen from the conclusion on the unity of the vers- 

ion how vital it was to identify idiosyncratic Greek in Part 

I, and to trace examples of it, as well as cases of ‘philolog-

izing’, to source as often as possible in Part II.  This first 

conclusion leads directly to a second, on a relative dating of 

the stages in the translation-work on Ezekiel and other books, 

and on the Egyptian provenance of parts at least of i-xxxix.    
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The third conclusion supplies a basis on which in Part 

III apparent MT-Old Greek divergences can be weighed partly as 

aspects of qualitative differences between disparate parts of 

the version. 

     Part III requires little comment.  In Parts I and II a 

new and finely-honed instrument, with which most of the Greek 

text has already been evaluated, has been created.  The vast 

majority of cases of apparent divergence, textual or philolog-

ical, between the MT and the version have already been elimin- 

ated from discussion on the basis of Greek language, Greek 

text, translation technique or failure to grasp the sense.  

The process of elimination has thus led to two results: the 

residue of unexplained passages in the version is not large, 

and the classic arsenal of methods used in existing studies of 

the Hebrew text90 has been augmented and refined by a battery  

of analogies.  Every refinement of method, old and new, is 

employed in Part III.  Parallels from the whole earlier dis- 

cussion are frequently drawn.  That so very little emerges 

that is unequivocally new, by the standards of weighty older 

treatments which constantly invoked the Old Greek, is not in 

itself a negative conclusion.  It signifies that the version 

must be used more like a laser than an axe.  It indicates, 

too, that Septuagint study must, if it is to be useful in the 

context of Hebrew text and interpretation, start with careful 

evaluation of the Greek as language and as rendition.  That 

other Old Greek books, similarly assessed, might prove much 

more fruitful, is entirely possible. 

_______________________ 
90    See §D passim. 
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PART I 

THE LANGUAGE 

For the purposes of the present dissertation it seems 

best to give the description first, under the heads of (1) 

Grammar, (2) Vocabulary and Word Formation and (3) Idiom, 

Usage and Semantics.  Analysis of the phenomena, with an 

eye chiefly to the questions of dating and unity, will come 

second.  Only general phenomena of morphology and syntax, 

and certain limited inventories such as pronouns and pre-

positions, are included under the head of “Grammar”, the 

itemisation of particular formations being assigned to 

“Vocabulary and Word Formation”, while particular cases of 

government will appear under “Idiom, Usage and Semantics”. 

Orthographica will be left out of account, firstly because 

the matter was dealt with in great detail by Thackeray,1 

and secondly because orthography is of all linguistic 

phenomena the most subject to change, whether of a modern-

ising or of an archaising kind, and essentially helps us 

only to fix the date of a given witness to the text of the 

Greek Ezekiel.  In the case of a document written once and 

for all it can be relied upon as representing the original 

state of affairs; but in the case of our text questions of 

orthography can be settled only in accordance with an a 

priori notion of the date of the original, and on the basis 

of external linguistic evidence of the same date. This 

method appears to have been used by Ziegler, in heavy  

1    See Thackeray Grammar pp. 1-139. 
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reliance upon Thackeray’s evidence,2 and it is clear that 

the resultant orthography does not constitute independent 

evidence of the linguistic character of our version.3  For 

this enquiry more stable phenomena must be employed, and 

phenomena of several kinds and on a large scale.  No case, 

for instance, for multiple authorship can be built upon one 

criterion or one type of criterion alone: there must be a 

coincidence of several sets of phenomena, grammatical, 

semantic and lexical, before a conclusion can be establish-

ed.  Morphology, especially in the case of terminations in 

Greek, frequently resolves itself into orthography,4 but 

even where it does not morphological phenomena are clearly 

more vulnerable to scribal change than other features more 

deeply embedded in the language.  Little stress will there-

fore be laid upon morphology, and far more upon syntactical 

patterns, usage and vocabulary. 

2    See Orthographika in the Einleitung to the Ezekiel 
edition, pp. 66-79. 

3    To list some examples at random:– 

 for  [xx.12 etc.].

 for  [xxxvi.24].

 for v [i.1, xxxiii.22].
 for  [xxix.4,5].

 for  [xvi.11].

 for  [xxxi.6].

, -  for , -  [xxxvii.1,5].

 for  [iv.2].

 for  [vii.19].

 for  [xxii.20,21,22].

 for o  [xi.3].
4    See the section on “Accidence”, pp. 140-258 in 
Thackeray’s Grammar, where Accidence is frequently not 
really the point at issue at all. 
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It is no simple matter to date these chapters by the 

language, and well-nigh impossible within the very wide 

limits which an extreme scepticism might allow.5  It is 

true that if the linguistic evidence does not exclude a 

date earlier than the time at which according to tradition 

the Law was translated, nor a date after the beginning of 

the Attic Revival, this same evidence renders, say, a late 

B.C. date improbable, so that a certain limitation has been

achieved.  But we are scarcely better off with such a con-

clusion than if we had left the linguistic evidence alone. 

It is worth attempting to extract some more precise indic-

ation from the phenomena; and our chances of success are 

perhaps increased if by abandoning, at least provision-

ally, the enormous Spielraum which scepticism grants us we 

can limit the period within which linguistic parallels must 

be sought.  In the present study, therefore, an explanation 

of the phenomena will be sought on the assumption of a date 

not earlier than the middle of the third century B.C. nor 

later than the end of the first century A.D., and this as-

sumption will be abandoned only in the face of strong 

5    It would be a help if the notice of the younger Ben 
Sira [text in Göttingen edition of J. Ziegler XII/2 p. 
125] could be relied upon as evidence for the existence
of our version.  One cannot agree that the writer is
simply “commenting on the defects of translation” [A.C.
Johnson - H.S. Gehman - E.H. Kase The John H. Scheide
Biblical Papyri: Ezekiel (Princeton. 1938) p. 10], and
implying nothing about the existence of Greek versions of
the Hebrew Scriptures: it would scarcely prove his point
about translation if he were to quote mythical examples.
But we cannot be sure to what versions of    
       he is referring, nor

precisely what he included under his second and third 
terms.  The New Testament contains only one possible 
verbal echo, the expression   at Lk. ix.51;
but this might equally come from the Greek Jeremiah 
[iii.12, xxi.10]. 
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evidence.  These limits are fixed by simple probability: 

even supposing that some part of Ezekiel was translated be-

fore the Law, it is unlikely that the bulk would have been 

attempted at that stage; on the other hand, though the 

rather free citation in Clement’s Letter to the Corinthians 

of 96 A.D. does not prove the existence of the whole of our 

version, it is almost certainly a citation from a version, 

since it is very unlikely that the rendering of Ezekiel 

would have been left any later than this; and if of a 

version, is it not more likely to be of our version than of 

some other, seeing that the wording corresponds?6  Within 

these limits it is of course always easier to find evidence 

for a late than for an early date, since no feature of the 

classical language can be assumed to have died during the 

 period, particularly in literary circles,7 and the

translator of a strange and difficult text may well have 

been driven to a kind of archaising by the very nature of 

his original.  (It would perhaps be interesting to examine 

6    There is in fact a considerable difference between the 
very loose paraphrase of xviii.30 ff.,    
I    o  , and the still loose but recogn-
isable quotation of xxxiii.11-12, which though it sub-
stitutes synonyms for   and     

   , and makes other minor changes, pre-
serves the idiosyncratic .  But unfortunately the other
versions are scarcely preserved here: one of them may 
have been much closer. 

7    The comparative paucity of our sources for the liter-
ary  is well known.  Cf. for instance the remarks of
E. Schwyzer in his review of Mayser Grammatik in Gött.
Gel. Anz. 198 (1936), 233-41.  It is noteworthy that the
Greek Ecclesiasticus and I and II Maccabees, all books
which are known to be fairly late, preserve a number of
classical words which might otherwise be assumed to have
disappeared from the language.  Many words, as may be ob-
served from Preisigke’s Wörterbuch, apparently go under-
ground until the Attic Revival owing to the nature of our
sources.
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the language of the Greek Pentateuch in the light of this 

possibility.)  For instance, a phenomenon which persists 

throughout the classical period and into the third century 

B.C. is weaker evidence for a third century date than one

which is first attested in the third century; but neither 

is conclusive, since they might equally occur in a still 

later text.8  But due weight must be given to post-Class-

ical phenomena, especially if they be numerous and seem to 

cluster about one particular date.  The formation of those 

words which are attested only in our text within our 

period, and not at all at an earlier date, is clearly of 

great potential significance; whether or not they re-

present coinages for the specific purpose in hand, they are 

likely to be of types which were common at the time of com-

position.9  The cases of hellenized semitisms and of trans-

literations, prima facie a fruitful source of information 

8    Given that the Greek Pentateuch was available, depend-
ence upon it cannot be excluded any more than dependence 
upon classical literature and usage; and there is no 
means of knowing how late such archaising could have 
taken place, especially in a bible translation.  Thus no 
Pentateuchal feature which appears in our version can be 
used in dating.  The same applies to the items which our 
version has in common with other Septuagint books, and 
which are otherwise unattested in our period: we do not 
know the chronological relation of these versions, so 
that each must first be dated separately on the basis of 
those features which it has in common with secular liter-
ature but not with other parts of the Septuagint: we may 
then be in a position to determine whether, say, the 
version of the Twelve Prophets may have borrowed certain 
coinages from that of Ezekiel. 

9    If they are much older than our version one would 
expect them to be attested elsewhere, whereas if they are 
neologisms they will probably have been modelled on the 
favourite word-types of the period.  While it is possible 
that they did in fact arise earlier than the date of our 
version, but happen to be unattested, we must draw what 
tentative conclusions we can from what has survived. 
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about date and provenance, must be handled with care, and 

can properly be discussed only under the heading of trans-

lation technique: the influence of the original and of 

(possibly erroneous) ideas as to how it was to be under-

stood, let alone represented in translation, must always be 

taken into account10. But the grammatical features exhibited 

by hellenized semitisms which appear to originate with our 

version, as by other apparent neologisms, merit careful 

study.  Great caution must be exercised in trying to 

extract indications of date from cases of usage and seman-

tics.  Although we are sometimes in a position to plot the 

probable course of semantic changes in Greek, the dating of 

such shifts, a delicate matter even in well-documented 

modern languages, is out of the question here.  We cannot 

tell whether all the recorded meanings, and others as well, 

may not have been current simultaneously in the classical 

language.  We must certainly be on our guard against any 

notion that the semantic potentiality of the ‘early’ stage 

of any language is bound to be somehow less elaborate and 

sophisticated.  Often the most that one can say is that a 

10    Thus the fact that the version apparently fails to 
make use of a particular hellenized form does not 
necessarily indicate that it was unknown to the trans-
lator.  He may not have connected it with his original, 
or have preferred to transliterate in certain cases: that 
is, it is a question of his knowledge of Hebrew rather 
than of Greek or of the world in general.  The number of 
transliterations is not small, and we may suppose that 
the tendency was against the creation of hellenized forms 
in and for the translation: as a result the version is 
likely to be later than the first occurrence of partic-
ular examples of such forms in the language.  In this 
matter too the evidence of books in which the linguistic 
innovations or borrowings of Septuagint Greek may have 
been taken up must be discounted.  
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particular case seems to be altogether unidiomatic.11  In 

the case of our text the question is complicated by its re-

lation to the original, which gives rise to many examples 

of utterances which are either unidiomatic or downright 

nonsensical. Here the reference itself can often not be de-

termined, let alone its expression related to the develop-

ment of the Greek language.12 

There is no consensus about how ‘hebraism’ manifests 

itself in Greek.  For reasons which have already been 

given, it is essential to the question of the usefulness of 

the version for matters of Hebrew text and interpretation 

to arrive at a definite idea of the nature of the Greek, 

including its idiosyncrasies.  The evidence must therefore 

be analysed from a third point of view.  However difficult 

and delicate the work, ‘hebraism’ must be identified in 

detail, by a systematic comparison of the phenomena with 

the linguistic norms.  It is not sufficient to locate 

‘hebraism’ in, for instance, the area of prepositional 

usage or of ‘nonsense’ utterances and to list a small 

number of examples. 

There are in fact three types of discourse in these 

chapters. The first can be read without difficulty as 

idiomatic Greek, and the fact that the natural interpret-

ation may often turn an utterance into what is in strict 

11    Such expressions are used frequently and confidently 
as though they were idiomatic; it may be helpful to coin 
the term “unidiom” for them. 

12    The version abounds in such grammatical but nonsens-
ical utterances.  They are a result of literalism, very 
much along the lines of the note of the German to his 
English landlady: “A train runs through my room, and 
unless you give me one more ceiling, I must undress”.  
[Quoted in A.D. Booth et al. Aspects of Translation 
(London. 1958) p. 125.] 
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logic a mistranslation is beside the point at this stage of 

the enquiry; so, too, are the cases where literalism proves 

perfectly compatible with both good Greek idiom and good 

translation13.  The second consists of cases where the 

language is not really idiomatic, but can be made to yield 

a meaning; here again, it is not to the point that there 

are gradations within this type, and that the interpret-

ation which lies nearest to hand may not be the meaning of 

the original text.  The third consists of the hard core of 

‘nonsense’ utterances, which can be understood only by ref-

erence to the original; these are nearly always a direct 

product of the semantic anisomorphism of the two languages 

concerned, which a technique of translation involving the 

rendering of each word in order as it came did nothing to 

mitigate.  At this stage our interest must be focussed, not 

upon what the translator may have understood, but upon what 

he succeeds in conveying.  These may well be different 

things, as will be shown later.  “Zunächst muss die Erklä-

rung der Erscheinungen auf griechischem Boden gesucht 

werden”14 is a fundamental principle in other spheres than 

the grammatical: resort should be made to the Massoretic 

Text only in intractable cases, where the crystal of 

13    It is a nice point whether we have to do with hebraism 
when, for instance,  in the sense “shed blood, death” is 
rendered by , used metaphorically for “death” in
classical poetic diction.  The translator may or may not 
have been consciously exploiting a semantic parallel.  
But in view of the well-known tendency for languages 
widely separated in family and without the chance of 
mutual influence to have idioms in common, perhaps a 
logical distinction ought to be made between such coin-
cidences and hebraism proper.   

14    See Schwyzer op. cit. p. 240. 
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hebraic content remains obstinately undissolved in the 

solution of the Greek language.  But let the facts now 

speak for themselves. 

The diction of these chapters leaves a threefold im-

pression (1) of monotony (2) of simplicity and plainness 

and (3) of what can only be described as a pervasive odd-

ness.  Closer analysis reveals that the vocabulary, which 

is rich and varied and does not teem with un-Greek 

elements, is hardly if at all to blame, and that the im-

pression must be laid at the door of a number of general 

stylistic features.  Virtually all clauses are built from a 

handful of syntactical elements undiversified by particles, 

and, more interesting still, from a handful of syntactical 

elements arranged in a well-nigh formulaic order.15 The 

question of order and the balance of word-classes, and 

their part in the “pervasive oddness”, will be more fully 

discussed.  It is sufficient at present to note the almost 

total absence of hyperbaton even of the simplest kind, for 

instance the middle attributive position; such phenomena as 

the postponement of the relative, and the middle position 

15    These are features interesting to the student of com-
parative syntax.  Since the occasions when the Greek 
represents a radical departure from the linguistic form 
of the Hebrew are very rare indeed, a statement about the 
relative frequency of word-classes, cases and syntactical 
elements, and their order, is for all practical purposes 
a statement about the syntax of the original Hebrew.  
Though the task is a large one, a full-scale investigat-
ion of other books of the Hebrew Bible with a view to a 
comparative syntax of Biblical Hebrew and (non-biblical) 
Greek, or even as a prelude to a comparative syntax of 
Semitic and Indo-European, would surely prove illumin-
ating; there is certainly scope for such a study.  Cf. 
R.H. Robins General Linguistics: an Introductory Survey 
(London. 1964) ch. 8 on Linguistic Comparison, pp. 294-
341, especially the remarks on Grammatical Typology on p. 
331.
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of the verb between substantive and adjective, are non-

existent, which is the more remarkable in a highly inflect-

ed language which in theory might and in fact did allow 

very free order and extreme hyperbaton16.  The writer great-

ly prefers a string to a chain of syntactical elements; and 

the simplicity of the order combines with the prevalent 

parataxis to produce an impression of unrelieved 

. Asyndeton virtually never occurs, and neither does

initial anaphora.  The types of clause are few, only re-

lieved by a sprinkling of participles and some quasi-

formulaic infinitive expressions.  There are a few, but 

very few, examples of formal chiasmus.  Alliteration and 

assonance, apart from certain set examples of figura etymo-

logiae and other juxtapositions of cognate words, are rare. 

Homoioteleuton of a rudimentary kind is widespread owing to 

the repetition of pronouns, particularly in the genitive.  

The hendiadys of two verbs is absent; so is that of two 

abstract nouns, the combination noun-noun in dependent gen-

itive being preferred.  There is an almost total lack of 

antithetical expressions, frequent in Greek prose even 

where no logical antithesis is present. 

Although these chapters consist in principle of a 

mixture of narrative and oratorical prose, no clear di-

vision can be made between the two on purely stylistic 

grounds.  

16    Cf. J.D. Denniston Greek Prose Style (Oxford. 1952) 
pp. 47-59; H. Schöne ‘Eine Umstrittene Wortstellung des 
Griechischen.’ Hermes 60 (1925), 144-173. 
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((1) THE GRAMMAR.17

(a) Morphology.

The major morphological changes in the life of the 

Greek language did not set in until the early medieval 

period, and for the most part make their appearance in 

written texts still later.  Our text reflects a linguistic 

situation in which virtually all the forms current in the 

classical language remain unchanged; and most, if not all, 

of the major paradigms of classical and Hellenistic Greek 

are in evidence.  Accordingly there are few facts of a 

strictly morphological kind which need to be noted. They 

are as follows:– 

The vocative singular of  is  [iv.14].

There is a number of examples of the ‘Doric’ genitive 

in -  in the case of a noun in -  [iv.6, viii.1,17, ix.9,

xxv.3,8,12, xxxvii.19 (bis)].

The Attic second declension in -  does not appear,

 and  being declined in -o [examples passim].
The adjective  has masculine accusative singular

  in three places [xxviii.13, xxxvi.10, xxxviii.21];
elsewhere it is quite regular. 

Whereas the cardinals , 18 and  display no

irregularities, o is indeclinable [xxi.21, xxiii.13].

17    Throughout the description and subsequent analysis 
reference to standard works for standard features is to 
be assumed.  The text would otherwise be bottom-heavy 
with notes. 

18    The oblique cases are not in fact required in any 
context. 
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Compound cardinals take the following forms:   
 [xi.1],    [iv.4],   

[iv.5,9]. 

Compound ordinals take the following forms: 

[xxvi.1, xxx.20, xxxi.1, xxxii.1],  [xxxii.1,17,

xxxiii.21 (bis)],  [xxxii.18],  

 [xxix.7].

The third person plural ending in -( )  in the im-

perfect and aorist indicative active appears (confined to 

certain verbs) a number of times [ix.2, xii.16, xiv.1, 

xx.1, xxii.9, 11,12 (bis), xxiii.17,42, xxxii.24,

xxxvi.20,20,21, xxxvii. 21,23].

The third person plural ending in -  in the perfect

indicative active appears once [xix.13]. 

The second person singular ending in -  in the

future indicative middle appears several times in the case 

of certain verbs only [iv.9,10 (bis), 11 (bis),12, xii.18 

(bis), xxii.32, 34, xxxvi.14]. 

The aorist imperative active in -  is found once

[xxxvii.9]. 

The first person singular of the imperfect indicative 

of  appears once in the form  [i.1]; there is no case

of the alternative form .

     There is no example of the dual. 

((b) Syntax.

(i) The Phrase.

The use of the definite article is haphazard.  It is 

not normally repeated with coordinated nouns.  It is very 
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frequently omitted with proper names19 and with abstract and 

general nouns including participles20.   is undetermined

at xxxvii.9 [but cf. viii.16] and so is  in the same

place.  (instrumental dative) is undetermined at xvi.4.

 in the general sense is normally determined.   is

determined except at xxvi.5,17, xxvii.4,25,26,34, 

xxviii.2,8.  in the general sense is determined at

xii.18,19, xxxi.14 [but cf. xxxi.4].   is normally

undetermined.   and  followed by an ordinal with the

article are determined at xxiv.1; i.2, xx.1, xxiv.1,

xxix.1.  In phrases consisting of a noun followed by a de-

pendent genitive there is a strong preference for the form 

in which neither is determined.  Even if we except the set 

phrases  ,   there is a large number of

19 I.e. , , , , , , ,
, , ,  [except at xxxii.14,17,

xxxix.11 (ter),15],  [except at xxviii.3], ,
 [except at xxxiv.25], , , , ,
,  [except at xxxviii.6], o , I ,
, I  [except at iv.1, v.5, ix.4, xvi.2,3],

I   [except e.g. at xxxiv.2], I , I , I  [except
atxxxvii.16], , , , , ,

o  [except at xxvi.7, xxix.19], , ,
, , , , , , [except at xxvi.15,

xxvii.3 (bis)], , , , , ,
, ;

, , [except at xiii.14], , ,
, , [except at xxiii.5,12],
, , , , , ,

, I  [except at xi.1], I  [except at
xxxvii.16], , , , , ,

, ,  [except at xxiii.4 (bis),5,36],
 [except at xxiii.4 (bis),36], , ,
, , , , o , , , ,
, ,  [except at xxiii.20], , -

(?). These represent the large majority of transcriptions
and a good proportion of hellenized names.

20    Examples of undetermined generalising participles are 
to be found at ii.1, v.14, vi.8, xii.24, xvi.8,27,34, 
xviii.7, xxi.16, xxii.10.
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cases of this type where the sense admits the determin -

ion of both nouns. Often the dependent genitive is quali-

fied by a possessive, which seems almost to do duty as an 

article.  (Where the dependent genitive is a proper name 

there is a tendency to determine only the head-word.  In a 

small proportion of such phrases the opposite is the case: 

a determined genitive has an undetermined noun as its head-

word.)  The same pattern holds good for attributive words 

and phrases in general:21 normally neither head-word nor at-

tribute is determined, though there are some examples of an 

undetermined noun standing before a determined attribute 

[e.g. vii.9, xvii.24, xx.12, xxi.19, xxii.5,23, xxiv.14, 

xxxviii.17], and even of an undetermined attribute before

or after a determined noun; with one exception [xxxvi.5] 

this latter form holds good for phrases with attributive 

.  In prepositional phrases the noun is more often de-

termined than not; in recurrent phrases the article gives a 

somewhat ponderous effect, and it sometimes spoils what 

would otherwise be normal idiom.  Some adverbial phrases, 

shown by context to be attributive, are undetermined, 

though the head-word may have the article; one such unde-

termined attributive phrase stands before its head-word [  
’   xxvii.19].  Perhaps the oddest form of all is

that in which neither is determined [xvi.5, xxvii.5, 

5,6,7,7,7,15,16,18,18,36, xxviii.7, xxxi.12, xxxii.12,21].  

In participial phrases the oblique cases of nouns are unde-

termined more often than strict grammar requires.  In the 

few cases where the participle stands second the oblique 

21    See Table 1. 
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case is undetermined [xxii.25,25,29,29].  Inconsistent use 

of the article is found in several places [e.g. i.3, xi.1, 

xiii.18, xvii.24, xix.7, xxii.24,26, xxiii.18, xxiv.14,

xxv.5, xxvii.27,33, xxviii.2,5, xxxi.1, xxxii.1,17]. To sum

up, the impression is that while the language has some re-

dundant articles, in general there are too few. 

The adverbial use of the oblique cases is relatively 

uncommon. The following examples occur:– 

( ) Accusative.

Cognate at x.6,15, xxvii.31, xxxvii.26, xxxviii.10. 

of Manner at xx.35, xxvii.31, xxxvi.11,11. 

     of Time at iv.4,10, xii.8, xxiv.18,18, xxix.11,12,. 

xxxiii.22, xxxvi.11,11, xxxix.9.

of Matter at xxxix.20 (quater). 

of Specification at ii.10,10, ix.11, xxxvi.37. 

( ) Genitive.

Absolute at ix.5, x.14, xv.5, xxvi.10. 

     of Comparison at iii.9, xvi.61, xxviii.3, xxxii.21. 

of Matter at iv.16, xvi.49, xvii.3, xxviii.13,16, 

xxx.11, xxxii.4, xxxv.8, xxxvi.38, xxxvii.1.

Objective at xxvii.17. 

     of the Part Concerned at viii.3. 

Predicative at xxi.19, xxiii.13,15, xxxvii.22,24. 

Subjective at xxxi.18, xxxii.20,21,29,30,32. 

of Time at xii.4,4, xxiv.18, xxxii.17, xxxiii.22. 

( ) Dative.

after ( ), (o ) at v.9, xiv.10, xxi.8,8;

xxxvi.32.

Ethic passim. 
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of Instrument or Manner passim. 

of Place at xxi.35. 

Pleonastic, often with figura etymologiae, passim. 

of the Recipient passim. 

of Respect at ix.11, xvii.3,6,7, xxxi.3,3. 

of Time at i.1,2, viii.1, xx.1, xxiv.1, xxvi.1, 

xxix.1,17, xxx.20,xxxvi.33, xxxix.13.

Of oblique cases functioning as adverbs only one example, 

and that an interrogative, stands before its head-word 

[xxxii.21]. 

The details of government by prepositions are set out 

in Table 2.22   with the dative is easily the commonest

single construction; the use of the dative after prepos-

itions is otherwise minimal.  The ‘proper’ prepositions 

prefer the accusative, examples of this case after , ,

 and  accounting for a very high proportion of all

prepositional phrases.  (There are numerous examples of the 

enclitic form of personal pronouns, especially after .)

Notable is the large number of prepositions, especially 

among the ‘improper’ ones having a local reference, which 

are virtual synonyms.  It may be that this superabundance 

is simply the result of a desire for variety, given what is 

probably a very high incidence of prepositions for a Greek 

text.  The semantics and usage of particular prepositions 

will be discussed later.  Here it is necessary to note the 

considerable number of examples of predicative  with the

accusative, which practically replaces the nominal comple-

ment after the copula, and is at times accompanied by a 

22    See Appendix A List 1 for a complete list of prepos-
itions. 
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dative noun or pronoun [e.g. at iii.26, iv.9, 

xi.11,16,20,20, xiv.11,11, xviii.30, xxiv.24,27, xxvi.5,

xxxiv.24, xxxvi.3,4,12,28,28, xxxvii.23,23, xxxviii.7,

xxxix.13].

Expressions with the infinitive, some of which in fact

function not as nouns or adverbs, but as clauses in their 

own right, take several forms.  Some have no introductory 

words, or are simply negatived [xiii.22,22, xx.1,3,23, 

xxi.26,xxvii.7, xxviii.17, xxx.9,11,21, xxxviii.9,12,12,13

(ter),16].  The infinitive in such cases is always an 

aorist.  Some are introduced by , the tense of the infin-

itive being either present or aorist.  Verbs are found with 

others:– 

  with aorist infinitive [xiii.6],  with

present infinitive [iii.7],  with aorist infinitive

[xiii. 19,19],  with aorist infinitive [xxxiii.12],

 with aorist infinitive [xxxvi.8],  with aorist

infinitive [iii.7, xx.8],  with dative pronoun,  and

aorist infinitive [xvi.63],   with aorist infinitive

[iii.18],  with present infinitive [xix.6] and

 with  and aorist infinitive [xxxvi.12].  A

strange case is     at xxiv.14.  An

aorist infinitive depends on  [xvii.3] and another on

 [xxx.21].  A few are introduced by : both present

and aorist infinitives are found at xviii.23, xxxiii.11.  

The large majority are governed by prepositions, the forms 

being as follows:   with present or aorist infinitive

[xvii.10,xxiii.40],   with present or aorist infin-

itive [xxix.9, xxxiv.8,8, xxxv.5, xxxvi.3,3,6],   with

present infinitive [xxxiii.28,xxxiv.5, xxxv.10],  with
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aorist infinitive [xxiv.8],    with present or aorist in-
finite [passim],   with present infinitive [xxxiv.8],

 with aorist infinitive [xxxiii.22],   with aorist

infinitive [xvi.57].  Throughout our text the aorist infin-

itive predominates.  The negative is always , and stands

immediately before the infinitive. 

With only one exception [xxxviii.13] infinitive 

phrases of all kinds follow any words which govern them, 

and normally directly.  It is the rare case [xiii.22, 

xvi.54, xvii.14, xx.15, xxii.30, xxiv.8, xxix.16,

xxxiii.15, xxxiv.10, xxxvi.6,12,xxxvii.7, xxxviii.13] where

the infinitive does not stand before all other elements in 

the phrase.  In accusative and infinitive constructions the 

next element is normally the noun or pronoun corresponding 

to the subject of a clause; hyperbaton between the two 

occurs only at xvii.10, xxiv.7, xxx.21 and xxxv.5, and 

object is separated from subject only at v.15, xiii.19, 

xvi.54, xxvi.19, xxviii.22, xxx.18, xxxvi.6 and xxxvii.13.

The complement never precedes the subject. In infinitive 

phrases without a subject there is even less scope for 

variations of order: object is separated from verb at xv.3, 

xvi.5, xvii.15, xxii.20, xxvii.5,7, xxx.21; in some

examples it seems to be omitted altogether [xv.3, xxi.26, 

xxiv.26, xxv.15, xxxvi.5].  Adverbs in infinitive phrases

tend to the end.  There is some tendency to pile infinitive 

phrase on infinitive phrase [e.g. xxi.26, xxxviii.12,13] in 

a manner whose monotony and clumsiness is normally unrel-

lieved by any attempt at chiasmus or some other elegance. 

Expressions with the infinitive function as adverbs in 

the following ways:– 
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of Purpose, sometimes with passive infinitive 

[xxii.20, xxiv.8, xxviii.17, xxx.21 (ter), xxxiii.19] 

and normally introduced by .

Temporal [passim] normally introduced by  .

Causal [xxix.9, xxxiii.28, xxxiv.5,8 (ter), 

xxxv.5, 10, xxxvi.3,3,6] introduced by causal

prepositions. 

Doubtful. A large number of expressions with the 

infinitive are of unclear reference. 

The infinitive is often introduced by , as though

purpose were intended, but purpose is excluded by the mean-

ing of the wider context.  Some infinitives with   fall

into this ‘doubtful’ category [e.g. xiv.30,52,54]. 

Very few participial phrases function as other than 

nouns or attributes.  In a handful of cases the tense of 

the participle is future [xxvi.19] or aorist [xxi.3, 

xxxiii.5,6, xxxix. 10,11] rather than present or perfect.

The negative is   [with present participle xxii.24,29] or
 [with future participle xxvi.19].  The incidence of

circumstantial and other23 phrases is low, there being an

average of less than one in every two chapters of text;

most of these stand at the end of the clause or immediately

before the verb.  It is the rare participial phrase of any

kind which stands first in the clause.  Within the phrase

the object or oblique case governed by the participle

stands first only four times [xxii.25,25,29,29].  Of sever-

al dozen examples a good proportion are of the form which

would lend itself to the sandwiching of the object or

23    The phrase at xvii.15 may be conditional, that at 
xxxiii.5 concessive.
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oblique case, i.e. the participle is determined; but there 

is no example of the type    , let alone

of the type     .  There is a curious

example of a participle left hanging at xxvi.16 (  -
 etc.).

Attributes24 of all kinds (i.e. numerals, demonstrative 

and pronominal adjectives, dependent genitive nouns and 

pronouns, participles, adjectives and adverbial phrases) 

have an overwhelming tendency to stand after what they 

qualify.  (Unqualified words are in fact rare in our text.)  

Exceptions are ( ) the cardinals, of which only , o and
 are postponed in a few places ( ) the ordinals,

which are never postponed ( )  and  at xx.6,

xxiv.26,27, xxxiii.17,  and  at xxvii.33 and ( ) the

adjective , which is postponed only once [xxxvi.5].

There are some cases where because of the habit of omitting

the copula it is not quite clear whether a demonstrative is

in fact attributive; with these included there is a larger

total for adjectival  in pre-position.  Dependent gen-

itive nouns stand before the head-word only four times;

there is only a dozen or so examples of genitive pronouns

in this position25.  Adjectives of quantity and quality are

virtually always postponed [except in   

xxxiv.18,     xxiv.12,      

xxviii.5].  The middle position is distinctly infrequent.

Postponed attributes are sometimes widely separated from 

the head-word; the form     is found, but in-

24    See Table 1. 
25    Ought we not, however, to prefer this form at ix.10 
[with the whole tradition], xxxiv.6 [with B], 8 [with 
967], xxvi.11 [with B, 967 and L ]?
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frequently: here the attribute is often a participle, and 

head-word and attribute are frequently divided by an inter-

vening possessive.  (Attributive participles are almost 

without exception present or perfect in tense, i.e. they 

denote a current action or state.)  A recurrent phenomenon 

is a pleonastic present participle of , normally stand-

ing last in the sentence; it is always nominative, with odd 

effect at x.6.  

At xii.22,27, xviii.2 we find a kind of ad sensum form 

with  [cf. the similar lapsus concordiae at

xxxviii.12].  Most attributes are adjectives or dependent

genitives, of which there may be a succession of up to half 

a dozen at a time [e.g. viii.3,14, ix.2. xvii.3. xxii.25. 

xxiii.12], attributive adverbial expressions being a com-

parative rarity. Possessive adjectives, as opposed to gen-

itive pronouns, are infrequent.   takes precedence over

 at iv.9,  over  at xvii.7,  over 

at xxvii.33.  The negative is  with attributes of all

kinds [xx.25, xxii.24,29; cf. xxxiii.17,17,20] except at 

xxvi.19 and xxxvi.31, where the attributes are of a gener-

alising kind. 

Adverbial expressions modifying adjectives and parti-

ciples scarcely ever precede their head-word.  The vast 

majority of adverbial expressions are prepositional 

phrases, of which there may be a succession of as many as 

half-a-dozen at a time, quite often including one or more 

attributes of their own.  This means that adjectives and 

participles, rather like the average sentence whose 

structure will be described more fully in due course, tend 
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to drag behind them an adverbial ‘tail’ which is often 

quite unwieldy.  There is no example of a negative. 

((ii) The Clause.

There is lapsus concordiae in a number of places, and 

not only with the present participle of .  Other parti-

cipial phrases are ill-adapted to the context [e.g. 

xxvi.16], and there is a very elaborate example at

xxxviii.3-6 of a change of case in mid-sentence.  At v.1

 and at viii.1 ’   have no grammatical ante-

cedent.  There are several milder examples where the con-

struction is simply ad sensum [e.g. xxvii.13,20,23,23,

xxxi.17,22,23,24 (ter),26 (ter), xxxvi.21, xxxviii.12,12,

xxxix.13,13,22,23].  The juxtaposition of cognates, often

in a pleonastic manner, is frequent [e.g. xxiii. 4]. Ex-

amples of hyperbaton are few and far between, nor are they

at all daring, amounting in most cases to nothing more than

the intervention of an adverb between, for instance, the

verb and its object, and tending to go with a disruption of

normal order.  The frequency of adverbs is marked; the

simple adverb is rare, but a large number of sentences has

more than one adverbial expression, and this category prob-

ably accounts for upwards of a quarter of all the syntact-

ical elements found.

Where subject and verb are directly juxtaposed, there 

being no object, the order verb-subject is found twice as 

often as the reverse.26  Even when we except cases of the 

recurrent fixed phrases   and /   
 the preponderance is striking.  These proportions are

26    See Tables 3a and 3b. 
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reversed in sentences where subject and verb are separated 

by one or more syntactical elements; in sentences of this 

latter type the verb is most often copulative, so much so 

that one may fairly speak of a dislike for the juxtapos-

ition of subject and copula.  (The large majority of 

sentences having a complement omit the copula; very 

frequently it is a past tense which must be supplied.)  

Where object and verb are directly juxtaposed, there being 

no subject expressed, the order verb-object is found three 

times as often as the reverse.  The preponderance is more 

striking when we except cases where the object before the 

verb is a demonstrative.  Where object and verb are separ-

ated by one or more syntactical elements slightly more have 

the order verb-object than the reverse.  Where both subject 

and object are expressed the verb interposes between the 

two in nearly two-thirds of the cases. Subject precedes 

object in slightly less than half, object precedes subject 

in slightly more than half the examples. Of three hundred-

odd cases only twenty-two, that is less than eight per 

cent, show the order subject-object-verb.  Of all the cases 

of this kind where subject precedes verb, about one half 

involves an unemphatic nominative pronoun.  Very many of 

the cases of this kind where object precedes verb involve 

the fixed phrase   .

In the fewer than a dozen examples of a verb’s govern-

ing an oblique case we find only one clause where the verb 

does not precede, directly or indirectly, the element which 

it governs. 
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In main clauses without initial  adverbial express-

ions stand first more often than any other single element.27 

In clauses of all kinds with an initial  this is no long-

er the case, and a verb is four times as likely to stand 

first after the .  A nominative noun is twice as likely

to be found in first place in a clause without initial 

than is an accusative noun; where there is initial  the

imbalance disappears. A curious oddity is the behaviour of 

the verb: copulative verbs are few in any case, but of the 

other examples, where there is no initial  a verb stand-

ing first is nearly twice as likely to be intransitive than 

transitive, whereas with initial  it is more likely to be

transitive. There is no single example of a postponed rel-

ative.  In subordinate clauses an adverbial expression 

scarcely ever stands first after the relative adverb or 

other introductory word: a subordinate clause is twice as 

likely to begin with a verb than is a main clause, and at 

least two-thirds of the subordinate clauses do so begin; an 

initial verb is more likely to be intransitive than trans-

itive.  Final position in clauses of all types is occupied 

in a very high proportion of cases by an adverbial express-

ion of some kind.  (Infinitive and participial phrases are 

almost always at either the beginning or the end of the 

clause.)  An average sentence consists of main syntactical 

elements flanked by adverbial expressions, and there may 

even be a third adverb inserted somewhere in the middle.  

(Causal clauses introduced by /  are an exception.)

If adverbs have any serious rival in final position it is 

27    See Table 4. 
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the accusative noun and pronoun and the transitive verb.  

It is tentatively suggested that it is the predilection for 

adverbial expressions in final position which dictates the 

relative strengths, in half the sentences at least, of in-

itial intransitive and transitive verbs: such expressions 

are most typically linked with intransitive verbs.  Why the 

  sentences should be different is only partly explained
by the fact that in them transitive verbs suddenly pre-

ponderate over intransitive verbs, since this fact itself 

demands an explanation. Predicative nouns and adjectives 

have a marked tendency to stand at the beginning of their 

clause, in the order predicative noun/predicative adject-

ive-verb-object.  The complement, too, normally stands at 

the beginning, before the subject.  Where the copula is ex-

pressed it tends to precede both subject and predicate, 

with adverbs at the end. 

The functioning of conjunctions, particles, relative 

adverbs and negatives within the clause is as follows:– 

 [v.7] is used as a strong adversative with 

followed by an indicative. 

  [xviii.11] is used with an indicative in the

contrastive sense “but, actually”. 

’  is used at xiv.16, xxxix.10 with a future in-

dicative in the contrastive sense “no, rather”. At xxxvi.22 

it contrasts an adverb with a preceding  .

 is found with the optative at xv.2 (suppressed con-

dition) with  and the aorist subjunctive at xiv.4 (ter),

7 (quater), xii.28, xxxiii.2,12, xxxviii.18, with the 

aorist indicative in the apodosis of a conditional at 
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iii.6, and with the aorist indicative in     at

x.11 [Cf.   ,   below].

  has a present indicative [xxviii.7].

’  (plus  at xxxvi.34) is found only with the

aorist indicative, which normally follows immediately, or 

else in noun clauses with the copula understood. 

’  , ’ , ’  are followed immediately by

an aorist indicative. 

 is adversative and contrasts one clause with an-

other with emphasis on an initial noun or pronoun at 

iii.7,21,vi.12, vii.15, xviii.5,20, xxii.12, xxviii.2,

xxx.25, xxxiii.8, xxxiv.8, xxxvi.8.  It emphasizes an in-

itial noun or pronoun without a contrast at x.13, xviii.20. 

It introduces a condition with  at xiv.21 (after  

), xvi.27, xviii.14,18,24, xxii.13, xxxiii.9.  It

amounts to “for, whereas” at xxviii.9. 

 is found after an aorist imperative at xvii.12,

xviii.24.

  [passim] always has an indicative verb.

 ( ) with the subjunctive is frequent.  It is some-

times placed after the subject, the object, or after a voc-

ative. 

  with present subjunctive occurs at xiv.15,

xv.5,   with aorist subjunctive at ii.5,7, iii.11,11.

 occurs with various tenses of the indicative

[passim],   similarly [v.11, xx.33, xxiii.27, xxxiv.8,

xxxv.6, xxxvi.5, xxxviii.19].

  is found at xxi.12 with present indicative,

  (with backward reference) with perfect indic-

ative [vii.20] and aorist indicative [xxxi.5]. 
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 has the imperfect indicative at the end of the

clause at xxxiv.21. 

 is followed immediately by the perfect indic-

ative at xxviii.6. 

 governs the aorist indicative [xxiii.38,

xxviii.15, xxxiii.22], which follows it immediately.

 /  always governs the aorist subjunctive

[iv.8, xxi.32, xxiv.13, xxxix.15], which follows it immedi-

ately.  

 contrasts two nouns at xiv.16, two conditions with

   ii.5,7, two main clauses at xxviii.3,5.   

introduces a condition with  at xiv.17, a condition with-

out  with aorist subjunctive at xiv.19.

  is followed immediately by an aorist subjunct-

ive [xxxii.9, xxxiii.33, xxxv.11]. 

 is followed immediately by an aorist subjunctive

[xxxvi.27 (ter), xxxviii.16, xxxix.12],   by a present

subjunctive [xiv.11, xxxvii.23]. 

  has a present indicative [xviii.31, xxxiii.11].

/  normally has a past indicative, which

follows immediately except at xvi.55. At xxii.20 the tense 

is present.  There is an apparent ellipse of the verb at 

xvi.7, 44-5. At i.16 we find   with the present opt-

ative.

, besides being easily the commonest link between

nouns, pronouns, attributes, adverbs and so forth, out-

numbers other conjunctions seven to one as a link between 

clauses.  The text begins with .  It frequently does duty

as an adversative; at xxi.22 it is found together with .

Many clauses have   or   at the beginning, and we
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even find   [xvi.28,29,47].   introduces the prot-

asis of a condition with future indicative at iii.20, 

xviii.27, and with a subjunctive at iii.18, xviii.24,26,

xxxiii.8,13,14-15, 18,19.  (This is to include only those

examples where we may not assume the ellipse of , ,

which of course itself frequently occurs.)   introduces

an apodosis at v.16, vi.9, xxxiii.18, xxxix.27.  It some-

times has the sense “even, actually” [e.g. xvi.47,

xxiii.39, xxx.10].

 is frequent with various subjunctive tenses. It is

normally detached from , which tends to stand last in the

clause. ...  also occurs.  It is the only negative

with the imperative (including the third person singular),  

only the present imperative being negatived at all.  It is 

found with indicatives at viii.17, xv.4, xvii.10,18, 

xviii.23, xxviii.3,4,9.  At xviii.25,29 ...  occurs with

the present indicative.

 is found at iv.14, in what amounts to a neg-

ative wish with ellipse of the verb. 

  occurs at xv.5, with apparent ellipse of the

words introducing the indirect question   and so

forth. 

...  sometimes coordinates two clauses.

 is found with an aorist indicative [xxix.14].

Clauses with   are either nominal or have an

indicative verb.  At x.10 we find    followed im-

mediately by a present subjunctive. 

 ( ) with the subjunctive is quite common.  

  with the subjunctive is also found [xxiv.12].
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 normally governs the subjunctive; there may be a

present indicative at xxiv.25.  The verb always follows im-

mediately. 

 always has an imperfect indicative, and the verb

always follows immediately. 

/  “because” always governs the indicative, which

tends to stand late in the clause.  /  “that” always

governs the indicative, and where the subject is expressed 

it always follows immediately.  

 always governs the indicative when the verb is ex-

pressed.  It is frequently combined with a pleonastic 

at the end of the clause.  It functions like o , , at

i.12,20.

  has the imperfect indicative at i.12,20, and the

aorist subjunctive at xi.16, xxi.21. 

, besides its use with attributes and adverbs,

is the normal negative with the complement [e.g. 

xxxiii.17,17,20, xxxiv.18].  It is found with indicative

verbs in questions at xvii.10,10 [cf.  at xvii.9] and in

statements [e.g. xxxiii.11], separated from a final  with

the indicative at xxvi.21, xxviii.19, xxix.16, xxx.13,

xxxiv.10,10,28, xxxvii.22 [but cf.  with the indic-

ative at xiii.21, xxvii.36, xxxiv.29], and coupled with a

final  with the indicative at xxi.10, xxviii.24,

xxxvi.15, xxxix.7,29 [cf. the double negative ...  at

v.7, xv.5, ...  at xviii.25,29].  The double negative

 ( / )  (... ) with the subjunctive often occurs [e.g.

iii.7].    with the aorist subjunctive is found at

vii.13, xii.23, xxxiv.28, and a triple negative   ...
 with aorist subjunctive at xvi.41,42, xxiii.27,
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xxiv.27.    governs the future indicative at xxiii.48,

xxxiii.31,32.

, in addition to conjoining clauses, links adverbs

[vii.11, xvii.9] and nouns [xiv.18, xxxiv.7]; at xvi.47 we 

find ’  “not even so”.   is not found with these

latter functions. 

/  normally introduces the second of two clauses

with the sense “so, thus” [xii.11, xv.6, xviii.4, xx.36, 

xxii. 20,22,26, xxiii.44, xxxiv.12, xxxvi.38]. At xxxiii.10

the reference is to what follows. At iv.13, xxiii.39 the 

sense is rather “in this same way” with a backward refer-

ence.   means “therefore” at xxi.9, xxxii.14.  It is
followed immediately by an indicative verb where the verb 

is expressed, except that at xxxii.14  is interposed.

 is found at xvi.49 with a nominal sentence.

 has a present indicative [xiii.12].

 has a future indicative at xxxiii.10, an aorist

indicative at xxvi.17. 

 (with ellipse of the verb) is found before a  
clause at xviii.19. 

, besides being found with nouns, adjectives and

adverbs, introduces clauses with an indicative verb and 

noun clauses. 

, besides modifying an adverbial phrase at

xxxvi.11, introduces a clause with the indicative

[xxxiv.12]. 

Interjections function within the clause as follows:– 

 [vi.11, vii.26, xxi.20,20, xxvi.2, xxxvi.2] stands

first in the clause. It amounts to a substantive at vi.11. 
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 normally introduces a statement, and the verb is

indicative if expressed.  Clauses with  tend to begin

with the subject rather than the verb; intransitive verbs 

tend to the end.  Some clauses consist simply of  and a

nominal subject.  In some examples  stands after the

subject. 

 [ix.8, xi.13 (bis)] is always followed by the

vocative. 

 [ii.10, vii.26, xiii.3,18] functions virtually as

a substantive, with apparent ellipse of the copula at 

xiii.3,18.

 [xxii.3, xxiv.6, xxx.2 (bis), xxxiv.2] stands with a

nominative. 

The oblique cases of nouns and pronouns28 are rare in 

general outside prepositional phrases. A few verbs29 govern 

the dative.  There are cases of the nominative used for the 

vocative.30  A large number of participles and participial 

phrases function as nouns; the tense is virtually always 

present.  Infinitive phrases function as nouns only at 

xviii.23, xxxiii.11.  Personal pronouns, whose precise

reference is sometimes unclear [e.g. the repeated  at

xxiii.11] are frequent and indeed often quite otiose,

28    For a complete list of pronouns and pronominal adject-
ives see Appendix A List 2. 

29    I.e. apart from verbs of saying, commanding etc. 
 [xiv.13],  [xxxvi.3], o  [xxx.8],

 [xx.40],  [xxiii.5],  [xxxv.5],
o  [xxvii.13], o  [xxv.6],  [xxxii.11],

 [xx.28, xxxix.17,19],  [xxi.32], 
[xxxix.10],  [xx.32 (bis)], o  [xviii.9],

 [xvi.49].
30    At vi.3, xviii.25,29,30,31, xx.31,39, xxii.24, xxiv.14 
(bis), xxvi.17, xxxiii.11,20, xxxvi.22,33, xxxvii.4, 
xxxviii.7.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 
-  -

especially as nominatives and as qualifying genitives.  

They normally do duty as reflexives.  They are often simply 

resumptive.   frequently functions in a circum-

stantial clause [e.g. viii.12, ix. 2].  It stands first, 

and an ad sensum construction normally follows [e.g. xx.39, 

xxii.6,11 (bis), xxiv.23, xxxiii.20]; but cf. the second

clause in xxii.11].   is rare [i.11,12, xxxvii.7] and

has an ad sensum construction at xxxvii.7.   is pro-

nominal only at xxxii.31, where it stands first.   is

used predicatively at xviii.4,4.  Pronominal  is

always reciprocal [i.23, iii.13].  , which is only

pronominal, occurs only as a neuter plural accusative

standing first in the clause and having a forward refer-

ence.   is the usual relative;  occurs at ii.3,

xxxix.15, and  at xii.6, xvi.44,63, xviii.22, xx.11,

xxiv.24, xxxvi.36.   normally stands first in its

clause [but cf. xvii.8, xx.31].  It precedes the verb as

subject [except at xxiv.24], but as object is preceded by

the verb [xvi.59, xxiii.30, xxxvii.3].  In nominal clauses

it normally stands first with the copula understood.  Less

usually the copula is expressed [xi.30, xxxiii.20,

xxxvii.1, xxxix.8] and  stands after it [iv.3, xvii.

12, xxiv.19].  It is sometimes resumptive [xviii.4,27,

xxvii. 13,17,21,22,23].  The reference is always backward

to some person or thing previously mentioned or implied. It 

follows an attributive  at xvi.5,30,43, xvii.18,

xviii.13.  Reflexive pronouns are used but rarely,31 and

31    At iii.21, iv.1,3,9 (bis), v.1 (bis), xii.3,5, xvi.16, 
17,24 (bis),52, xvii.12,15, xviii.31 (bis), xxi.23, 
xxiv.2, xxvii.3, xxviii.4, xxxi.2, xxxiii.2,9, xxxiv.2,8,
xxxvi.5, xxxvii.16 (bis),17.
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normally follow immediately upon the verb [but see the 

hyperbaton at xxxvi.5, xxxvii.17] even in prepositional 

phrases [except at xvii.12].  Indefinite  is pronominal

only at xvi.5 (      ).  Interrogative  always

stands first in the clause; it is the normal interrogative 

in both direct and indirect questions.  is used

predicatively at xxi.31,32, with odd effect. 

The Middle Voice of verbs is on the whole infrequent, 

there being a tendency for passive formations to replace 

middle ones32.  For examples see section (2). The tense of 

the imperative is normally aorist [passim], more rarely 

present. The tenses are mixed at ii.8, iii.4,11, ix.7, 

xx.7, xxi.14, xxiii.47, xxiv.4-5, xxxix.17; in some of

these cases of mixing the rationale is unclear.  Otherwise 

the choice of the present is in most cases felicitous, that 

of the aorist less so: the present might have been better, 

for example, at xxxiii.10,11,12, and similar cases could be 

adduced.  The tense of finite verbs is normally present, 

future or aorist.  The perfect and imperfect occur, but are 

not common. Examples of the historic present with dramatic 

force are at i.28, iii.23, ix.8, xi.13.  There is a futur-

istic present at xviii.31, xxxiii.11.  The perfect is used 

with a clear sense of its difference from the aorist, that 

is as a present perfect or else as a resultative33; there is 

32    The middle is, however, normal for perfect parti-
ciples, which are largely adjectival in function, as has 
been shown. 

33    Virtually all perfects are resultative, although only 
about half (or slightly more than half if we exclude 
cases of the recurrent fixed phrase  [ o ] )
are actually transitive.  Present perfects are limited to 

 [xxi.20 (bis), xxii.18],  [vii.7, ix.1,
xii.23],  [ix.9],  [xxxiii.13].
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no clear case of an aoristic perfect34.  (The participle, 

however, shows a striking tendency to shed the aorist in 

favour of the perfect tense.)  A curious phenomenon is the 

perfect functioning as a vivid future or future perfect 

[xiii.12, xiv.9, xvi.58, xxxviii.8].35  The aorist at times 

behaves similarly [xviii.27,28, xxxiii.5,6,9], and this is 

the only hint of a tendency to confuse perfect and aorist. 

There is a ‘gnomic’ future at xviii.5 ff.36   

Periphrastic tenses are at xxxiv.29 (  -
),  xxxvi.13 (  ,  ), 32 (  
), 34 (  ).

The subjunctive mood is fairly common; the optative 

occurs only at i.16, xv.2.  The subjunctive sometimes 

functions as a kind of future, especially in clauses of the 

‘strong denial’ kind.  Examples of its coordination with 

the future will be given in section (iii). 

There are some examples of a neuter plural subject 

with a plural verb [i.9, x.19,19, xvii.24, xxxi.9].  Some 

examples of ad sensum constructions have been noted; at 

xi.15 the verb agrees with the NEAREST subject.

The structure of the average simple sentence has been 

described at the beginning of this section.  The other main 

kinds of clause are as follows:– 

Clauses consisting of the oath-formula   do not

stand alone, but form a unity with a second clause; together 

34    The only plausible candidates are at xvi.48, xvii.18, 
xviii.12,15. 

35 Other possible examples, often with , are at
iii.25, ix.10, xi.21, xviii.9 (bis), xxv.10. 

36    Are the curious aorists at xviii.11 ff. ‘gnomic’? 
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they amount to a strong asseveration or strong denial.  The 

second clause takes one of the following forms:   with

future indicative [xvii.16,19],  with aorist subjunctive

[xiv.20, xviii.3],  with future [xiv.16, xx.3,31] or per-

fect indicative [xvi.48],    with future [v.11, xx.33,

xxxiii. 27] or aorist indicative [xxxv.6; there is anacolou-

thon at xxxiv.8],  with future [xxxv.11],  with present

indicative [xxxiii.11], and   with aorist subjunctive

[xiv.18].  In most cases the second clause is correctly

understood by the simple subtraction of the conditional

element in it; in a few examples the oath-formula serves to

reverse the sense of the second clause, amounting in effect

to a negative [xiv.16,20, xvi.48, xviii.3, xx.3,31].

Clauses with the impersonal narrative  /  
[the latter only at xxvi.1, xxxiii.21] have up to three ad-

verbial expressions after the verb, which stands alone only 

at xvi.19.  These expressions always constitute a note of 

time: the first is normally a prepositional phrase; or a 

phrase with  and the infinitive [which is aorist only at

xxxvii.7] stands alone.  The second and third are preposit-

ional phrase and adverb respectively except at xxxii.17, 

where both are adverbs.  These narrative clauses are 

coordinated with one or more statements except at xvi.19.  

For the syntax of these combinations see section (iii) 

below. 

Clauses with the impersonal narrative    some-

times stand alone [vii.25, xxi.12,18, xxxix.8].  For coord-

ination with other clauses see section (iii).  They are 

negatived at vii.25, xx.32, xxi.18.  In a few a preposit-
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ional phrase noting time follows the verb [xxxviii.10,18, 

xxxix.11].

Causal clauses are with ’  ( ),  ,  with

perfect indicative [iv.15; possibly vii.10], ,  and

/ .

Circumstantial clauses normally consist of a nominat-

ive with an adverbial expression, the copula being under-

stood [e.g. iii.13, xxiii.4]. 

Clauses of command and exhortation normally have an 

imperative verb with the vocative before it.37  At xxxiii.30 

we find a first person aorist subjunctive. There is no 

indirect command. 

Clauses expressing comparison are with /-  ( ),

  ,  and .  For the form of the associated

main clauses see section (iii). 

Conditional protases are: ( ) past supposition with no

implications as to fulfilment with  and the perfect indic-

ative [vii.10] ( ) past unfulfilled supposition with  and

the aorist indicative [iii.6, xxi.18] ( ) vivid future

supposition with  ( ) and the subjunctive [passim],  

 [ii.4,7, iii.11], and   with the infinitive

[iii.18,20, v.16, vi.9, xviii.24,26,27, xxxiii.8,13,14-

15,18,19, xxxix. 27].  There is a suppressed condition at 

xv.2. At xv.5, xx.39, xxi.18 there is no apodosis; the

combination of protasis and apodosis will be described in 

section (iii). 

37    There are some places where a future seems to express 
a command [xii.6 shows a series of futures culminated by 
a clause of the ‘strong prohibition’ variety with o  
and the subjunctive]. 
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Conditional relative clauses are either ( ) of an

actual condition with , aorist or imperfect indicative

[i.12,20, x.11] or ( ) of a hypothetical or general

condition with the aorist subjunctive [xi.16, xii.28, 

xxi.21, xxxiii.2; and the instances of   referred to

above] and .

Clauses expressing contrast have ’  or  .

Deliberative questions have an aorist subjunctive with 

 [xiv.3] and  [xvi.30].

Exclamations, with which we should perhaps classify 

the sentences with  and a subject mentioned above,

include  with the vocative,  with the aorist at

xxvi.17 in the sense “how greatly!” and  with nominatives.

Object clauses have / .  Direct speech is, how-

ever, greatly preferred, and is normative after verbs of 

saying. 

Prohibitions are expressed by  with the present

imperative or with the subjunctive.  Probably some of the 

cases of double and triple negatives with subjunctive ought 

to be included here, as a form of strong prohibition.  

Virtual prohibitions in context are certain negative 

predictions with  and the future; the endings are of

course often identical. 

Purpose clauses have  ( ) or  ( /  ) with

the subjunctive. 

Direct questions include those with  [xv.3 (bis),

xvii.9,15, xx.3,4,30, xxii.2,14, xxxvii.3], and with 

and the future [xxxiii.10] in the sense “However are we

to...?”; there are questions expecting the answer “Yes”

with  [xviii. 25,29, xxxiv.18] and   [e.g. xvi.56],

and questions expecting the answer “No” with  [e.g. xv.5,

xviii.25,29].
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Indirect questions are few; they occur with  [viii.6,

xvii.12, xviii.19, xxiv.19, xxxvii.18] and the verb is

indicative if expressed; in addition two cases with  and

ellipse of the main clause are found [xv.5, xx.39]38.

Relative clauses include those with ,  and local

 [xxi.35].

Clauses of Strong Asseveration are with   and an

indicative [xxxvi.5, xxxviii.19]. 

Clauses of Strong Denial, which might often also be 

termed Negative Predictions or Strong Prohibitions, include 

constructions with ... ,   and the indicative, the

array of combinations of , , /  with the subjunct-

ive, and the triple negatives with future or subjunctive. 

The strength of the denial in each kind is hard to determ-

ine; there seems to be variety rather than distinction 

here. 

Subject clauses have  [xviii.19, xxxiv.18; and

probably the elliptical case at xv.5]. 

Temporal clauses include those with ’ / ,  
/ ,  , , ; ’   [xx.5,

xxviii.14,15],    with the aorist indicative

[xvi.4,5, xxxi.15]     with the aorist subjunctive

[xxxiii.12],   with the aorist [xxxix.13], the tempor-

al relatives at iv.4,34, xxxvi.33, and the temporal relat-

ive with  and aorist subjunctive at xxxviii.18.

The only example of a Wish is the elliptical ,

  at iv.14.

38 The question with  at xxviii.3 may be indirect.
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((iii) The Larger Unit.

The number of sentences interrupted by a subordinate

clause of any kind is very small.  With some exceptions 

main clauses take precedence over subordinate clauses.  The 

lack of interruption is at least partly accounted for by 

the fact that the typical relative clause has as its ante-

cedent not a simple noun or pronoun, but the noun part of a 

prepositional phrase, which by definition tends to the end 

of its clause.  Since the language scarcely rises above the 

lowest level of articulation in any case, subordinate 

clauses dependent on subordinate clauses are so few as to 

provide no additional scope for interruption. 

There is but one example of a parenthetic sentence 

[xxvi.7].  

Some aspects of coordination between clauses have 

already been described; the remainder will be discussed in 

this section.  It should be noted that very nearly half the 

total number of clauses, both main and subordinate, begin 

with .  Over half begin with  or some other conjunct-

ion.  Asyndeton occurs in less than one third of all main 

clauses, and there is a tendency to ‘soften’ the start of 

subordinate clauses with a not indispensable .

Clauses with the impersonal narrative   /  
are followed by an apodotic clause, whose verb is always a 

past indicative, but which has otherwise no set form.  

Several begin with , one with   [ix.8, x.6, xi.13,

xxxvii.7], and these are attached to the  with the

infinitive part of the narrative clause; others have 

without this element, and some have no conjunction [viii.1,

xx.1, xxvi.1, xxxiii.21 etc.].

Clauses with the impersonal narrative   are com-

bined with a clause which follows them at xx.32 (   
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 ) xxi.12 (  with aorist subjunctive and an apo-

dosis with future verb), xxxvii.18-19 (  with present

subjunctive followed by  with a future) and

xxxviii.10,18, xxxix.11 (simple prediction with the future). 

Causal clauses on the whole follow the main clause; 

but several with ’  precede the main clause, which

sometimes has a conjunction of its own, e.g.  

[passim],   [v.11, xvi.36,43, xxiii.35, xxxi.10], both
sometimes reinforced by ;  and  clauses stand

first; and one   clause does the same.  is picked up

by   in the main clause.

Circumstantial clauses have a strong tendency to trail 

after the main clause to which they refer, being joined to 

it by .

Some clauses of command and exhortation with the 

imperative are followed by a future [xii.3,5, xiii.2, 

xix.1-2, xx.3,4-5,27, xxi.7,11,14,33, xxii.2-3, xxiv.3,

xxv.2-3, xxvii.2-3, xxxii.2, xxxiii.2, xxxvii.4] or a

prohibition with the subjunctive [ix.5].

Clauses expressing comparison normally precede their 

main clause; but in some cases the order is reversed, i.e. 

with /-  ( ) except at xvi.7,39 44-5, xxii.20; with

    [x.10]; and with   [xx.32].  Main

clauses standing second have an initial  or 

[xvi.44-5] except at xvi.7.  Normally the main clause 

constitutes a prediction with the future, but past tenses 

also occur. 

Conditional protases stand before the apodosis except 

at xxi.18, xxiv.13, where the apodosis is a question.  Some 

protases are linked by  to indicative verbs;  with the

39    Unless this is one clause, not two, with a harsh lack 
of agreement. 
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present subjunctive is found with a future [xiv.15], 

with the aorist subjunctive with the aorist or the perfect 

[xviii. 10-13,14-17], and   with the infinitive with the

subjunctive or the future.  Apodoses normally have no 

conjunction after the protasis; but  is used after  

and the infinitive, and sometimes after  with the aorist

subjunctive [xiv.13, xvi.27, xxi.12].  Protasis ( )40 has

the perfect indicative in the apodosis; protasis ( ) has 

with the aorist indicative at iii.6 (the apodosis is ellip-

tical at xxi.18); protasis ( ) always has a future or the

equivalent in the apodosis. 

Conditional relative clauses stand after the main 

clause except at i.12,20, x.11, xiv.4,7.  The clause at 

xxxiii.2 is clumsily augmented by a series of aorist

subjunctives with , the construction remaining unfinish-

ed.  The construction at xiv.4,7 is also odd.  In general a

conditional relative with an indicative will have an indic-

ative referring to the same time in the main clause.  

with the aorist subjunctive is found with future or

imperative verbs.

Clauses expressing contrast stand after the main 

clause, which has a negative expressed or implied.  A 

future (or the equivalent) is followed by a future at 

xiv.16, xxxix.10, an aorist indicative by an aorist

indicative at xviii.11.

Object clauses follow after verbs of knowing, and the 

tense and mood are as they would be in direct speech. 

Purpose clauses follow the main clause except in the 

case of the imperative at xxi.15.  With  ( ) clauses the

main clause always has a future or the equivalent.  With 

40    See section (ii). 
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 and the present subjunctive there are some imperfects;

otherwise  with present or aorist subjunctive has a

future or the equivalent in the main clause.    with

present subjunctive has a main clause with the future 

[xiv.11, xvi.63];    with aorist subjunctive has the

aorist indicative in the main clause [xix.9, xx.9,14,22, 

xxxi.14].   /   with the aorist subjunctive has a

main clause with the future [xx.44, xxiv.12, xxv.10,

xxvi.20, xxxvi.30].

Indirect questions follow  [xvii.12], 

[xviii.19,  xxiv.19, xxxvii.18] and  [viii.6].

Tense and mood are as in direct speech. 

Relative clauses follow the antecedent, omitted only 

at xxi.32.  Assimilation is common, and so is an otiose 

personal pronoun duplicating the relative pronoun. One or 

two cases of attraction are found, especially with .

Clauses of Strong Denial are sometimes coordinated with 

sentences with a future [e.g. xiv.18]. 

Subject clauses always follow the clause with which 

they belong; tense and mood are as they would be in direct 

speech. 

In Temporal clauses the note of time is often either 

anticipated by an antecedent, which may be attracted into 

the temporal clause [e.g.     ... xxxviii.18,

’  ... xx.5, xxviii.13,15,  ... xxxix.13, 

  ... iv.4,9,   ... xxxvi.33,   ...

xvi.4,5, xxxi.15,      xxxiii.12, 

... ... xvi.22] or else picked up in the main clause

to which the temporal clause refers [e.g.   

... xx.6].  At xxiv.2,25-26 we find both.  The main

clause stands first except with  at xxiv.25,26,  

at xxxiii.33, and at xvi.4-5, xxviii.14, xxxi.15,
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xxxiii.18.  Where the temporal clause has    ,

  or  with subjunctive the main clause always has

the future or the equivalent.  In other main clauses a

variety is found.

((2) VOCABULARY AND WORD-FORMATION.

Appendix B contains a classified glossary of the 

nouns, adjectives (excluding numerals and pronominal 

adjectives), verbs and adverbs which occur.  The classific-

ation is intended primarily as a chronological one which 

will incidentally give an impression of the lexicographic-

al links between our text and other parts of the Greek 

Bible.  Unfortunately it has had to be built up piecemeal 

from a number of sources; and since none of the existing 

lexicographical works is without its defects there may be 

mistakes in the classification here and there.  Sources 

which seemed likely to yield earlier evidence for the rare 

and late words in Lists 8 and 9, such as the Hellenistic-

Jewish fragments published by Jacoby41 and the Corpus 

Papyrorum Judaicarum42, were scrutinised at first hand; for 

other writers it has been possible to supplement the 

existing large lexica by indices and word-lists of various 

kinds.43  Mistakes in classification are unlikely to be so 

numerous as to affect judgment in any significant degree.44  

41 F. Jacoby Fragmente der griechischen Historiker
(Leiden. 1958) Nos. 722-737. 

42 V. Tcherik ver and A. Fuks Corpus Papyrorum
Judaicarum. Vols. 1-3 (Cambridge, Mass. 1957-64). This 
publication has a long Introduction important for the 
Jewish background of our period. (Prolegomena. Vol. I, 
pp. 1-111.) 

43    It is a pity that there is no glossary of extra-
biblical Jewish Greek to make the work easier.  The 



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 
-  -

Nothing can alter the fact that, as List 3 shows, the 

back-bone of the vocabulary consists of words which are 

firmly attested from before the Hellenistic period. Indeed, 

the majority of these items have a long and practically un-

interrupted history from the earliest classical literature 

up to the Attic Revival and even beyond.  These words are 

the backbone of the vocabulary both in the sense that they 

form overwhelmingly the largest category, and also in the 

sense that the words of highest frequency are almost 

without exception to be found among them.  At the other end 

of the scale, the ‘late’ and ‘unique’ words are all of very 

low frequency indeed, and several are   in our

text45.  Thus even without a calculation of frequency for 

the tota graecitas of these chapters, it is clear that the 

vocabulary is more deeply coloured by the chronologically 

all-pervasive class in List 3 than by any other type of 

word. 

List 1 requires little comment.  It consists of items 

which are curiosities from a linguistic point of view; many 

edition of the fragments of early Hellenistic-Jewish 
literature promised by N. Walter in the Vorwort to his 
work on the Aristoboulos fragments (Vol. 86 of Texte und 
Untersuchungen. Berlin. 1964) will be most welcome. 

44    It would always be a matter of pushing back the 
attestation of rare and late words, and of reducing the 
list of words which seem to be only classical.  The 
lexica to Polybius and Josephus have filled several gaps; 
unfortunately both are incomplete. 

45 I.e. (7)  [xiii.11].    (8)  [ii.10].
o  [xvi.61].  [xxvii.36].

o  [ix.1].  [xxxix.2].
 [xxxv.13].    [xxii.26

 [ii.6].   [ix.2].
o  [xxiii.40].  [xiv.5].
 [xxi.36].

  [vii.23]. (9) Examples passim.
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of them are to be designated foreign bodies in Greek on 

grounds of phonology alone,46 quite apart from grammatical 

considerations.  It will be noted that the majority are 

common to our text and to the Pentateuch or else some other 

part of the Greek Bible, and that only a handful of words 

can safely be assumed to be the creation of the trans-

lator(s) of our text47. One has the impression of a 

standardised tradition of the form in which the commoner 

names were to be reproduced, and although the uniformity 

may be a result more of later scribal activity than of the 

translators’ original policy there seems to be no means of 

determining priority among the later books of the Greek 

Bible.  It is interesting to note the affinities of our 

text in regard to these words; it will be shown elsewhere, 

however, that they are largely governed by similarities in 

the various Vorlagen.  It is impossible to tell whether 

transcriptions were more likely to occur at one period than 

another.  Depending somewhat upon their circumstances, Jews 

in a Greek-speaking environment used Hellenized Jewish 

names or even adopted Greek names, though there was a 

revival of indeclinable personal names such as ’I  and

46 Many end in consonants other than ,  and .   is
unexceptionable grammatically, for it need never be con-
strued as anything but nominative or vocative; but it seems 
to be an unparalleled combination of letters in Greek. 
47 I.e. .

 . (  em.).
 . 
 . 
 . 
 . 
 . 
 . 
 . 
 o . 
 .



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 
-  -

’I  under the later Roman Empire; but forms such as those

in List 1 could co-exist with Hellenized forms such as 

‘I , attested as early as 259 B.C. in a Jewish

papyrus, and  (165 B.C.), as may be observed from

writers such as Pseudo-Eupolemos.48 The failure of loan-

words to decline is a feature of classical Greek as well as 

of the Ptolemaic papyri, and the latter are also rich in 

examples of the defective or irregular declension of 

foreign names.  Indeclinability in Egyptian names is found, 

too, in the post-Ptolemaic papyri.  The habit of letting 

such forms stand in a Greek text could therefore have been 

caught by the translators of the Law from at least one non-

Jewish source, and need not have originated with them.  It 

would be easily transferred to the treatment of a Hebrew 

text in a country where Egyptian names were constantly 

having to be written in Greek letters.  It is reasonable to 

suppose that our translator(s) would have reproduced 

particular forms already available in the Greek Pentateuch; 

there are certainly no grounds for supposing that such 

forms represent the pronunciation of Hebrew peculiar to the 

translator(s). The prevalence of transcription throughout 

our period may perhaps help to explain why our trans-

lator(s), in the cases where precedent was lacking, hellen-

ized some names but transcribed others.  Such incongruities 

are found even in Philo. 

Many of the words in List 2 are known from sources 

which antedate the Greek Pentateuch, and indeed several are 

48    At least one Hellenistic Jew seems to have been 
conscious enough of the variant forms I /‘I
to comment upon them: see Jacoby op. cit. no. 723, p. 
676, 11.20-24. 
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classical and will yield no local colour whatever, let 

alone a chronology.  Of the post-Classical names a high 

proportion appear in the papyri from the third century 

B.C., or else in literary sources of the Hellenistic

period.  Many are found in the Pentateuch or elsewhere in 

the Greek Bible, if not in secular literature, and cannot 

be assumed to be creations of the translator(s) of our 

text.  With their origins we are not now concerned, though 

it is interesting to note that in the case of one hellen-

ized semitism at least the declension appears to be a by-

product, and not originally regarded as essential49.  The 

close correspondence between the occurrence of such words 

in the Pentateuch and their attestation in secular sources 

of the third century B.C. is confirmation, if it be needed, 

of the reliability of the traditional dating of the Greek 

Pentateuch.50  The following forms51 may be assumed to have 

been originated by the translator(s):– 

49 The -  form of  seems to have been the earli-
est, due simply to the need to make the third consonant 
of the Hebrew form heard.  Only later, and then not in-
variably, was the word regarded as a neuter plural with 
singular in - .  See E. Schwyzer, ‘Altes und Neues zu
(hebr.-) griech.  (griech.-) lat. sabbata.’ ZvS 62
(1935), 1-16.  In the Greek Bible the declension has 
settled down to be that of a neuter in - , plural - , -

.  The translators of the Pentateuch can scarcely take
the credit for this particular formation, at least; it 
must be classed with the adjective , which
(though not listed as such by Preisigke) appears in a 
non-Jewish papyrus of 257 B.C.: many words of obvious 
usefulness will have been borrowed or coined by Jews 
before the first translators went to work. 

50    Where our text has words of other kinds in common with 
the Pentateuch a striking number of cases are paralleled 
in papyri of the third century B.C. 

51 Strictly the list ought to include  and ,
but these have no inflection to make them at all 
significant as formations.  Essentially they are placed 
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.
( ), - .
, - .
, - .

(?), - .

It may be possible to trace a slight development in the 

process of hellenizing in the case of ’I , which always

appears with the article in our text (and sometimes 

elsewhere in the Greek Bible), whereas the Pentateuch has 

the less idiomatic  ’I .52 The declension of ’I
seems to fluctuate: ’I  appears in 174 B.C. and in texts

of the early centuries A.D., but is not universal, and 

Philo has the same form as our text.  The name  is

found virtually throughout our period and earlier, but the 

designation in our text seems to be exclusively biblical53.  

 appears in the papyri in the third century B.C.,

which may explain why it is more frequent in the Greek 

Bible than the alternative , which is confined to our

text and Jeremiah; the fluctuation in our text, however, is 

not thereby explained.  One or two names, such as  o ,

, , ,   and o  may be suspected

to be coinages of the Pentateuch translators, since they 

are not found earlier and amongst later sources are 

virtually confined to writers who may be assumed to have 

worked within the biblical tradition.54    is found

in List 2 rather than List 1 because in context they 
cannot be faulted grammatically. 

52    Perhaps this is because of the presence of  in the 
original.  The Pentateuch prefers  for  and 

 for , though it sometimes has  for the
latter. 

53 The same holds for , known as a word but not as
a name in classical Greek. 

54 The sole exception is o , found in Strabo as well
as in Philo and Josephus. 
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only in our text and in a minority of the Twelve Prophets; 

the same original is rendered by the unhellenized 

throughout the Pentateuch, the historical books, Isaiah and 

Jeremiah.   is shared by our text only with

Jeremiah, though a variant in -  appears quite early in

the Ptolemaic papyri.  This is not, however, the place to 

trace in detail the links between our text and other 

biblical books.  Here it is sufficient to note that as far 

as hellenized forms are concerned, the books other than the 

Pentateuch with which our text has the clearest affinity 

are Jeremiah and the Twelve Prophets. 

Some comment upon List 3 has already been made. 

Perhaps the most striking facts about this category are the 

high proportion of Pentateuchal words and the low proport-

ion of words which our text could not have derived from 

some part of the Greek Bible.55  While any word in the list 

could have been used in our text quite independently, as 

part of common Greek, and while the cases where our text 

stands alone in using words absent from the Greek Bible but 

well-documented in Greek show that the translator(s) did in 

fact draw on the normal linguistic stock,56  the general 

55    It should be noted that many of the Pentateuchal words 
reappear in biblical books other than our text, and that 
these books may in this respect have helped to weight the 
scales in favour of particular items, supposing our text 
to be posterior to some or all of them.  But to document 
the cases of Pentateuchal words taken up elsewhere would 
be to give a false picture of literary affinity: any 
biblical text could have derived any such item from the 
Greek Pentateuch quite independently.  In the case of 
possible Pentateuchal coinages it is of course to the 
point to observe whether our text stands alone in taking 
them up.  Cf. List 5. 

56    Only in the case of about one word in every thirty 
within this list is this so.  But cf. the words marked 
“E” in later lists. 
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pattern strongly suggests, if it does not prove, a unified 

tradition of bible translation.  In the case of a number of 

these words the Pentateuch supplies the only documentation 

for the early Hellenistic period, and it is an attractive 

conclusion that the translated Law may have acted as a 

literary preservative of certain elements of classical 

diction, which would otherwise have remained unknown to the 

later translators.  But most of these elements reappear 

within our period in sources which make it plain that they 

have simply been subject to the normal accidents of trans-

mission.57 There is a tendency of an opposite kind for the 

documentation to fade away in the late centuries B.C., and 

for many words to go underground, as it were, until about 

the second century A.D.; but to date our text on these 

grounds very early in our period, or very late, would be to 

beg the question.  The only safe course is to regard the 

words in List 3 as very significant from a literary point 

of view, in that they give our text, for all its peculiar-

ities, an indelibly classical and literary tone, and as 

wholly irrelevant to the problem of dating.  It is very 

doubtful whether words of this type can contribute anything 

to solving the question of provenance. 

57    There seems to be no clear case in our text of the 
misuse of an element of classical diction apparently kept 
alive by the Pentateuch.  There is no reason to doubt, 
indeed there is positive evidence, that the translator(s) 
had independent access to the complete Wortschatz, 
literary and colloquial, of the Greek language.  It is to 
be expected that the language used would be coloured by 
but not limited to that of the Law, which would have been 
used more strictly as a reference work not for language 
but for renderings.  Given a somewhat cautious approach 
to the rendering of the linguistic forms of the original, 
vocabulary is the one sphere in which creativity might be 
expected to find an outlet. 
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A number of the words in List 4, which as far as the 

evidence goes arose within the half century before the Law 

was translated, reappear in the Pentateuch, which cannot 

therefore have originated them, though some look very 

plausible as biblical coinages.  The fact that they ante-

date the Greek Pentateuch does not exclude the possibility 

that some might be concealed semitisms or hebraisms, for 

the creation of which there must have been plenty of op-

portunity during the long period till about 150 B.C. during 

which Egyptian Jews continued to speak some Aramaic58.  

There is no evidence for the existence of Jewish ghettos in 

the Ptolemaic period, and we must envisage a situation in 

which Jews would have lent and borrowed quite freely terms 

of cultural and religious significance: to isolate the 

specifically Jewish terms is perhaps neither possible nor 

profitable.  Four words are confined to our text in the 

Greek Bible. 

The probability that we have to do with biblical 

coinages is much stronger in the case of List 5, in the 

absence of earlier attestation.  Many words are practically 

technical terms, for instance  for : while

this does not in itself exclude the possibility that they 

might antedate the Greek Pentateuch, it is hard to see what 

58    The speaking of “Aramaic-Greek” was of course not a 
mark of Jewishness, but a quite general phenomenon.  See 
F. Büchsel ‘Die griechische Sprache der Juden...’.  ZAW
60 (1944), 132-149.  Semitisms may have entered Greek
quite apart from Jewish influence: there was a continuous
stream of Syrian immigrants into Egypt throughout the
Hellenistic and Roman periods.  Another source of un-
Greek influence may have been Egyptian, which was never
ousted by Greek in the countryside.  See L.-Th. Lefort
‘Pour une Grammaire des LXX’. Le Muséon 41 (1928), 152-
60, a review of F.M. Abel Grammaire du Grec biblique.
Paris. 1927.
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use there would have been for specifically Israelite cultic 

words such as o  outside the context of bible trans-

lation.  Apart from later books of the Greek Bible, this 

category scarcely reappears in our period outside Philo, 

whose interest in the details of Pentateuchal regulations 

is well known.  A study of Pentateuchal word-formation in 

the light of the papyri would surely be fruitful from a 

linguistic point of view; for the present purpose only a 

few formations are relevant, those which our text has in 

common with the Pentateuch, where one, , is a chrono-

logical anomaly59. 

A number of the words in List 6 owe their dating in 

the second century B.C. to sources such as the younger Ben 

Sira and II Maccabees.  A significant proportion, however, 

are found in Polybius and other writers who can scarcely be 

credited with borrowing from biblical books:  and

, for instance, are certainly not biblical coin-

ages.  In spite of the strongly biblical tone of several 

and their obvious usefulness in rendering Hebrew, one 

cannot be certain that the lack of extra-biblical attest-

ation for this or an earlier period is not accidental.  In 

the case of  suspicion is strong that it has been

dated too early:60 completeness demands that it be listed 

here because of the dated biblical books in which it 

occurs.  Perhaps the most interesting question which 

arises, however, is whether any of these words can be shown 

to have been borrowed from our text by dateable sources.  A 

form such as  yields nothing, since its interest

59 Because of the second person singular ending in -
in the future indicative middle. 

60    Cf. note 59 above. 
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depends on the termination, whose appropriateness in 

rendering the second person singular in Hebrew is neither 

great nor small.  In the case of , 61 and

, in Ecclesiasticus but in no secular source of

this date, the Hebrew is unfortunately not preserved, 

though the appropriateness of these renderings in one 

source as against another might not have been discernible.  

This leaves the compound adjective , attested in

our period62 only in our text at iii.7 and at Proverbs 

xvii.20 and Ecclesiasticus xvi.9.  Unless it is secondary in 

the latter, the impression is unavoidable that it has been 

dragged in as a choice piece of vocabulary which the writer 

wished to employ; it could certainly not have been coined on 

the basis of the Hebrew.63  It is therefore possible that it 

was borrowed either from our text or from the Proverbs 

passage.  At Proverbs xvii.20 it stands for , in our 

text for . Assuming  that the word is a coinage made for 

one of these two passages,63 F

64 the balance is clearly in favour 

61    The Ptolemaic papyri show a number of new formations 
in -  from the various compound verbs in - , so
that if this word is a coinage there were analogies for 
it. 

62    The use by Symmachus at Isaiah xlvi.12 is undateable, 
and is likely to be imitative, especially since it is not 
a particularly exact rendering of . 

63 The translator seems to have put   
quite without warrant from his Vorlage. 

64    There is no occurrence of a biblical phrase elsewhere 
which could have given rise to such a coinage in a hypo-
thetical era of “targuming” in Greek.  The cognate noun 

 [P, Si, Je], which theoretically might have
given rise to the adjective at any time, cannot weigh 
against the singular appropriateness of the adjective at 
Ezekiel iii.7. 
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of the originality of the Ezekiel rendering.65  The possib-

ility that a given word might have been part of the contemp-

orary language can never be ruled out in even the most cast-

iron cases, so that its special appropriateness as a trans-

lation of even an unique Old Testament expression cannot 

amount to actual proof.  This case is therefore not conclus-

ive, but points to a sequence Ezekiel-Proverbs-Ecclesiast-

icus or even Ezekiel-Ecclesiasticus-Proverbs rather than to 

the priority of Proverbs. 

Of the words in List 7 two depend for their dating on 

I Maccabees, but most are found outside the biblical 

literature. None can be unequivocally labelled a biblical 

coinage.  For this reason it is not to the point to list 

the words which are not found in the Greek Bible outside 

our text, ,  and , as important form-

ations: whether typical of the first century B.C. or not, 

they can scarcely be neologisms in our text, since the 

first appears in Philodemus and the other two in Diodorus 

Siculus.  It need hardly be added that the remaining words 

cannot contribute anything to an absolute dating. 

To the words in List 8 much the same remarks apply, 

except that two formations which our text does not share 

with other biblical books,   and the substantive 

, though first found in firmly secular sources of

the first century A.D.,66 might readily have been formed for 

our text by simple analogy at an earlier date, without any 

65    It will be shown that there are analogous formations 
based on the same Hebrew construction which were almost 
certainly coined for our text. 

66 The form  appears in I.G. 12(1).53, but this
cannot be firmly dated, and is not earlier than i B.C.  
Plutarch gives us a clear dating for the noun. 
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question of their secular occurrences being derivative, 

while a third, , might be a coinage in our text67.

In List 9 we meet a number of words which, as we shall 

see, were almost certainly coined for our text.68  The list 

falls into two main categories.  The first consists of 

words which, being apparently rather late, reappear in 

sources which can hardly be dependent on our text.  In most 

of these cases the formation is so unremarkable that it 

might readily have occurred quite independently at almost 

any time.  However, that these words were coinages for our 

text is, in the light of their relationship to the origin-

al, extremely unlikely: in no case is the appropriateness 

of the translation unequivocal, even where interference 

from other biblical books can be discounted, and in several 

the rendering is either weak, for example ,

, or downright mistaken, for example ,

, .69  It is scarcely likely that coinages

would be made for expressions which were not understood. 

Accordingly these must be ordinary secular words, though 

they need not be as late as their sources.70  The second 

category consists of words which are either confined to one 

67    This word is a puzzle.  Apart from Ezekiel xxvii.35, 
xxviii.19 and xxxii.10, where its appropriateness as a
coinage is by no means clear, it appears only at Ev.
Marc. x.22, in a magical papyrus of 346 A.D., and in even
later sources.

68    Special verb forms bearing no necessary relation to 
the V rlage are ignored in this discussion. 

69  at i.4,  at xx.18 correspond to
nothing at all. 

70 o , for example, might be far earlier than the
late compilation in which it is found.  It is perhaps 
somewhat technical, and its absence from the papyri is no 
surprise. 
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or more biblical books or found outside the Greek Bible 

only in writers who would have known the texts concerned.  

Four are found in other biblical books besides our text.  

 renders ( ) Hoph. in our text and ( )Pu. at

Psalm lii.2.   stands for  in our text, for

 at Micah vii.10, Isaiah vii.25, xxviii.18 and Daniel 

LXX viii.13, for  at Isaiah xxii.5, and for  Pi. at 

Lamentations ii.8; for  at Isaiah xiv.25 there stands 

the expression   .   stands for

 Hithpa‘ l in our text and at Daniel (TH) xi.36 and 37, 

for  at Psalm xx.6, Micah v.3 and Zechariah xii.11, for 

 at Daniel (TH) viii.25, and for  at Psalm xx.8. 

 stands for  in our text and for a probably

corrupt  at Zechariah ix.12.  In no case can we be sure 

that the Greek was coined for one of these passages.  The 

most that can be said is that if the words are coinages  

in our text,  Pi. in Lamentations, and  in Psalm xx 

are not strong candidates for priority.  Ten words are not 

found in other biblical books. o  renders  in

our text. It appears in a quotation of this passage in 

Origen’s Sel. in Ezech. 3; and Cyril of Alexandria couples 

it with  in the text of his commentary on Jonah
[Jon. 21], where no citation is involved, but there is 

perhaps a desire to recall the passage in Ezekiel.  

, which renders , also appears in Origen

at Sel. in Ezech. 3, though some homiletic comment is 

offered upon the word in addition to the quotation: Origen 

does not see the reference to foreign languages, and ex-

plicitly repudiates that interpretation in favour of a 

spiritualising one; he explains our word as meaning “grave 

of speech” i.e. “serious-minded”, as opposed to -
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, an adjective which seems to be of his own creat-

ing.  In Nonnus Par. Jo. 10 the word has come to mean 

“evil-speaking”, as the context shows. It is evident that 

both writers are faced with a word which they do not under-

stand.   for  seems to be a translation,

presumably by means of a known word, of a misunderstood 

original.  , allowing for aberrant syntax,

stands for .  for  is an odd choice if

intended as a neuter plural noun, when the idiomatic femin-

ine might have been used; perhaps it is not intended to be 

more than a vague neuter, so that   means

simply “gorgeously clothed”.  o  renders

 .   stands for , a quasi-

technical term found only in our text; the only other 

occurrence of  is as a very improbable varia

lectio for  in Origen’s commentary on the Fourth

Gospel [Jo. 11].   stands for I  reproducing

the play on cognates found in the original; twice in Aquila 

[Psalm v.5, cxx.5] and twice in the work of the translator 

called by Origen  o  [Leviticus xix.34, xxv.6] it

renders the same verb.  The first occurrence in Aquila is 

comical in context, but an etymologizing coinage would be 

in his manner; the other translator has a word-play to 

reproduce at Leviticus xix.34 exactly parallel to that in 

our text.  Any one of these translators might be dependent 

for a coinage on any other in this case.  for the

unique  is of wholly obscure origin, the cognate verb 

having no attested sense at all close to what must be 

postulated for the noun.   stands for ; 

 is idiomatic with .  It may be fairly claimed
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that in the case of o , , ,

o ,  and , the simplest

explanation of their total absence from secular sources and 

sometimes special treatment in patristic ones combined with 

their special relation both of form and content with 

passages rendered by them in our text is that they are 

coinages originating with the translation.  A less certain 

case is  while  and  are still more

doubtful.  It follows from the above discussion that none 

of the second category in List 9, the words which are only 

biblical, can be firmly dated on literary grounds: each is 

as early as, or earlier than, the oldest biblical trans-

lation in which it appears: in at least six cases the date 

is that of our text.  Of the first category, the words 

which appear to be in secular use, scarcely any need be 

dated later than the second century A.D. on literary 

grounds. 

The words in List 10 must be treated cautiously: more 

literary sources from our period might banish this category 

entirely.  Several of the examples, moreover, are not 

significant.  Some words, for instance, though not necess-

arily particularly common in classical sources, are found 

in more than one place in the Greek Bible.  With these the 

difficulty is that dependence of any one translator for 

even a rare word or form71 on classical authors cannot be 

proved, since he might have obtained it at second hand from 

some other part of the Greek Bible.  Priority within the 

71    In any case frequency of occurrence is far less signi-
ficant than occurrence as such.  Rash conclusions, for 
instance, have been drawn from the high frequency of some 
words in the Pentateuch or the papyri. 
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biblical corpus can never be established, for here the 

argument from appropriateness breaks down. One may go so 

far as to suggest, however, that particular verbal 

paradigms such as , , and ,

suppose that they were in fact felt to be literary or 

archaising, were brought in because of their particular 

suitability as renderings in some contexts; they may also 

reflect a bias in favour of particular kinds of formation. 

With , , , , , ,

, , , ,  and ,

attractive though it would be to draw large conclusions 

from the types of source in which they occur in the 

classical period, we cannot tell which translator first 

used a word or indeed whether all our rival claimants may 

not have been acting quite independently of one another.  

In any case scarcely any of these words are particularly 

rare. With a few words direct dependence of our text on 

classical authors seems fairly certain: these are ,

, , , , , ,

, , , .  Verbal paradigms

in this list are not very significant because they are 

virtually demanded by the original: there is no question of 

Atticizing forms here, since there are no post-Classical 

alternatives.  Some of these words are common enough and 

are not confined even to one type of source: these, as 

might be expected, reappear in at least one place soon 

after the end of our period.  Uncommon words are ,

which is confined to lyric poetry; , found only in

Euripides; ,which is confined to Herodotus; -
, found only in Aeneas Tacticus; and , a
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tragic word.  Formation may have had something to do with 

the choice of all these.  As with all the vocabulary of our 

text, there is no means of knowing how literary or poetical 

a tone they may have been felt to possess: words may have a 

particular tone at one time and not at another, or in one 

collocation but not in another; and one may be mistaken in 

matters of this kind even where documentation is plenteous, 

which it is not for our period.   is close in form

and content to the original.   may have been brought

in as the synonym for  which was thought to be

required; the Hellenistic  has no textual support

here.  The remaining three ‘classical’ words are not good 

renderings in context. 

Of a total vocabulary of some 1650 nouns, adjectives, 

verbs and adverbs only a very small proportion is not 

shared with some other part of the Greek Bible.  Our text 

stands alone in respect of 15 indeclinables [List 1], a 

handful of hellenized names [List 2],72 30 words of wide 

diffusion [List 3], 4 specifically early hellenistic 

formations [List 4], 3 formations dating from the second 

century B.C., 3 from the first century B.C., 3 from the 

first century A.D., 24 which appear to be undateable and a 

fluid but limited number of apparent archaisms.  In 

addition our text uses five Pentateuchal formations not 

found in other biblical books. Of the cases where there is 

a proper Greek morphology no very clear pattern of format-

ion emerges; but the following types include all or most of 

the words in question:– 

72    These are not taken into account here. 
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Compound substantives; the exceptions are o ,

, , , , , , ;

, ; ; ; , , .

Substantives in - ; i.e. ; o ; ;

; ; .

Substantives in - ; i.e. ; ; .

Substantives in - ; i.e. , ; ;

.

Compound adjectives; the exceptions are , ,

o , , ; , .

Adjectives in -o ; there is no exception.

Compound verbs; the exceptions are ,

, , ; ; ; ,

; .

Verbs in - ; i.e. ; ; ;

.

Verbs in - ; i.e. ; .

Verbs in - ; i.e. , ; ; ;

.

     In tense formation there is a fondness for sigmatic 

futures in all voices.  Other features are the use of first 

future and first aorist passive forms, three examples of 

the -  termination in the third person plural of the

imperfect or aorist indicative active, and one case of the 

ending in -  in the third person plural of the perfect

indicative active.  It will be observed that the category 

of words in which our text stands apart from the later 

Greek Bible is a macrocosm in respect of formation of the 

apparent coinages in List 9. 
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The literary affinities of our text in respect of the 

words in Lists 9 and 10 have already been noted.  It is 

doubtful whether anything can be gleaned from those in 

Lists 3 and 5: it would be injudicious to press the 

evidence of words which were simply part of common Greek or 

of words which might have been derived straight from the 

Greek Pentateuch.  It is equally unsound to treat the words 

in List 4 and Lists 6 to 8 as simple witnesses to the 

literary and cultural background of our text.73 Only if a 

word is clearly a biblical coinage, and not necessarily 

even then, can we be certain of the relative chronology of 

its uses in various parts of the later Greek Bible.  In all 

the examples of lexicographical affinity which occur in 

List 4 and in Lists 6 to 8 the sequence is wholly unclear, 

except in the case of , where a tentative

chronology has been suggested.  In effect, only the words 

peculiar to our text in the Greek Bible can properly be 

examined in the present connection.  Leaving aside the 

words whose interest depends on their formation alone, a 

handful emerge as being certainly derived from secular 

Greek.  Five are names: , , ,

73 J. Ziegler seems to commit a fundamental error in his
analysis of the v cabulary of the Greek Isaiah [in the
section on the Alexandrian background of the version, 
pp. 175-212 in his Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des 
Buches Isaias.  Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen xii. 
Münster i. W. 1937].  In several cases he quotes 
Pentateuchal words as evidence for the translator’s 
vivid sense of some feature of Egyptian life.  In his 
‘Zum Wortschatz des griechischen Sirach.’ BZAW 77 
(1958), pp. 274-87, he falls into the opposite error of 
emphasizing the biblical links at the expense of the 
secular: many of his Pentateuchal “affinities” are 
illusory; and incidentally here as in the Isaiah study 
the argument from frequency in one kind of source is 
grossly verworked.
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 and ; only  is specifically post-Class-
ical, and all but  and  are current in the

Ptolemaic and post-Ptolemaic papyri.  Both of these latter 

names long persist in literary sources.  The absence of the 

 from the papyri may perhaps be accounted for by

the history of their native place, whose name also dis-

appears from non-literary sources: the town was razed and 

given a Roman name in the second century B.C. There is no 

reason to date the occurrence in our text earlier than that 

event.  The non-appearance of  in papyri between the

end of the second century B.C. and the seventh century A.D. 

must be accidental: although the town passed early into the 

Roman orbit it retained virtual independence and its Greek 

name; and the adjective  does not disappear for

nearly so long.  Nine are words attested at or after the 

beginning of the hellenistic age: , ,

,  , , , ,

, and ; all but  in Philodemus and

 in Diodorus Siculus appear in more than one

source, and only  is confined to one kind of

writing, being found in our period in Clearchus Historicus 

and Polybius.  No weight can be placed on the occurrence of 

 in our text and in Philodemus: it is a variant

formation of a textually vulnerable kind, even if the 

reading in Philodemus were more certain than it is.  

 is used by Diodorus Siculus [3.16] as though it

were the most natural expression in the world: speaking of 

fishers he says ...       -
...; the word is evidently in casual use.  -

 and  are found in sources both numerous and
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diverse. From these words it is not possible to derive any 

clear-cut idea of literary affinities between our text and 

post-Classical sources, and none has a particular literary 

colour, with the possible exception of .

It has already been argued that for the much-canvassed 

question of unity sound method demands that synonymity be 

examined as a stylistic feature conceptually distinct from 

a diversity of rendering of particular Hebrew originals.  

Vocabulary of the ‘unlimited inventory’ kind (but excluding 

the Divine names) has been identified as textually more 

stable than such phenomena as unexceptionable conjunctions 

and prepositional phrases.  A relatively large number of 

sets of words and expressions function in our text as 

virtual synonyms at least in some contexts.  For the most 

part these sets cannot be analysed in terms of differences 

in dating or provenance.  The main cases of synonymity, 

ignoring borderline examples and examples where the words 

occur very close together in the text, are as follows:– 
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((3) IDIOM, USAGE AND SEMANTICS.

Only the more remarkable features will find mention here; 

because much of the language is quite straightforward and 

in no way exceptional, the account will be highly select-

ive. 

(a) The Limited Inventories.

(i) Prepositions.

In common with the generality of prepositions  

is normally repeated with consecutive nouns and pronouns, 

with very laboured effect at, for instance, xviii.8. 

 is used frequently either in a causal sense or of

the agent.  In some places  with the genitive amounts

to a genitive of matter after  [xxvii.33 (bis),

xxxii.5,6], a partitive genitive [xvii.5] or a privative

genitive [xxxvi.12]. 

 with accusative may be used for  with dative at

x.11, xvii.8, xxxi.7.  The predicative use has already been 

noted. 

 with the genitive is used partitively in a number

of places [v.4, vi.8,9, vii.16, viii.11, xii.16, xiv.1,4,7  

(bis),22, xvi.5,16, xvii.13,22 (bis), xix.5, xx.1, xxii.30, 

xxxiii.2,6].  It is apparently privative at vii.26 (bis),

xvi.42, xxii.15, xxiii.27 (bis),48, xxiv.16, xxv.13, and

equivalent to a genitive of matter or respect at vi.14, 

xxxvi.33; it is instrumental at vi.14, and apparently

comparative at xv.2.  At xxvi.16 it seems to be the 

equivalent of a simple possessive.  It has the sense “in, 

among” at iii.12, xxii.30, xxiii.8, and “from in, from 

among” at xxv.7 (bis), xxvi.17, xxviii.25.  The second 
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example at v.6 is puzzling, and better sense would result 

if        were dropped with some manu-

scripts. 

 with dative, the all-purpose and ubiquitous form, is
frequently instrumental, and the preposition is quite otiose 

in many places [e.g. iv.14]. 

 with the genitive in the sense “near, by” is fairly

frequent, and not only in the idiomatic    [i.1,

iii.15,23, viii.16, x.15,20,22, xi.1, xvi.25, xxi.24,26,

xxvii.3, xxxviii.8,16, xxxix.20].  At iv.4 it is proleptic.

 with the accusative occurs with the same local sense

“near, by” at i.8,17, xix.9, xxvi.16, xxvii.29, xxxiv.13,

xxxviii.12, xxxix.17,26; at xviii.13 it is causal, a sense

in which  with the dative is common, though  with the

genitive also occurs [xxix.18, xxxiii.5].

((ii) Numerals.

 appears to be used for  at i.6 (bis), x.9
(bis), 11,21 (bis).  It has the sense “a single” at i.16, 

iv.9, x.10, xvi.5, xxi.24, xxii.19, xxiii.2,13, xxxiii.24,

xxxvii.17,19,22,24, and may be functioning as an indefin-

ite article at i.15, viii.8.  It is an ordinal at xxvi.1, 

xxix.1,17, xxxi.1, xxxii.1.

(iii) Pronouns and Pronominal Adjectives.

 may be used for  at i.11,12.
 as an adjective normally refers to a remote

future time, with an ominous undertone. 

Adjectival  has the sense “a different” at xi.19,
xii.3, xxxiv.23.  
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 is used only in the idiomatic   “About how

much?” at xxvii.33. 

 forms part of a piece of nonsense  o  

 at xxi.31 [cf. xxi.32].

((b) The General Vocabulary.

(i) Proper Names.

The only notable point is the use at xxiii.15 of what 

must be construed to be, with an abrupt transition, the 

neuter plural  in the sense “Chaldaea”.  Both con-

tinuity and more normal idiom would be restored if 

 were inserted after .  (Some manuscripts

in fact have the word after , but the sequence o  –

name of people – name of place is more in accordance with 

the manner of our text).  may be right for  though

four genitive nouns in a row is not impossible74. 

(ii) Common Nouns, Adjectives, Verbs and Adverbs.

 is always used in a non-cultic sense; the mean-
ing “offer up” is clearly incongruous everywhere [xx.12 

etc.], and especially in the cases, which are in the 

majority, where the verb is passive with God as subject. 

 has the sense “sanctuary” at xi.16 (but cf.

xx.40 where the meaning is probably rather “thing offered”).

 -  is used passim in the neuter plural in the

sense of   [xxvii.6, xxviii.18].

74  It will be shown that it is possible to settle the read- 
 ing on the basis of the Hebrew. 
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 has the sense “merchandise” wherever it occurs

[xxvii.12 etc.]. 

 is used only to qualify other nouns [xvi.7,
xxxi.13, xxxiii.27, xxxiv.5, xxxvi.30], the usual word for

“country”, as opposed to “town”, being .

 governs  with the accusative at xxxix.23; at
xxii.26 we find the simple accusative .

   is used with God as subject at xx.28,42,

xxxvi.7; partly because of the accompanying  or  with

accusative this does not seem to be the normal idiom with

the sense “vote in favour”.  At xxxvi.7 hostile action is

clearly implied.

 is used in the concrete sense of  at

xvi.36, xxii.10, xxiii.10,18.  The same concrete sense is

probably present in the phrase    
[xxiii.29], where   must be equivalent to an adject-
ive “unchaste”.

 is used concretely of a body of captives at

i.1, iii.11,15, xi.24,25, xxxii.9. 

 means “go into captivity” [vi.9, xii.3,

xxxix.23]; but cf. the classical idiom  

at xxx.18.

Adverbs with  are ’  [xxxii.27],   

[xxvi.21, xxvii.36, xxviii.19, xxxvii.25,26,28], and  
 [xxv.15].
The construction with  seems odd in  

   [ii.2] and     

[xxxv.12]. 

 followed by      is curious

[xxvii.30].  The future tense, too, which as a formation is 
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of late date, is perhaps odd in Greek; if no future is 

certainly attested before our text and the date of the 

rendering of Isaiah xli.4, Jeremiah xlvii.2 it may be 

because none was in use. 

 -  is always used nominally in the sense

“foreigner”. 

The use of  is not remarkable except at

xiv.13, where the following infinitive phrase is both odd

grammar and pleonastic in sense, and at xvi.51, where the 

accompanying prepositional phrase is highly unnatural. 

 has the sense “enter (the head)” with abstract

subjects at xx.32, xxxviii.10; the prepositional phrases 

which accompany the verb are also odd idiom.   of

persons (   ) at xxxvi.3 is pure gibberish.

The verb is also used of the sea [xxvi.3] and of wrath 

[xxiv.8, xxxviii.18] “rising”; these idioms are less harsh. 

The verb is reasonable with  as subject [xxxvii.8], but

 has an odd ring.

  at xxxviii.15 is strange.

 is always [viii.5 (bis)] used with an otiose

 .
 is used with  as object at xxxvii.6.

 is transitive [xvii.24].

 is used passively at xxxiii.13,16.

 always governs the accusative.

The sense of  at iii.15 is unclear.  If the

post-Classical meaning attested for  may be

extended to the verb, it might mean “be upset, in a daze”. 

The usual sense “live, have one’s being” is found elsewhere 
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in our text.  The verb has an ethical tone at xxii.7,29,30; 

in the first two places it has a prepositional phrase with 

 and accusative for the person affected by the behavi-
our. 

The present participle passive of  is discord-

ant at vi.8,9, vii.16, xxiv.26,27.  Much better is the 

perfect at xiv.22, in favour of which there is a variant at 

vi.8, and the aorist at xxxiii.21.

  at xi.1 is curious.     at viii.5
is more idiomatic. 

 is used in the sense “someone, anyone” at xiv.1,

xviii.8, xx.1, xxii.30.    appears at ix.2 without a

superlative.  The coupling of  with  [xxi.36],
 [xxii.9] and  [xxvii.10,27, xxxix.20] is

clumsy.

  [i.13, x.2] does not seem to be idiomatic
for “live coals”; even  simpliciter would be better.

 is used with  at xxxiii.30, xxxviii.21
where an expression with , which is not in use,

might have been expected.  At iv.17    
simply means “everyone”.  At vii.13, xviii.7, xx.11,13,21 

it amounts to an indefinite pronoun.  It is used pleon-

astically with  [xxxiii.2] and  [xiv.8].  At xiv.4,7
we find it repeated, apparently in a distributive sense. 

When  governs an object the expression as a

whole seems unidiomatic.  The verb governs 

[xvi.60,62],  [xiii.6],  [xxxiv.23, with ’
 which is also un-Greek], and  [xxxiv.29].

 governs the accusative of the person wronged at

xxii.11.   
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 has the usual genitive at xii.14, xx.5,6,

but the accusative  at xvi.49.  At xx.5,6 there is an

otiose   .

, always used in the passive, has  with

the genitive of the person from whom the subject is 

estranged [xiv.5,7]. 

 is used only in the present participle in a

quasi-technical sense [xxii.10, xxxvi.17].
 is used in a Middle sense at xiv.3, xx.3.

 and  tend to have constructions with 

[vii.26, xxv.7] and  [xxix.8, xxxv.7] expressing the

effect of the event rather than constructions expressing 

cause; apart from the figure at xxv.7 we find only one such 

construction, a dative [xxxiv.29].  The intransitive favours 

abstract subjects [vii.26, xii.22, xix.5, xxx.18, xxxiii.28, 

xxxvii.11]. 

 is used intransitively at vii.3.  Twice it

has  with accusative and a hostile connotation [vii.3,

xxxix.6].

 is used both transitively and intransitive-

ly.  The transitive use is very common, and few of the 

objects seem quite idiomatic.  This is particularly the 

case with abstracts [xii.23, xvi.53 (quater), 

xxiii.27,34,48, xxix.14] where the sense is usually quite

opaque.  The transitive is expanded by a negative infinite 

phrase at xxxiv.10.  The perfect participle passive at 

xxxviii.8 must in context mean “rescued” or the like.

 is always found, in accusative or dative,

with the cognate verb. 

 [xvi.21] governs an accusative and a dat- 
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ive, but what these are in grammar is unclear from the con-

text, and with them the sense of the verb. 

 is used at xxxii.30 with object  appar-

ently in the sense “receive, get”.  It is not the same as 

either the use of the Middle in the classical language for 

getting justice i.e. from a defendant or the use in P with 

 apparently with the sense “be paid back for”.

 is normally used predicatively after a copula

[xxviii.19] or after transitive verbs, the whole expression 

being a periphrasis for a passive or active verb. 

The expression   [v.3, xx.37; cf. the variant

at xii.16] is unidiomatic in itself; at xii.16, xx.37 the 

wider meaning is obscure even if we extend to this idiom 

classical and post-Classical senses associated with the
simple dative.  The late sense “in number” fits reasonably 

only at v.3. 

At xxxvii.7  is used in the sense “pair,

fellow”. 

    at xxxvi.11 is very odd.

 [xvi.8] is used of improper nakedness.

 qualified by  [viii.11] is perhaps un- 
usual, for  is normally a moist vapour.

The meaning of  at xx.31,40 is wholly unclear.
Is “fixed rule” intended? 

 is used with a direct object in a causative

sense at xvii.16.  At xx.33 it is used intransitively with 

 and the accusative.

 is used of seeing visions at xiii.6.

 [xxvi.20 etc.] is used to mean “grave”.
 is found with   at xxxiv.14 instead of the

accusative or simple dative.
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The phrase    at xx.33,34 is nonsense.

    is found at xxxviii.22.  The accusative

is normal for the recipient of the precipitation. 

 is oddly curt without an object at xxxi.6.

 referring to a particular country is normally

followed by the name not in apposition but in the genitive. 

The frequent    and the examples with the accus-

ative after  with a locative sense, are unidiomatic.

The use of the article is often clumsy, for instance at 

xxxviii.20, where   would be good.  What is meant by

  at xxxviii.11?    [xxvi.20,
xxxii.23,24,26,32] is an “unidiom”.

 is used transitively with  and accusative at

xxxvii.16, intransitively at xxxvii.20 with  and the

dative.  Odd is the passive with   at xiii.9.

 with   as subject [xxvii.35] is highly

unnatural, unless the sense intended is “exude moisture”. 

 means “debate” at xi.5.

The idiom with  is  and the accusative with
the medio-passive [xx.35,36] and   with the genitive

after the intransitive active. 

 is odd with    at xxxiii.15.
 is twice used with   and the genitive

[xxii.26 bis]. 

The perfect participle passive of  is curious

functioning as complement at xvi.34. 

 with object  has  and accusative for
the party with whom the covenant is made at xvii.13; at 

xxxiv.25, xxxvii.26 we find the usual dative.
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 with object   [xxiii.11] is unclear

Greek. 

There are several strange idioms with .  Both

 with  of the recipient [iii.3] and the more frequ-
ent    are good Greek, though the former is un-
common.  Less acceptable are  with  ( ) 

[xxi.16, xxx.24], with   [xvii.19],75 and the very

widespread use in the sense “make” with object and predic-

ate,76 and in the sense “put, place”77.     [xv.6,

cf. xv.4] is not entirely natural.   ( )  

[xviii.8],   [xviii.13] are not the proper idiom for

“lend at interest”.  What is meant by the expressions at 

xxiii.7,49 is obscure.

 is construed with a simple accusative [ix.4,

xxix.11], with  and accusative [v.17, xvi.6], with 

and genitive [xiv.17, xvi.8] and, if the text is right,

once with  and dative [xxix.11].  Intransitive use is

normal only of the passage of time, which makes these

latter idioms doubly strange.

 is used in the plural in the sense “righteous

act” [iii.20 (bis), xviii.24, xxxiii.13]. 

 is used in the sense “justify, regard as right-

eous” [xvi.51,52 (bis)]. 

 is used passim in the sense “ordinance”.

75  or  would be normal.
76    The construction appears from iii B.C., but only in the 
sense "appoint". 

77  Some classical idioms come near to this. 
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The usage with  at iii.12, x.22 suggests a concrete

sense, or at least a personification. 

 is used of “service” at xxix.18 (bis).  The

nearest sense to this in secular Greek is the use in the 

papyri for the state of slavery. 

  at xxii.25 is unclear and unidiomatic.

   at xxvii.9 is abnormal.

, besides the construction with the infinitive,

which is of doubtful sense, has  [xxii.5] and  [ix.6]

with the accusative. 

 is apparently temporal [vii.8].

 has the sense “dash to the ground” [xxxi.12].

 is equivalent to  at xvi.63.  While as copula

it is frequently understood, the present participle is 

sometimes used unnecessarily [e.g. at i.25, xviii.6].  

is often used as part of a periphrasis which might more 

naturally be expressed by a single verb [e.g. xxxiv.6,22]. 

’  [xxxviii.8,11,14, xxxix.6,26] is in itself an
acceptable idiom; but the sense “in peacetime” is not 

appropriate. 

The use of  with  of the source [xi.17,

xx.34,41] is odd.

 has the normal  and  though without

distinction between persons and places.  It also has 

[xi.18, xii.16, xxxvi.20,21,22, xxxvii.21],  [xvi.8], and,

if the prepositional phrase is not attributive,  with

accusative [xxi.25 (ter)]. 

  which refers to legitimate relations,
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is oddly discordant at xxiii.44.  The verb otherwise has  
or ; the isolated accusative at xxvi.10 probably should

not be read, but  inserted with some manuscripts.
 is most commonly used pleonastically in clauses

with .

 seems to mean “of their number” at v.3.

 has the sense “demand an account of” at iii.18,

20, xxxiii.6,8, xxxiv.10. 

  [v.2,12, xii.14, xxviii.7, xxx.11] is

without parallel even in the classical  .
 means “remain” at xxiv.11, and “be sick” at

xxxiv.16,21.

 is used with a variety of constructions, some

of which [e.g. at vi.9, xvi.16, xxiii.5] suggest motion. 
The expression with  at xxiv.6 is wholly obscure.

 is odd with  and  as subject instead of

a physical being [xxi.12]. 

It is not clear what is meant by the present participle 

of  at iii.26.

The phrase   is not idiomatic [xxviii.26 (bis),

xxxiv.28].    means “object of hope” at xxix.16, and
possibly at xxxvii.11.

 governs  and the dative [xxii.5].

 is used not of GASTRIC satiety at vii.19,

xvi.28 (bis),29.  The active has this kind of sense; but

perhaps the origin was rather the passive with  as

subject in P.  The active with  at xxvii.33, xxxii.5,6,

and the passive with the accusative materiae at xxxix.20

are doubtful idiom.
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 has  of the material [xxvii.13,21] where the

accusative or dative would be right.  [Examples could be 

multiplied of the encroachment of  with other verbs as

well]. 

 has not  but  with accusative at xxi.36,

making a different idiom from that at xxxvii.9. 

What is meant by the neuter plural  at xvii.15,

xviii.18 [cf. Na i.11]?

 with object  [xxi.22] is without parallel.

 with  [xiv.4,7] is of doubtful sense.  The use

with the dative at Genesis xlix.23 is not the same. 

 has a cognate noun for object [xviii.16].

The expression    at iv.6, though idiomatic in

a temporal sense i.e. “for a whole year”, is odd for equi-
valence i.e. “corresponding to a whole year”.  The nearest 
parallel is at Genesis i.14. 

 is used transitively in the sense “strengthen”

[xxvii.9, xxx.25, xxxiv.4,16]. 

 in the sense “be ashamed” [xxxvi.32] finds its

closest parallel in the use of the middle in P. 

 with object  in the positive sense

“rescue, save” is odd [xxxiii.5,9]. 

 and its middle v ice are used intransitively at

i.4,19,20,21.  The passive means “be removed” at vi.6, 

xvi.42. 

 has the sense “destruction” [v.16 (emendation),
ix.6], which is a late sense in secular Greek, and then

only in connection with the cognate verb, which earlier had 

the literal sense “whitewash”. 

 is used with  [v.16] and 
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[xxxi.4] and, less idiomatically, with  [v.17, xiv.13].

It is idiomatic with persons and groups of persons: in the 

passive projectiles are commonly the subject.  P shows 

parallels to our text. 

 has the bizarre subject  at xxi.21.

, normally used in the sense “make propitiat-

ion”, is used passively at xvi.63 with the dative of the 

person concerned and  with accusative for the offence.

    is used at xxxvi.38 where we should expect
the simple dative. 

 with  [xviii.6] is not quite normal.
 has  and the accusative at xxix.7.

The meaning of   qualified by   [xxiv.25]
is unclear. 

 refers to future time at xxxix.22.

 has  and the dative, unless the preposit-
ional phrase is attributive [xxxix.11]. 

 has the accusative of the person consulted and

 for the subject of the enquiry [xiv.7].

 has  at x.11.  The present middle participle
is abrupt at xvii.5. 

 is qualified by  at xxiv.16,21,25.

 has object  at xx.29.

 is used intransitively with  and the

genitive [i.11; but cf. 23]. 

 has  and the accusative [xxix.7].

  [xvii.3,22] is a phrase of uncertain refer-

ence. 

 with  and accusative [xxvi.2], though
found in P, is unclear in context in our text.  



PART I: THE LANGUAGE 
- 87 -

 has  and the accusative [ii.6].

 is somewhat comically qualified by  at

viii.15 [but cf. the pl. for “idolatrous practices” in P]. 

 with  and the accusative [xxiii.5,7,9,12,

16,20] is without parallel, especially in the sense 

“lust after” [but cf. the cognate noun at xxiii.11]. 

 has  and the accusative at xxv.3,6.  The verb

has a negative sense, i.e. one of Schadenfreude. 
 is followed by a somewhat otiose  

[xxv.6]. 

The phrase    [xv.3,4,5 bis] is unclear.

The perfect participle passive of  appears at

xxxiii.24,27, xxxvi.10, xxxviii.12 as an otherwise unknown

feminine noun. 

  [xvi.33] is good idiom, but odd in context,
like  .

 always has the accusative where the genitive

might have been used. 

’  [xxxv.5] and ’  [xxxviii.16] are used

in a temporal sense. 

 is only used as an adjective [viii.16, x.3].
 is always used as o  would be for the future

repetition of an action, in the sense “yet again, ever 

again, again”, normally after a negative.  The use is 

comprehensible but not idiomatic: at v.9, for instance, 

 is required.   is separated from the negative

everywhere except at vii.13, xii.23, xxxiv.28. 

 has object  at iv.3,7, where it must

mean “set”.
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  is used at xxvii.33.

 has  at xxiii.41.

 has the sense “put on (the fire)” [xxiv.3].

 is frequently strengthened with the cognate  in

predictions. 

 with  and the accusative has the sense “be

zealous for” at xxxix.25. 

The future passive of  is used with the dative of

the person concerned [xxxvi.37] in what seems to be a 

special sense. 

 is qualified by  [v.1].

 has various constructions [ix.11, xvi.10,

xxiii.15] but never the double accusative.

 with the dative is used in a hostile sense

[xxxii.11]. 

Much of the idiom with  is quite abnormal.  The

general sense is unclear at xxiv.2, xxxviii.8; but more 

remarkable is the frequent dative plural with , often

qualified by a dependent genitive noun [e.g. xvi.56], for a 
period of time, and the singular with pregnant signifi-

cance [vii.7,12, xxx.2]. 

  [xxvii.24] is unidiomatic.
 has the sense “affliction” [xii.18, xviii.18].
 governs  with accusative [xxxii.16,18].

 is used, like  with the names of countries

and peoples in the genitive [xvi.28,46,57; cf. xxxii.16]. 

The expression   [viii.18, xiii.13] is odd; the

more idiomatic   also occurs.

 is used of a shield [xxiii.24]. 
 [xxiii.23] is less idiomatic than 

[xxiii.6,12] with ’ .
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What is meant by     [xxii.30]?
 is used of “produce” at xxxiv.27.
     [iv.10,11] is odd.

 with  of the thing burnt [xxxix.9] is most odd.

  acquires an almost prepositional sense

[xxvii.25,26,27, xxviii.2]; but the noun is not used in 

Greek as a metaphor for “midst”, and “depths” in Liddell-
Scott-Jones is fanciful.

 (A) has the sense “bind up” [xxx.21,

xxxiv.4,16].

 means “make to serve” [xxix.18, xxxiv.27].

 has an otiose  at xxxix.10.

 seems rather strong at xxvi.11, xxxii.13.

 appears to have a concrete sense [xxxvi.4].

 is used concretely [xxxvii.27].
 means “holding fast, possession” [xxxiii.24,

xxxvi.2,3,5,12].

 means “prosper” at xvii.9,10,15.

 has the sense “strengthen” [iii.8, xiii.22,

xx.24].

 sometimes governs the accusative [e.g. vii.7]
but tends much more to unidiomatic prepositional phrases 

[e.g. xxviii.25]. 
 with  and accusative is odd [xxvi.20].

 is used only with  [i.27, viii.2].
 is used only in the phrase     

[xvii.10, xix.12]. 

 is a puzzle in the sense “(book-)roll” [ii.9,
iii.1,3 bis].  The semantic development from “corner,

capital”, and in P sometimes “pillar, base”, is wholly 



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 
-  -

unclear.  The same idiom occurs at Psalms xl.7. 

What is intended by the use of  at xx.6,15?

 has the sense “possession” [xi.15,

xxv.4,10].

 is used in the sense “receive the punishment

for” at xvi.58. 

 has  with accusative [xv.3].

 has the sense “condemnation, sentence” at v.8,

xxiii.25, xxviii.26, xxx.19, and “justice” at xviii.5 etc.

 governs the accusative except at xxxiv.22, where

we find     .

 has  and accusative at xxi.17.

 has an otiose  at v.1.

 is reinforced by  at xxxvii.2.

 means “byword” at xxiii.10, xxxvi.3.

, which naturally suggests “bearing off” rather

than “bearing”, is used frequently with words for sin and 

punishment.  It means “remove” in many passages.  Used with 

 and the name of some portable article in the accus-

ative [iv.1 etc.] it is perhaps rather violent.  

   [xix.1, xxvi.17, xxvii.2,32, xxviii.12,

xxxii.2] is not idiom.

 is oddly qualified by  at xxvi.20.
 is more usually followed by  with accusative

than by the dative, even when recurrent fixed phrases are 

excluded. 

   is an unique idiom [xxvii.22, xxviii.13].
  [xxxviii.22] is strange. 
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 means “scatter like chaff” [xxvi.4, xxix.12,

xxx.23,26, xxxvi.19]. 

,  , and   [xxxiv.29; xii.16; v.12,

vi.11,12] all occur.  Only the second is not found in P,

but   there is very close.

The phrase   [vi.12] is not idiom.  The adverb is

used at xii.22 in a temporal sense “far off”. 

 always means “sword”.

 has the sense “increase” at xxiv.9.

 modifies a number of adjectives of size [xvii.6,

xxxi.3,10]. 

 is perhaps over-cheerful in context at ii.10.  
   at xxiv.6 is poor idiom.

 governs  and the accusative [xiv.22].

 is used without an object [xii.25,28] in con-

texts where it does not seem possible to understand the 

idiomatic .

 governs the genitive except at xvi.61, xx.43,

xxxvi.31.  It is used passively at iii.20, xviii.22,24.

  [xxiii.29] is an odd phrase.

 seems to mean “turn up the nose, sneer”

[viii.17]. 

The plural of  is strange [xxvii.17].

The meaning of   at iii.8 (bis) is obscure.
 is compared at xvi.46,61.
 appears to mean “daughter-in-law” [xxii.11].

The plural of  is frequently used for “way” in the
moral sense.
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 is oddly used at xxxvi.33,36 with reference to

places rather than things built. 

  o  [viii.1] is clumsy.    [xxvii.6] is
strange. 

 is used of a mourning cry, and that on a man’s

part [xxi.17]. 

 in the singular [iv.9] is perhaps less than

usual. 

  means “object of reproach” [xvi.57, xxii.4].
 has the sense “vision” at i.1, iii.23, vii.26,

viii.3,4, xi.24, xii.22,23,24,27, xiii.7, xxi.34. 

  at iii.13 is very harsh.   is used of

seeing visions at xii.27, xiii.7,9,16, xxii.28. 

 is always qualified by  [vi.13, xvi.19,
xx.28,41] i.e. the connotation is pleasant rather than
noisome. 

 at xx.24 forms part of a piece of nonsense.

   [vii.13] is odd.
  [xvi.59, xvii.15,16,18,19] is not

idiom; but of course the idea is not usual either. 

 regularly has the sense “saying, proverb”

[xii.22,23 (bis), xvi.44, xvii.2, xviii.2,3, xix.14, xxi.5, 

xxiv.3].

 means “comfort, console” at xxxi.16,

xxxii.31.

   at xxv.9 is odd.

 governs  and accusative at xx.27.
  at xxiv.16 is unclear.  The noun is used

more conventionally in P. 

What is meant by    [xxi.17]?

  [xxxii.9] is strange. 
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 is coupled with   at xxiii.15.
 is used passim of the “field” or “country”.  

  at vii.15 is a poor substitute for ’ , 

.

  at xvi.15 is not idiom.

   at vii.2 has an odd ring; the noun generally

has a local or ideal sense. 

  ’   [xxxvii.2] is not idiom.

 normally has the accusative of the person;

but at iv.2, xxxii.3 we find  with the accusative of the

person.  The accusative of the thing is usual in our text; 

but at xvi.10 we find the dative.  The single accusatives, 

for the person or the thing, at xvi.18, xviii.7,16 are most 

abnormal. 

 has   at vi.12 where the simple dative

would serve.  At xvi.57 it is reinforced by .

 has a martial connotation [xxvii.10,

xxxviii.4,5]. 

 is used in the passive with  and accusative
[xvii.7]. 

 has  with accusative of the thing covered

at xvi.11. 

 is used adverbially at xxvii.30.
 has the sense “usury” [xviii.8,13,17,

xxii.12]. 

   [xxxix.19] is less than idiomatic.

 has the sense “mind”, of the thinking part, at

xi.5, xx.32.

    [xxvii.26] is clumsy.
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  is found at xxiii.25.  At xxviii.4 the active

is used in the sense “acquire”.  

 is frequently used metaphorically, of

“living” in the ethical sense.  With   [xii.11,

xxv.3, xxx.17] it is not idiom.78 The verb has the sense

“flow” at xxxii.14. 

     is odd [viii.3,14, x.19, xi.1],
indeed tautologous. 

 regularly means “plunder, carry away

captive”. 

 governs  with accusative at xxxvii.16

instead of the usual dative or  with accusative, both of
which are found in P [cf. xxxvii.19].    with accusative
should perhaps be read with most manuscripts. 

 governs the dative [viii.16].

The phrase    [xx.35] is unclear.

  naturally conveys “in person”.

 always has  with accusative for the hearer

and the person or thing prophesied about. 

The expression   [xix.12,14] is obscure.  An
attributive sense would normally be turned by an adjective. 

 has the sense of  at xxix.6.

 has  with accusative for the object besprinkled

[xxxvi.25]. 

 seems to mean “idea” at xxxviii.10.

The instrumental dative of  does not occur;  is

always added. 

78 P has a close parallel with .
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 qualified by  seems to mean “all living

things” [xxi.4,10,12]. 

 has a moral connotation [xvi.5]. 
 has the plural object  [xx.28].
 has the sense “family” at xvii.13.

 governs  [xxi.12].

 qualified by  [iv.16, v.16, xiv.13] is

obscure. 

The repeated use of  with object  is

unidiomatic.  Some usages in P are near it. 

   [iii.6] is un-Greek.
 somewhat oddly governs  as object

[xxiii.40]. 

 in the sense “be caught” has  [xii.13,

xix.4,8]. 

 regularly has the sense “finishing off” i.e. 
of destruction.  Even in P the sense is more positively 

“completion”. 

 normally means “destroy” [but cf. vi.12,

xxii.12 for a play on two senses]. 

 has a personal subject [xxx.18, xxxi.15,

xxxii.8] and is transitive at xxxii.7.

 with   at xix.5 makes queer sense.

 has the concrete sense “grave” [xxxii.22].

  has the sense “thoroughly”.
 frequently governs a predicative .  The use with

object  [xviii.12,15] is clumsy.
 appears to have a technical sense at xxiii.23.

   [xxxiv.26] is a curious phrase.
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 apart from its use in certain set phrases, is norm

ally not omitted before the father’s name in the genitive 

[but cf. the ellipse at viii.11, xi.1,13].  

 means “excel” [xvi.47].

 seems to mean “grounds of hope, confidence” at
xix.5. 

  is of unclear reference at vi.3,6.

 has object  at xxi.27.  Other uses with the

passive, notably at xxviii.2,5, xxxi.14 are poor idiom. 

 never governs the simple genitive, but has 

with accusative [xx.17], with dative [xvi.5] and  with

genitive [xxiv.21].  The instrumental dative at ix.5 is 

strange. 

 is commonly used for “observing” statutes and

so forth; but cf. xviii.19 for better idiom. 

  [xxxiv.29] is a strange phrase.
 frequently means the sound made by an inanimate

object, an idiom which is admissible.  But the use is very 

harsh at xix.7, xxvii.28, since the word in the sense 

“sound” is normally coupled only with a genitive of the 

SOURCE. 

   [xii.24] is odd; the usual meaning “as a

favour” for the prepositional phrase seems out of place 

here.  “With a view to gaining favour” fits better, and 

would correspond with a common meaning of the noun in P.  

Cf. the phrase at Pr vii.5, xv.17. 

 governs object  at ii.8.

  is used [xxv.14] as well as the idiomatic 

 for “by the agency of”.
, like the compound verb already mentioned, has a

strengthening   [vi.11].
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 is qualified by  [xxvi.5,14].

 functions as a reflexive at xxxiii.5.  It means

“person” at xiii.18 (bis),19 (bis),20 (bis), xvii.17, 

xxii.25, xxxiii.6, xxxvi.5.

The two most striking features of this aspect of the

language are the general correctness and the very wide 

scope of possible dependence on P.  Much of the above 

evidence has been noted for the sake of abnormality; but 

when the mass of normal usage is taken into account it is 

not the case that the odd isolated sound idiom shines like 

a good deed in a naughty world.  As for the potential 

dependence on P, it is impressive, in both normal and 

abnormal usage.  The impression can scarcely be avoided 

that P was used as a source of idiom, if only at second 

hand, wherever it could be enlisted.  Only in a few cases 

is our text more correct or less correct than P.79  Where P 

was of no help the idioms which have been noted are of two 

kinds, i.e. clearly post-Classical, some being found else-
where in the Greek Bible, and (a much larger category) 

clearly abnormal, many being unique80. 

Of the idioms in our text for which P uses a less 

correct equivalent only one,  , could not have

been derived from some other book of the Greek Bible.  No 

part seems to be especially ‘classicizing’.  Clearly post-
Classical idioms not shared with P are as follows:– 

79    Where it is more correct there is no case without a 
parallel in other biblical books. The less correct idioms 
will be discussed under the head of translation technique. 

80   These abnormal idioms are normally best explained as 
the desperate measures of the translator, as will be seen. 
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 , a construction found in Polybius.
 “debate” [Polybius; G].
    [iii B.C.; G]. 

The encroachment of  [iii-i B.C.; G].
  [222 B.C.].

 only as adjective [iii B.C.].
 “shield” [iii B.C.; G].

 used concretely [iii B.C.; G].
 adv. [Polybius].
  [Alexandrian Apocalypse].

It will be observed that all these expressions, in-

cluding those not shared with other parts of the Greek 

Bible, can be dated to the first or earlier centuries B.C. 

Certain chapters, notably i-vii and xxviii-xxxvi, are quite
free of them. 

The following are the clear cases of abnormal idiom 

which could not have been derived from P or any other part 

of the Greek Bible:–  

The sense of  [xxxvii.7].
The sense of  [xxvi.20 etc.].
  [xxxviii.11].
  [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,25,32].

 with  as subject [xxvii.35].
   [xviii.13].

Temporal  [vii.8].
  [v.2,12, xii.14, xxviii.7, xxx.11].
 “be sick” [xxxiv.16,21].

  with accusative [xvi.16].
The use of  [xxi.12].

 with accusative materiae [xxxix.20]. 
  [xxi.22].

The use of  [xiv.4,7].
The use of  [xxi.21].
The idiom with  [xvi.63].
The use of  [xxiv.25].

   with dative [xxxix.11].
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The participle of  [xvii.5].
The idiom with  [i.11].
The idiom with  [xxix.7].
The idiom with  [xxxix.25]. 
The use of  [xxxvi.37].

  [v.1].
  [xxvii.24].

 ’  [xxiii.23].
     [iv.10,11].

The idiom with  [xxxix.9].
The use of  [xxvi.11, xxxii.13].

   [i.27, viii.2].
The use of  [xx.6, 15].

  [xxxvii.2].
  [xxvi.20].
  [xxvii.22, xxviii.13].

Temporal  [xii.22].
The use of  [xvii.6, xxxi.3,10].
The idiom with  [xiv.22].
  [xxiii.29].

The use of  [iii.8 bis].
   [vii.13].
  [xxv.9].

The construction with  [xx.27].
   [xxi.17].

The use of  [vii.2].
The idiom with  [xxxvii.2].

    [iv.2, xxxii.3].
The idiom with  [xvii.7].
    [xxvii.26].

  [xxiii.25].
   [xix.12,14].

The use of  [xvi.5].
The use of  [xvii.13].
The idiom with  [xxi.12].

    [iii.6].
   [xxxiv.26].
  [xxxiv.29].

The idiom with  [vi.11]. 
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CCONCLUSIONS. 

(1) The Question of Unity.

Discussion of the unity question, in so far as it has 

been based on purely linguistic evidence, has in the past 

been characterized by circular argumentation.  It is im-

possible to avoid the impression, when reading the chief 

expositions of the view that we have to do with more than 

one writer, that the evidence put forward, besides being 

selective and insubstantial in itself, has in fact 

suggested a theory which is equally insubstantial.  The 

great mass of evidence, which does not leap to the eye 

because it reflects a steady consistency throughout our 

text, is ignored.  But the moment an attempt at objectivity 

is made, even in the comparatively limited sphere of 

vocabulary, the disunity theory is rendered improbable.  

Selected synonyms may reveal a pattern; a more complete ac-

count reveals none beyond certain unusual preponderances 

which may be readily explained by the need for variation in 

a long and repetitive text.81 When the distribution of other 

widespread phenomena is studied the conclusion is the same. 

Features which predominate in one part virtually never 

disappear from others; and the normal pattern is for sets 

of features to remain in much the same proportion to one 

another throughout the text.  A striking example is the 

incidence of “unidioms”.82 Unusual preponderances have a 

random relation to those in other sets.  For example, in 

81    However much labour was expended on them, the sets of 
synonyms gathered in pp. 65-72 would yield no pattern what-
ever. This result obtained even when they were followed up  
into xl-xlviii. 

82  See Table 5. 
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chapters xxx-xxxix causal  is unusually frequent in

relation to causal , which practically disappears.  Our

text nearly always prefers the laconic form   in
dependent genitive phrases; but the form     
predominates over it in chapters iv, ix, xi, xiv-xv, xvii-
xviii, xxxi, xxxiii.  The copula is more usually omitted, 

except in chapters iii-v, ix-x, xviii, xxi, xxiv, xxviii-
xxx, xxxii, xxxiv-xxxix.  The present infinitive predomin-
ates over the aorist only in i, viii, x, xi, xix, xxix, 

xxxiv; in xx, xxii the present imperative predominates over 

the aorist.  The preferred order of object and verb remains 

much the same except that in chapters xii, xviii, xxii, 

xxvii, xxix and xxxiv more sentences have OV than have VO, 

and in chapters xvi, xxx, xxxvi-xxxvii, xxxix the prepond-
erance of VO sentences is unusual.  Our text is certainly 

not homogeneous.  But while parts are odd by comparison 

with other parts, they are scarcely ever odd in the same 

ways.  
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((2) The Question of Date and Provenance.

It is not hard to find linguistic parallels with post-
Classical usage.  The -  ending; the lack of a dual; the

usual form of compound numerals;83 the disappearance of the 

Attic second declension in - ; the indeclinability of ;

the decline of  with the vocative and of ; the

position of numerals; the relative weakness of the Middle; 

the use of direct interrogative pronouns in indirect 

questions; the confusion of relative and interrogative 

pronouns; the retreat of reflexive pronouns; the loss of 

; the nearly exclusively adjectival use of ;

the definite use of ; the construction with o   and

the subjunctive; the infinitive of purpose after ; the

encroachment of  upon the infinitive for indirect speech;

certain forms with the infinitive after verbs, nouns and 

adjectives; articular infinitives; undetermined head-words
with determined attributes;  for ; the infrequency of

, ;  in the sense of ; the form     with
the genitive determined; the loss of the simple dative and 

the encroachment of prepositions in general; local  with

the accusative; prepositional ; neuter plural subjects

with plural verbs; nominative participles which violate 

concord; the preference for direct speech; the paucity of 

post-positive particles; all these are marks of Hellenistic
Greek.  Very many of these phenomena are shared with P; and 

if, for instance, there are still optatives, and future 

participles, these may well be the result of the braking 

83    The order of parts in the cardinals at iv.4,5,9, while 
possible in Attic, is neither Hellenistic, nor in accord  
with later popular usage, nor directly hebraizing. 
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effect of the earliest model of Biblical Greek.  Some 

idioms are almost certainly later than P, though none takes 

us beyond the end of the first century B.C.  Not earlier 

than the second century B.C. are masculine accusative 

singular , the use of   , and causal   with

infinitive; and the last does not appear in secular Greek 

until late in that century.  The exclusive use of 

[found also in Jo, Ru, Sa, Ki, Ch, Tw] cannot be much 

earlier than the first century B.C.  On the other hand 

relatively little of the vocabulary is later than the first 

century A.D.;84 and several characteristic phenomena of the 

New Testament period are quite absent: the imperfect is 

quite correctly used; the present perfect and the result-

ative perfect are still in force; perfect and aorist are 

still held apart; there are proportionately fewer 

‘improper’ prepositions than in the New Testament (28 

‘improper’:17 ‘proper’, as against 42:18); and  with

participles is not yet the rule. 

In the light of all this it is suggested that our text 

is scarcely earlier than 150 B.C. nor much later than 50 

B.C. 

There is nothing in the language incompatible with an 

Egyptian origin.   

84  See Appendix B, List 9. 
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((3) The Question of Hebraism.

How do we account for the pervasive oddness of our 

text? It is comparatively simple to attribute it to the 

influence, direct or indirect, of Biblical Hebrew, for no 

other explanation is equally straightforward.85 Yet it 

clearly goes deeper than isolated oddities of grammar and 

idiom.  In addition to the “unidioms” already noted, there 

are grammatical oddities, for instance the form with pre-

dicative  and the dative;  with the infinitive not of

purpose; the construction with ; the shortage of

articles; clauses of the ‘strong denial’ and ‘narrative’ 

kinds, and clauses with ;  with the future; the
preposition of ; the preposition of ; the o ...  
form;   and the like singular before plural

nouns; the enclitic form of pronouns after prepositions 

where no emphasis is intended; conditional  ; the use of

cognate participles; determination in prepositional 

phrases;  for “first”; the ‘ominous’ use of ;

probably the order of subordinate clauses; adverbial 

 with the infinitive; prepositions formed with

; the large-scale omission of the copula,
especially other than ; lapsus concordiae with ,

- ; the   form; Direct Questions with ;  after

narrative .  In many cases, however, it is more a

matter of balance: the Greek form is acceptable, but is

much overworked by reason of literalism, for example the

‘short’ form of attributive phrases;  with the dative,

85  Latin influence is scarcely possible so early, at least in 
Egypt; Coptic influence is possible, but could not account for 
all the phenomena; there were no  dialects at this date;
and there is no evidence for the existence of a special “Jewish 
Greek”. 
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robbing the accusative with prepositions of its clear 

preeminence; periphrastic tenses; repetition of preposit-

ions;  ,   ,  with infinitive; the use of ;

 before a determined noun; the attributive rather than
predicative use of  and ; partitive prepositions;

instrumental ; the cognate dative;   with accusative.
If the somewhat dry topic of order has been dealt with 

in fair detail it is because at this point we reach the 

very bones, so to speak, of our text; it is no longer a 

question of isolated phenomena, but of the deepest struct-

ure of the language.  It is scarcely necessary to say that 

the patterns which emerge are the more significant in the 

light of the improbability that they result from wholesale 

scribal rearrangement.  These patterns are strongly marked: 

we are left in no doubt which are the majority sentence 

types.  It is equally clear that, while there are few 

strictly ‘un-Greek’ forms to be found, the favourite forms
of Greek tend to be in the minority.  The forms Subject-
Predicate, Subject-Copula, Subject-Verb, Object-Verb and
Subject-Object-Verb are normal in Greek,86 abnormal in our

text; where the adverb stands at the beginning or the end 

of the clause in Greek the tendency is for the reader to 

feel a special effect, but in our text most adverbs stand 

in these positions; in general Greek strives to avoid the 

unrelieved succession of the governed on the governing word 

or phrase, while our text overwhelmingly prefers it; Greek 

prefers postposition for adjectives unless they are 

86    In secular Greek contemporary with the New Testament the 
verb is moving forward to middle position; but this position 
is probably hebraizing in our text. 
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‘affective’, but our text carries postposition to extremes. 

It is probable that if we knew more about normal Greek 

order in particular kinds of clause other contrasts would 

appear; if it is true that in post-Classical Greek the verb
tends to stand early in subordinate clauses, late in main 

clauses, it represents an unusual coincidence with the 

usage of our text. 

It is the extreme difference at points such as these 

between normal Greek order and the normal order of our text 

which accounts for the impressions of monotony and of 

bombast.  The former derives from the absence of the 

tension between order and syntactical relation so common in 

Greek, the latter from the overworking to the point of 

anticlimax of forms which suggest special emphasis. 

A second matter which has to do with the very struct-

ure of the language is the relative strength of word-

classes.  Its contribution to the oddness of the language 

is more subtle than that of order, but equally fundamental. 

These remarks are based neither on much research in Greek, 

where the work largely remains to be done, nor on a 

thorough computation of our text, but on general impress-

ions corrected by the computation of a few samples.  In our 

text finite verbs do a very great deal of the work, but, 

more strongly than in normal Greek of any period, they are 

reinforced by numerous prepositional phrases, unaccompanied 

by which we scarcely ever find even a compound intransitive 

verb.  The copula by contrast is rare.  Nouns unbolstered 

by an epithet are few and far between, as though they were 

incapable in themselves of bearing much semantic weight.  

It appears that there is much more ‘give’ in Greek verbs 

and nouns than in Hebrew ones. 
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PART II 

THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE 

     A complete description of the translation technique in  

all its aspects would be both dull and unenlightening.  At 

the same time the evidence must be presented in sufficient 

detail to give more than an impressionistic result.  The 

need for a comparatively mechanical approach is especially 

clear when it comes to the unity question, to which the 

linguistic evidence could give only half an answer, and 

which has suffered from selectivity in the past.  But our 

other main concerns, the question of the closeness and the 

quality of the translation, and the question of its origin 

and its place in the sequence of Greek bible translations, 

require the collation of a good many apparently trivial 

details if the conclusions are to stand.  In addition, to 

gather detail is the only way of establishing categories, 

and to establish categories is the only way to avoid the 

error of fastening upon an example of some quite widespread 

phenomenon and of proceeding to use it in textual criticism 

or for philological insight. 

     An important initial observation is that the Greek vocab-

ulary, even when all the rare and unique Hebrew words are  

taken into account, is much more extensive than that of the 

original.  This may be simply a reflection of the relative 

scale of the vocabulary of the two ancient languages, but for 

our purposes it is enough to note that diversity of rendering 

is bound to be the rule, whether or not variety was deliber-

ately sought.  It follows that inconsistency without a pattern 

is not significant in itself, though downright error may be.   
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That there may have been some effort to avoid monotony is per-

haps indicated by the very great variety of rendering which is 

used for the commonest features of the original.  It is in-

structive to note the array of Greek prepositions standing for 

a mere handful of Hebrew equivalents, and the flexibility of 

Greek subordinate clauses, which represent their very rigid 

Hebrew equivalents in ways so varied that the inducement to 

seek a non-existent pattern is strong.  In vocabulary, too, the 

items which recur are especially the subject of variation in 

rendering.  ‘Umbrella’ renderings are hard to find, the chief 

examples being as follows:

((1) STANDARDISING RENDERINGS.

:  [xii.3, xxxix.23, Am, Mi], 
   [vi.9, P]. 

 [passim]     :  [P],  [Ps, Tw],  [Ps, Ze, Is], 
 [Je],  [P], 

 [P], [P],  [Ps]. 

 [passim]   :  [P],  [E],  [I Sa, Ps]. 

:  [xvi.59, xvii.16,18,19, Ob], 
 Ni. [xvi.54, G].

:  [xi.1],  [xxi.17,30, xxii.6]. 
:  [xvii.21],  Hi. [xxxii.15], 

 [xxxiv.6],  [xii.14,15, xx.23,
xxii.15, P, Ps, Je].

:  [xxxii.24, G],  [passim, P].
:  [xx.39, Pr],  [xxii.12, P].
:  [iii.7, xx.8, P, G],  [xviii.23,32, P].

 [passim]     :  [P],  [P].
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 :  [xviii.7],  [xviii.12,16].
  adv. :  [xxxvii.8, P],  [i.27, P].
 :  [passim, P],  [xx.48, Es].
      :  [xxxvi.2, xxxix.27, P], 

[xxxix. 23, P].
    :  [xvii 13],  

[xxiii.6,12,23, Ma, Je], ,
[xix.11, II Ch, Pr, Tw].

:  [v.4, P],  [xxxix.10].
:  Ni. [xviii.25 ter], 

xvii.9,10,15, Ju, Ki].
:  [xxxix.4],  [xxxix.17, P].
:  [passim, P],  [xvii.23,

xxxix.4].
 :  [xviii.8],  [xviii.8, P].

 [passim] :  [P],  [P].
 ( )    :   [xxxiii.3, Jo],   

[vii.14].
    :  [passim, Am, Je],  [xiv.8, 

xv.7].

 “make” :  [passim, P],  [xxi.32,
xxv.9, P].

 “put” :  Hi. [xiv.3,4,7],  [passim, P],
  [passim, P].

     It is worth noting that several of these cases span sect-

ions which have been thought to be disparate.  But this kind
of rendering is exceptional, and largely confined to cases
where Hebrew is rich in synonyms, or presents the translator
with a rare item.  Nor is this a tidy category, for some of
the Hebrew items are subject to multiple rendering at times.
This is not surprising in view of the plethora of examples of  

the latter.
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((2) MULTIPLE RENDERINGS.

Prepositions and other recurrent items are subject to

great inconsistency of rendering, sometimes even within a 

short passage:– 

 :  with accusative [xxxi.2],
simple dative [xxxi.2].

 :  with accusative [xxvi.20], 
with genitive [xxvi.20].

 : simple dative [iii.18], automatic
 with dative [passim].

 “as regards” :  with dative [xx.16], nominative
case [xxxv.10].

 :   [vii.4,9, viii.18, ix.10], 
 [xvi.47],   [xxiii.27, xxiv.27],
  [xxxvii.23]0F

1.

  rel. adv. : ’  [passim],  [xxviii.6].
 :    [xiii.3,22, xvii.14], 

  [xx.9,14,15,22, xl ff.; cf. I
Ki, Ze, Je for the expression].

 :  [xxxiv.13],  [xxxiv.13].

There are many examples in the rendering of ordinary 

vocabulary and idiom:– 

 :  [iii.7, xx.8, P, G], 
[passim, P, G].

 :  [passim, P, G],  [iv.4,
xviii.15, P, G],  [iii.1, P, G],

 [viii.15].
 Ni. :  [ix.4, xxi.11, P, La],

  [xxi.11,12, Is, La].

1    This construction may, in the light of the Hebrew, be  
intended imperativally.
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  :   [xxxi.4,18, xxxii.24],   
                             [xxvi.20],         
            [xxxii.18],  [xxxi.16].

/  :  [vii.21, P, G],   
[xxvi.12, xxix.19, xxxviii.12,13,  
xxxix.10, II Ch],  [xxiii.46,  
xxv.7, P, G],  [xxxiv.28, xxxv.5,  
P, G].  

    :  [passim, P, G],  [xi.3,  
xxviii.26, xxxiii.30, P, G]. 

     Pi. “kindle” :  [xxi.4, I Ki, Is],  [xxxix.9,  
                      P, G]. 

  :  [xxi.15,20],  [i.13, P,  
G]. 

  :  [vii.24, xxiv.21, Za, Je],  
 [vii.20, xvi.49,56, Ps, Pr,  

Tw],  [xxx.6,18, xxxii.12,  
xxxiii.28, P, Jb, Pr, Tw, Is, Je]. 

 “be high” :  [xix.11, xxxi.5,14, I Sa, Jb,  
Is],   [xxxi.10]. 

  :  [vi.3, xxxvi.6, Nu xxi.20 (?)],   
 [xxxi.12, xxxv.8, G],  

[xxxvi.4, cf.  used just before]. 
   :    [ii.1, iii.22,24,27,  

 xx.3, P, G],   [xiv.4, P]. 
  :  [i.5 and passim, II Ki, Is], 

   [x.22, P, Ps, Da]. 
  :  [passim, P, G],  [i.9,  

 iii.4,11, P, G]. 
  Qal :  [ix.6, xxiii.10,47, P, G],  

  [xxvi.8,11, xxviii.9, P, G]. 
  Qal :  [xiii.14, xvi,39, Ki, Ch, Pr,  

 Tw],  [xxvi.4,12, Jb xii.14]. 
 :  [v.2,10, vi.5, Ps, Za],   

   [xii.14,15, xx.23, xxii.15, P,  
 Ps, Je].   
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                      [xii.14,15, xx.23, xxii.15, P,  
                     Ps, Je]. 

 :  [iii.8, Ju], paraphrased with 
 [iii.8],  [iii.9, xx.33,34, 

P, G],  [xxx.22, xxxiv.16, P, G]. 
 :  [v.11, vii.4,9, xxxvi.21, P, G], 

 [viii.18, ix.5,10, Is],   
[xvi.5]. 

 :  [v.16, P, Tw, Je],  [xxxix.3,9, 
P, Je]. 

 :  [xxi.8,9,10, P],   
[passim, P, G],  [xvi.40, xxiii.47,  
Jo, Jb],  [passim, P, G]. 

 :  [xvi.57, xxii.4, P, G],  
 [xxi.33, xxxvi.15,30, G]. 

 :  [xvi.3,4, P, Ru],  [xxiii.15, 
Je xxii.10]. 

 Pi. :  [i.11,23, P, Ps, Pr],   
 [vii.18, xvi.8, xxiv.7, xxx.18, xxxii.7,  
 xxxviii.9,16, P, G],  [xii.6,  
 P, G, Tw],  [xvi.10,18,  
 xviii.7,16, P, G],   
 [xxvi.10,19, xxxii.7, P, G]. 

  Qal :  [passim, P, G],  [xii.13, 
xvii.16, xviii.17, P, G]. 

     Pi. :  [iii.3, ix.7, x.2, P, G],  
 [vii.19, G, but cf. Qal in P], 

 [xi.6, xxvii.33, xxxii.5, xxxv.8,  
P, G]. 

   Ni. :  [xxvi.21],  [xxviii.15,  
P, G]. 

 Hi. :  [vi.11, xxi.19,22, II Ki],   
 [vii.9, P, G],  [ix.5,7,8, P, Jo,   
 Ju, II Sa, I Ki, Je]. 

 Hithp. :  [xvii.14, I Ki, but passim for 
],  [xxix.15, but G for ]. 
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 Hithp. :  [xvii.14, I Ki, but passim for 
],  [xxix.15, but G for ]. 

( ) Ni. :  [xxii.21, Ki, Ch],   
 [xxiv.11, Na]. 

 :  [passim, G],  [passim, P, G], 
 [xxxvii.21, xxxix.7]. 

 :  [vi.13, P, G],  [xv.2 and 
passim, P, G]. 

  :   [xvii.17],  with dative 
[vii.27, xx.44]. 

 Qal :  [ii.10],  [xii.13, 
xvii.20, xix.8, P, Pr, La],  
[xvi.8, Ki, Ch, Ps, La]. 

  :  [xviii.21, Tw, Is, Je],  
[xx.38, II Ch, Je]. 

 :  [xiv.11, xviii.22, Jb], 
 [xviii.28,30,31, xxi.29, G], 
 [xxxix.24, I Ki, Ps]. 

 Qal :  [iii.2, xxi.27, Jb, Pr, Za],  
[iii.27, xxxiii.22, xxxvii.12,13, P, G]. 

 Ni. :  [i.1, xxxiii.22, P, Jb], 
 [xxiv.27, Na, Za]. 

 :  [xxxii.26, xxxvii.12 bis, P, G], 
 [xxxvii.13 bis, P, G],  

[xxxix.11, P, Ne, Is, Je]. 
 :  [i.26, P, G],  [i.10, 

xxiii.15, P, G]. 
 :  [passim, P, G],  [xvii.22, P, 

G]. 
 Qal :  [xxix.3],  [xxxiv.14, P].   

   :  [i.4, v.2, xiii.11, xxxvii.9, P, G], 
 [xiii.13, Pr, Is]. 
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 :  [xxiii.6,12, Je],  
[xxiii.23, II Ki]. 

 I ( ) Hithpo‘ l :  [x.15, cf. P, G for ],  
[x.17,19, cf. P, G for ]. 

 Hi. :  [xxvi.13, Ru, Ps, Je],   
 [xxx.10, xxxiv.25 (A), P, Is]. 

 :  [xxv.4, Jb, Ps, Ca, Tw, Je, La], 
 [xxxvii.27]. 

 Ni. :  [xii.13, P, Ps, Je], 
 [xvii.20, xxi.29]. 

   :   [xxxiii.3, Jo],  
   [xxxiii.6, Je]. 

     These are by no means the only examples, but they may 

serve to establish a principle.  There is variety, but with 

no discernible pattern which might help to distinguish parts 

of the text.  Noteworthy, however, are certain cases of 

renderings which stand apart from the main tradition. 

((3)  FORMULAIC LITERALISM. 

     Literalism is of course quite compatible with inconsist-

ency, and there is considerable overlap between this category 

and (2) above.  But it would be wearisome to note all the 

renderings which are both literal and conventional, and recur  

in the Greek Bible as formulae.  Formulaic literalism is, how-

ever, so widespread a phenomenon that some examples must be 

given, with the caveat that it is hard to distinguish be-  

tween renderings which have been consciously borrowed and 

renderings which arise from literalism working semi-automatic-  
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ally with similar or identical originals. It frequently lies 

at the root of common “unidioms” of the kind noted earlier. 

It sometimes gives unfortunate results, either in principle 

or in some contexts. 

((a)  Reasonably Appropriate Renderings. 

 partitivum :  [xvi.16,17 bis, P, G passim]. 

      :  with dative [xvi.15, P, G  
          passim]. 

    : 2 [xxxii.29, P]. 

    : I  [xiv.14,20, Jb]. 

)(  :  [xi.1,13, I Ki]. 

     :  [xxxvii.i.6, Ho]. 

            :  [xxvii.20, xxxvii.i.13, P, I 
Ch, Je]. 

     :  [xxvii.22, xxxvii.i.13, P, G]. 

     :  [viii.11, II Ki, II Ch, Je]. 

   :  [xxvii.16, P, G]. 

 Hi. :  [xxii.26, xlii.20, P, I Ki]. 

            :  [xxxvi.35, P, G] followed by 
 [P, G]3. 

            :  [iv.11, P, G]. 

     :  [iv.4, P]. 

     :  [passim, P, G]. 

         II  :  [viii.12 etc., P, G]. 

 :  [xx.43,44, I Sa, Ps, Ze,  
                      I Ch].  

 
2    This must surely be the text rather than the obviously 
corrupt , which occurs just above at xxxii.25. 

3    Hardly a ATheodotionic@ rendering [Cf. H. St. John 
Thackeray The Septuagint and Jewish Worship p. 126].  This 
is a conventional response to the Hebrew. 
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              :  [xxii.18, xxvii.12,  
                   P, Jb, Za, Je]. 

       :  [xvi.25, P, G]. 

      :  [xxxi.15, P, G]. 

  I  Pi. :  [xi.6,etc., P, G]. 

        :  [xxxiv. 18, Ch, Ps, Is, Da  
 LXX]. 

          I  :  [xxvi.10,15, G]. 

      (b)  Renderings Which are Nowhere Especially Fortunate. 

    : ,  [vi.3,6, Ki, Ps, Tw, Je]. 

     :  [v.12 etc., P, G]. 

    Ni. :  [xxxiii.13,16, P, Jb,  
                                                  Ps]; cf.  [iii.20,  
                                                  xviii.22,24, Jb, Ho, Je]. 

        :  [vii.26 etc., P, G]. 

  adj. :  [vi.4 etc., P, G]. 

       :  [iv.2, P, G]. 

        :  [xv.2, xxi.2, P, G]. 

      :  [xi.15, xxv.4,10, P]. 

              :  [xxvii.10, I Ki, II Ch,  
                              Is,  Je]. 

              :  [ii.5 etc., cf. P, G  
              for ]. 

  Hi. B :  [xvi.39, P, G]. 

       :  [xxxiii.6, P, G]. 

  gen. :  [xii.16, P]. 

   Hi. :  [xxix.18, P]. 

     :  [xxix.18,18, P, G]. 

      :  [vii.20, xvi.11, xxiii.40,  
               P, Je]. 

        :   [viii.11, P]. 
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         :  [vi.8 etc., Tw, La], cf.  
            P, G  for . 

   :  [xxxiv. 4, P]. 

  :  [xxi.34, P, G]. 

      Pi. :  [xxxvi.24, cf. P, Sa, Ki  for   
                                        Qal, Ni.].4 

          Pi. :  [xx.12,20, xxxvi.23, xxxvii.28,  
                                P, G]. 

  :  [v.11 and passim, P, G]. 

         :  [xxvi.7, xxvii.27,34,  
            xxxviii.4,7,13,15, P, Ps, Pr, Je]. 

  :  [v.13 etc., P, G]. 

  :  [vii.18, P, Tw, Is, Je]. 

  :   [xxiii.32, cf. P, G for ]. 

         :  [xviii.8,13,17, xxii.12, P, 
            Pr]. 

          :   [vi.13, xvi.19, xx.28,41,  
                             P, G]. 

   :  [xxvi.11, Ch, Ps, Is, Da LXX]. 

I  :  [xxxvii.i.20, G]. 

        /  :  [xxxii.2, II Ch, Ps, Is, Da  
                  LXX]. 

  :  [i.22 etc., P, Ps]. 

         :  [xvi.49, xxxix.19, Is, cf. P, G  
        for ]. 

 Ni. :  [vi.9, P, I Sa]. 

  P ., Pu. :  [xxxvii.i.8, xxxix.27, cf.  
                                    P, G for ]. 

   :  [xix.4,8, Jb, Ps, cf. G for ]. 
 

4    This too is a chimaera [cf. Thackeray op. cit. p. 125], 
for it is traditional, not “Theodotionic”. 
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  :  [xi.20 etc., P, G]. 

  Ni. :  [xx.36 (2), xxxvii.i.22, Ps, Pr,  
                    cf. P, G for ]. 

      (c)  Renderings Which are Unfortunate in Our Text. 

         :  [viii.8],  [xi.19, xvii.7,  
                   xxxiv. 23],  [xix.5]. 

         :  [xiv.20, xviii.3],  [xx.31 etc.]. 

      :   [xvii.16,19]. 

   :  [xvii.16 bis]. 

   of cause etc. :  [xiv.7, xvi.9,14, xx.8, xxiv.23]. 

            essentiae :  [xx.40]. 

           “as regards” : accusative case [xxix.4]. 

 :  [viii.4, xxxvi.17]. 

 :  [xvi.63, xxxvi.23,34],   
              [passim]. 

     privativum :  [xxiv.16]. 

    comparativum :  [xv.2]. 

 :  with genitive [xvi.8],  with the  
              genitive [xxviii.17]; both are close and  
              accurate in other places. 

  :  [xxix.12, xxx.23,26],   
              [xxx.4]. 

. :  [xxxiv. 4]. 

  :  [v.1, P, G].with  [P, cf.  
                     G for ]. 

               :  [xvii.13,16]. 

 :  [xviii.7,16]. 

 Hi. :  [xxxix.14]. 

 Ni. :  [xiii.11,13]. 

                                 ( ) Pi. :  [xxxiv. 11, Le xiii.36]. 
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 Hi. :  [xxiv.9]. 

 :  [xxxi.2, cf. P, G  for ]. 

 :  [xxxiv. 26] with . 

 :  [ix.2]. 

 Ni. :  [xxxvi.37, cf. P, G Active for  
             Qal]. 

        :  [xvii.13]. 

 (gen.) :  [i.20,21]. 

 :  [xvi.27]. 

    :   [xix.3,6,  
             xxii.25,27]. 

 Hi. :  [iii.26]. 

 Qal ptc. :   [xxxiii.30]. 

 Qal :  [xxxvi.35]. 

 Hi. :  [iv.3,7, P, G]. 

                  Ni. :  [xvi.7, II Sa, I Ch]. 

 Pi. :  [iv.6,8], cf. Passive for Qal  
                              [v.12 etc.]. 

 :  [xi.13, xiii.13, xx.17]. 

 :  [vi.2, xvi.8]. 

 Hi. :  [xxxii.9]. 

        :  [xii.18]. 

 :  [xv.3,4,5 bis]. 

 :  [xvi.12]. 

 Ni. :  [xiv.22],   
             [xxxii.31]. 

               :  [xix.12,14, P, G] with  [P,  
                    G]. 

 Hi. :  [v.2]. 

  ( ) Hi. :  [xxxiii.9].   
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 Qal :  [xxxvi.7],  [x.19],  
             [xxxii.30],  [iv.4  
        etc.]. 

 :  [xxiii.49]. 

 Ni. :  [xxvi.2]. 

 :  [i.4,22, viii.2]. 

 Hi. :  [xx.37, xxiii.37]. 

I  :  [xx.8, xxiii.8]. 

 :  [viii.11]. 

 :  [xv.2]. 

   ( )  :  [viii.3,14, x.19, xi.1, P, G]  
             with  [P, G]. 

I  :  [iv.2]. 

 Pi. :  [xiii.6, cf. P, G for Qal]. 

       ( ) Hi. :  [xxii.7, cf. P, G for Pi.]. 

 :  [vii.2 bis etc.]. 

 :  [x.11]. 

 :  [xxxi.6]. 

I  Pi. :  [xix.1, cf. P, G for verb]. 

 :  [xi.5, xx.32]. 

         :  [xix.5].  This automatic  
      rendering scarcely supports a sense  
      “appoint” for the Hebrew. 

 :  [xvi.53 bis, cf. P, G  for  
        ]. 

 Hi. :  [xxxiv. 4,16]. 

 :  [v.16 etc.]. 

 :   [xxxix.14]. 

     The renderings in group (c) leave the impression that 

some of the original did not strictly pass through the 

translator’s mind at all, but was automatically turned into 

Greek with scant regard for the right shade of meaning in    
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context. There is a strong element of etymologizing.  The 

method here suggests that the translator may have used some 

checklist, mental or written, of stock equivalents.  

Chapters xxvii to xxviii are quite free of this automatic 
element, and have only one or two examples of formulaic 

literalism at all. 

((4)  FORMULAIC FREEDOM  

     Another large group of renderings is formulaic in 

language but not literal, at least in our text, and capable 

of attaching itself to more than one Hebrew original with 

reasonable appropriateness.  Some of these renderings are 

not idiomatic Greek; and in some of these cases there is a 
strong presumption that they originated with the Hebrew text 

of which they are a literal version.  Some weak transliter-

ations are listed here. 

(a)  Renderings Which are Nowhere Very Literal. 

   :  [xxvii.19], P for . 

    :  [xxx.17], P for ( ) . 

    :  [xvi.57, P, G]. 

    :  [xxvii.6, Jo, Tw]. 

 ( )  : I  [viii.11, xi.1, II Ki, Je]. 

      :  [xxix.10, xxx.4,9, xxxvii.i.5,  
                        P, G]. 

 ( )  : ( ) [xxix.10, xxx.6, P, Je]. 

)(  :  [xxix.14, xxx.14, Je]. 

       :  [xxx.14, P, Ps, Is]. 

)(  :  [xxviii.12 etc., G]. 

      :  [xxi.25, II Sa, Je].   
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 :  [xvi.46,51,53,55, xxiii.4,33,  
G]. 

 :  [xxx.18]. 

I  :   [viii.16, I Ki, II Ch]. 

 :  [xi.2, Ho, Is]. 

 :  [xxiii.25 bis, Am]. 

 : ’  [xxxvii.i.16, Pr, Tw]. 

 :   [xviii.6, P],   
[xxii.10, xxxvi.17, P, La]. 

 III  :  [xxxvi.35, P, G]. 

 :   [xxx.18], Am, Is  
for . 

 :  [xxxii.24, II Sa, I Ki, Je]. 

II  Hi. :  [iii.18, II Ch]. 

                        :  [xxxvii.16,17], P, G for  
                                                  various originals,   
                                                  [xxxvii.16], P, G for various  
                      originals. 

 :  with dative [xvi.5, P, Is, Je]. 

 Hi. :  [xxvii.9], Ju, Ps, Da TH, Da LXX 
                                                   for Pi. 

     : ’  [xii.6, P, Is]. 

 :  [iv.9, P, G].5 

 :  [iv.11 etc., P, G].6 

 :  [xxxix.9, P, Tw, Is, Je]. 

                    II ( ) denom. Qal :   [xii.23, xvii.2, xxiv.3,  
                                                                       II Sa]. 

 
5    The singular collective would serve quite well here; 
but perhaps  was thought of as pre-empted for “food”. 

6    The singular is unfortunate at xxvi.19, xxvii.26, and 
so is the accompanying adjective: the rendering is a case 
of inappropriate Formulaic Freedom. 
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  :  [xvi.11, P, Es, Jb, Je]. 

   I  m. :   [xii.14, Ju, Ps, Na]. 

  :  [xxxii.3, Ru, II Ki, Pr]. 

  :  and cognate verb  
             [xxxiii.10,12], P, G for various  
             originals. 

  :  [xxxix.25, Ps, Tw], cf.  
  [xxix.14]. 

  Qal :  [xxiv.11, P, I Sa, Ps, Je,  
                La]. 

((b)  Renderings Which are More Literal Elsewhere. 

 privativum in  [xii.19] becomes , making the  
phrase which is more literal at I Ch xvi.32. 

           :  [xxx.13, Is, Je], but at Ho  
                   ix.6 for . 

                  :  [xxvii.10, xxxvii.i.5, Je],  
                           but for  [Ch, Na]. 

             pl. (Q) :  [xxvii.3], but for singular  
                                  [G]. 

                 :  with dative [xiv.4, P], but  
                  for the familiar  idiom [P, G]. 

              :  [xiii.9] with  [cf. P,  
                                    G]. 

                :  [xxi.16], but for  [P,  
                                                        I Sa]. 

              :  with wrong subject and wrong  
                         dative [ix.5], but more literal at  
                         Ge xlv.20. 

                 :  [xxiv.16,21,25, I Ki, La], 
                                 but literal at Ho ix.16. 

             pl. :   [xiii.4, xxxvi.33,12, Is,  
                          Je], but for singular nouns [P, G]. 

  :  [xxxiii.24, xxxvi.2,3,5],  
                  but for  [P, G].   
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 pl. :  [iv.9], but literal at Ex.ix.32. 

 :  with accusative [v.6,20,  
                xvi.24, Je], but for transitives  
           [P, G]. 

 Hi. :  [xxii.13], but for  Hi. with  
            the same object at Am i.8, Za xiii.7,  
                           Is i.25;  [xxxii.15], but for  
            Hi. in similar contexts  
           [Is xxiv.2, Ez xxix.12 etc. ]. 

 :  [viii.1], but literal passim  
           in our text. 

 :  [x.18], for  [I Ki, Je]. 

 I  :  [iv.3, Je], but for   
           [P, G]. 

 pl. :  [xxxii.23, Na, Is], but literal  
           [P, G. 

 Hi. :  intransitive [xxxii.8], but  
            for Qal, Hithp. [I Ki, Tw, Je]. 

  :   I  [xxxix.7], but literal in  
            II Ki, Is, Je  

 :    [xii.5], but literal at I  
                          Sa xix.10. 

In one or two cases the syntax has been affected by Formula-

ic Freedom:  

     At xiii.6 the main verb  becomes a wrong , 
the participle being literal at I Ch xxix.29. 

     At xxxvii.19 the imperative  becomes the formulaic 
 . 

At ix.11  becomes the formulaic  . 

((c)  Coinages and Unidiomatic Expressions Which are 
More Literal Elsewhere. 

                         : ’ in a relative clause [xxiii.22]  
                      making a typical formulaic “unidiom”  
                                with the preposition supplied from the  
                      end of the Hebrew clause. 
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 causae :  [vii.27] which is familiar with  

                               . 

 :  [xxxiii.19, xxxvi.31 bis,  
                   xxxvii.27] making formulae. 

  :  [xxvii.8,11], but singular  
             for  at Ge x.18. 

 : ( ) pl. [xxvii.9], but ( )  
             at  I Ki v.32 (A) for . 

 : I  [i.2], but more appropriately  
             elsewhere [II Ki, Ch, Je, Da LXX,  
             I Es, II Es]. 
             :  [xi.1,13], slightly closer for  

                    at I Ch iii.21, iv.42. 

           :    [xxxiv. 29], very frequent  
                                               for . 

           with suffix. :   [xxxii.11], but for  at  
                              Ho vi.3, xiii.13. 

         /  pred. :   [xxiv.28, xxxv.5], making  
             a formula.  

           Hithp. Imperf. :  [xxxvii.i.23], but for  
             Qal  Imperfect [Ps, Mi, Za]. 
            :   with genitive [iii.10],  

                   but  formulaic for  [P, G]. 

         :  [iii.18, xi.21, xiv.22,23,  
                    xvi.43  xxii.31], making a formula. 
             :   [xxxiii.5], but at  
             Ho iv.12 for . 

             :   with accusative  
                        [xxiii.15], but the active occurs  

                        with this construction for  at  
                                                      I Ki xxi.27. 

           Ho. :  [xxi.16], but for  Pu.   
                   at Ps lii.2. 

          : paraphrastic    
              [xxiv.21], but the Greek construct- 
              ion occurs at Jn iv.10,11 for 
             . 
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  :   [xiii.13, Je], cf. P, Na,  
 Is for the phrase, but it is literal  
 at Dt xxxii.24 for . 

    : ( )  [xxxiii.24,27], but  
 the plural stands at Je  
 xxxiii.10  for a Ni. feminine  
 plural, with  close by. 

   pred. :   [xxii.4] making a formula;  
                        cf. the treatment of  just below. 

   :    [xvi.56] making a  
        formula. 

                :  [v.15], but P, G for   
                        and . 

       pred. :   [xx.17] making a  
                            formula. 

    :  with reflexive [v.1 (2)],  
                    but for  [Je, Ru]. 

 Qal with inf. abs. :   [iii.18, xxxiii.8,  
                                     14], but for Ho, with infinitive [P]. 

 Ni. :   [xxv.12] making a 
Pentateuchal formula. 

 :   [xviii.12,15], but for 
the noun with  [Ps xvii.11] and  

 [Je xl.4]. 

 :      [xviii.8], 
but literal at Le xxv.37, Ps xv.5. 

 Hi. :   [xvi.59], but for  
 [Jo, II Ki, Ho]. 

 Qal :  [xxv.9], but for  [Is], 
 [xxi.12, Je] and  [Je], all 

with reference to limbs. 

 :    [xxxvi.11], but more  
        literally [G]. 

 :  [xix.5, Ru i.12], for other  
        words in Ps passages, but at Ps  
        lxix.3 for the unique . 
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     Renderings which are more literal elsewhere are not 

necessarily significant for literary relationships unless 

they are bad Greek, for otherwise dependence cannot be 

proved. It is, however, striking that with only one 

exception7 coinages and hebraizing elements8 can so readily 

be traced to passages where they are literal, and that some 

cases are so simple that the dependence of our text is 

virtually certain at that point. 

Formulaic Freedom extends into every part of our text. 

((5)  INDEPENDENT LITERALISM  

     Whether the literalism which lies at the root of virtu-

ally all the syntactical hebraizing noted in Part I is 

formulaic or independent is a matter of definition: the fact 

is that literalism however classified is the source of very    

 
7    There is one curious example of an “unidiom” which can-
not be traced to source:   [for   at xxxix.23] 
occurs in I Ki, I Ch, Je, but is never literal.  Cf. the 
equally unidiomatic and unliteral   [xx.27] 
which may be modelled on it.  One might speculate that 
false etymology from  is at work.  Some of the 
passages seem to make better sense if “wrong, misbehave 
towards” is intended. 

8    Probably to be included here are some minor grammatical 
examples of Formulaic Freedom, the omission of the article 
at xvi.3 and xviii.20 bis, and changes of order at ii.6, 
XXVII.24, xxxi.17, xxxii.4, xxxiii.21,22, xxxiv.6,24, 
xxxvii.6,16, xxxix.23.  In each case the change, while 
against Greek usage, is very much in the general manner of 
the text.  There is one equivocal example of a name, where 
argument depends on the vocalisation:  :  [xi.1], 
but more appropriately in I Ch. 
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many un-Greek features of our text, and does not confine 

itself to vocabulary and idiom.  It gives rise to many 

passages where the sense is thoroughly opaque, or a wrong 

emphasis is given, or the idiom is quite unnecessarily 

harsh.  Laziness and ignorance must both have been influent-

ial.  A prime example of ignorance is the translation of 

xxvii-xxviii. where the abysmal level of the version shows 

how much at a loss the translator was [e.g. xxvii.14].  

Particularly bad examples of slavish literalism are as 

follows:  

 [iii.13]. 

o  [v.1], which has no antecedent at all. 

       [v.2], where the termination is wrong in 

Greek. 

      vo ... v o [vii.19], where the sense is ob-
scure, the verb disguising neatly the difficulty of identi-

fying a subject. 

 [viii.6,13,15]. 

 [viii.8]. 

 after  [xiii.9], reversing the sense  

      [xvi.18], which must make “you put them on (your-

self)”. 

     [xvi.34]. 

               

 [xvi.24]. 

 [xxi.32]. 

      [xxiv.5 bis] which has no referent; cf. xxiv.11 
for the same case (ter). 

        [xxxi.6]: two articles in Hebrew would 

be required to give this sense. 
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    [xxxi.14]. 

          etc. [xxxiv.6; cf. xxxiv.28, xxxix.26 

for the same phenomenon]. 

    [xxxvi.7] i.e. “I vote in favour”! 

Not all cases of literalism are so intolerable. 

 
((a)  The Use of Idiosyncratic Greek for Commoner 

Originals. 

 :  [xxvii.7], but  at Ge x.4. 

 :   [xxv.4,<10>, Je xlix.28], but  
paraphrased [Ju, Jb, Is]. 

 : I  [i.3, xxiv.24], but  at I  
Ch xxiv.6. 

 :  [x.5], but paraphrased elsewhere 
[P, G]. 

 :   [xxvii.22, xxviii.13], but  
  [Sa, Ki, Ch, Da]. 

 :   [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,26,32],  
but /   [Is, Je, Ps, Jb]. 

 :  with word play [xxvi.20 etc.],  
but variously rendered in G. 

   )(  :  [xx.29 bis], but variously  
rendered in G. 

  Pi.  :   [xxxix.9], but more idiomatic  
             [P, G]. 

 :  [x.13], but normally 9. 

 :  [xxi.2], but  [Ez xl ff.,  
Jb, Ec]. 

 :   with accusative [xvi.16], 
but  [Ju xix.2]. 

 
9     has, however, just been used. 
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 :  [iii.5], but  at Is  
   xxxiii.19. 

 Pi. :   with accusative [xxxix.25],  
but more idiomatic [P, G]. 

 :  [i.16], but  [P]. 

((b)  The Use of Literal Greek for Rare and Unique  
Hebrew.10 

:  [xxiii.4 etc.]. 

 :  [xxiii.4 etc.]. 

 :  [i.3]. 

 : ( ) [xxvii.18]. 

 :  [i.1 etc.].11 

 :  [viii.14]. 

 :  [xvii.3,7]. 

  :  [xvi.26]. 

 Pu. ptc. :  [xxvi.17]. 

 :  [xxxiii.32]. 

 12  : . 
 :   [i.11, viii.2]. 

 :   [xxvi.20]. 

 :    [xxii.30]. 

 :     [iv.10,11]. 

 Hi. :   [xxi.36].   

 
10    When the Greek is not original transcription, coinage and 
“unidiom”, it is not found elsewhere in the Greek Bible.  See 
Part I, pp. 54-60, and Appendix B, Lists 8-10. 

11    This appears at Jb xlii.17e (A), for no Hebrew original. 
12    This becomes o  at Ex iv.10, but the sense is 
different.  

 

 



PART II: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE 
- 131 - 

 
 

 

                         I  Hi. :  transitive [xvii.24, but cf. Si]. 

      :  [xxiv.7,8, xxxvi.4,14]. 

        :  [xxi.26]. 

                       I  :  [xxvii.16]. 

  Hi. :   [v.2 etc.]. 

    :  [xxxix.12,14].13 

         :  [xvii.17],   [xxi.27]. 

       ((c)  Renderings Which are Less Literal Elsewhere. 

        :  [vi.14], but for other Hebrew in Je. 

           :  [xxvii.23], but for  at Jo xv.51  
                       (B). 

            :  [xxix.10, xxx.6], but for   
          [xxx.16], and for  at Is xliii.3. 

          ( )  :  [xxvi.2 etc., xxvii.2 etc.], but at Je  
                        xxi.13 for . 

              :     [xiv.7],14 but  
                                                                    the wordplay is less literal at Is liv.15. 

  :  [xx.38], but wrongly at Za ix.12. 

  :   [xvi.17], but not literal at Je  
 iii.1. 

  :  [xxxiv.19], but wrongly at II Ki  
 xix.26.15 

  :  [iii.7], but not literal  
  at Pr xvii.20, Si xvi.9. 

 
     13   , which stands for the Hebrew at I Sa vi.1,   

               would have been better at xxxix.12. 

       14 P and Jo, which have the Hebrew, content themselves  
  with a -prefix for both noun and verb. 

     15 The rendering might be derived in either place from the  
formulaic rendering of the noun and verb by compounds in  
- , - . 
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     It will be seen that Independent Literalism is not 

particularly widespread;16 at the same time it has no 

especially marked distribution.  There is a certain correl-

ation between literal rendering by means of coinage, 

“unidiom” and untypical Biblical Greek, and rare or unique 

Hebrew expressions, as if to point up the nature of the 

original, and this kind of pedantry has its parallels in 

the treatment of other rare items, as will be seen.  Yet 

group (a) represents a more arbitrary tendency.  The trans-

lation can in fact use formulae for rare originals, and 

Independent Literalism for more familiar items, without 

rhyme or reason. 

((6)  ETYMOLOGIZING. 

     An element of etymologizing enters into several kinds 

of rendering in our text, but is not fundamental.  In some 

cases, however, especially when the translator was faced 

with a rare item which could not be guessed from context, 

resort was made to etymology.  Sometimes it is of an 

obvious kind, and the notion is widespread in the Greek  

Bible, if not particularly sound; sometimes the source may 

 
       16    Grammatical cases are very few: at xiv.13 ff., xxxvi.33  

  is rendered where Greek would omit the conjunction, at  
  xvii.3, xxxiii.21, xxxviii.20 the article is un-Greek, at  
  i.4, xxiv.11,12, the literal rendering by the same gender  
  is wrong, certain Hebrew Imperfects become inappropriately  
  Future [xvi.36, xvii.12 bis, 13 bis, xviii.31, xx.25,26,  
  xxxiii.31] or Subjunctive, as if they were prohibitions  
  [xxiv.12, xxxvi.15, xxxvii.22,23, xxxix.10 bis], and at  
  xviii.32 an aorist participle would have been better. 
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be traced more narrowly. 

((a)  Correct Etymology Leading to a Weak Result. 

      :   [xii.22], cf. xvii.3, Jb,  
        Je. 

 :   [xxviii.26 bis, xxix.16,  
                   xxxiv.28, Ju, Ps, Pr, Tw, Je], cf.  

                    for  [Ps, Pr, Je]. 

 Hi. :  [vii.14], cf. the sense of II 
  adj. [P, G]. 

 :  [xxvi.15,18, xxvii.27,  
  xxxi.13,16, xxxii.16], cf. P, G   
 for . 

 :  [xxvii.7], cf. P, G for  
  general sense. 

        :  [vii.8], cf. P, G  for . 

      :  [viii.16], cf. P, I Sa, Jn. 

 :  [x.19],  [xi.1], cf. 
 P, I Sa, Jn. 

    :  [xxi.11], cf. P, G  for . 

     (b)  False Etymology Leading to a Reasonable Result. 

     :  [iii.7], cf. G  for  
                   . 

 :  [vi.12, Ps xxxii.7], probably  
                   connected with the commoner , . 

 :  [xxiii.18,22,28], cf. Ez,  
                   Je for ( ). 

     (c)  False Etymology Leading to a Weak Result. 

 II  Hi. :  [xxxi.15], cf. P, G for I . 

       :  [xxii.6],  [xxxi.7],  
              cf. P, G for . 

 :  [xxi.30], cf. P, Sa for . 

III  Pi. :  [xxviii.7],   
                                [xxviii.16], cf.  [I Ki  
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                   xxxi.3],    [P, Sa, Ki, Ch]. 

        II  :  [xxix.10], cf. P, G for . 

 Hi. :  [xxiii.32],   
              [xxi.33],  
               cf. P, G for  and cognates17. 

 :  [xxxv.15], cf. P, G  
              for  Pi. 

 :  [xxxviii.13], cf. I Sa, Ca  
                                  for a similar .18 

               ( ) :  [xxi.17], for  P, G.19 

       :  [xxx.18], cf. I Sa, Hb for 
                     .20 

                                    ( ) Ni. :  [xiv.7, Ho], cf.  
              xiv.5, Ps for I ( ) Ni. 

                                  II  :  [xxvii.9], cf. P, G,  
                 [xxvii.27], cf. Ez, Je21. 

                                I  :  [xii.13, xvii.20], cf. Sa,  
               Ki, Ch for II .22 

 :  [viii.3], cf. P, G for  
               Qal. 

 :  [vii.22], cf. I  [P,  
              G].23  

       :  [xvii.5], cf. Ps, Mi  
              for I . 

 
17    Well rendered  at II Ch vii.7. 
18    The word similarly rendered at Ne vi.2 may be the 
source, though it is not quite identical. 

19    ( ) Pi. :  [Ps lxxxix.45]. 
20     :  [Je xxvii.2 etc.]. 
21    I  receives precisely the same treatment [xxvii.9 
etc.]. 

22    The same notion reappears at xix.9, i.e.  stands 
for .  The confusion with  appears to be endemic 
in the Greek Bible. 

23  :    [Ps xvii.14]. 
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     Group (a) is closely allied to Formulaic Literalism 

(b) and (c), reflecting the same insensitive approach to 

the text.  Group (b) is acceptable in context more by luck 

than judgment.  Group (c) is etymologizing in a pure form, 

the result being glaringly wrong in context.  Etymologizing 

cannot, however, be described as more than sporadic in our 

text. 

((7)  CORRECT PHILOLOGY FOR LESS STRAIGHTFORWARD HEBREW. 

     There are traces of a sound tradition for harder 

items24, sometimes shared with other places in the Greek 

Bible, sometimes independent.  Renderings which could have 

been deduced from context are not properly to be included 

here, although sound philology rather than intelligent 

guesswork may be their origin. 

         (a)  Renderings Where the Notion is Not Confined to Our  
         Text. 

          :  [xxvii.13, Is lxvi.19], cf.  
         ‘  [Tw, Is].1F

25 

          :  [xxv.16, Ze ii.5].2F

26 

 
     24    “Harder items” include those where other versions have 

a poor notion of the meaning, as well as those where there 
are no other renderings.  Some occur several times, but the 
Greek Bible has difficulty with each occurrence, as though 
they were felt to be hard. 

     25    I  at Ge x.2,4, a crude version compared with that  
  here. 
26    Transcribed in Sa, Ki, Ch, and not necessarily under- 
  stood. 
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              :  [xxvii.10], cf. Je xlvi.9, for  
                    |.3F

27 

           :  [xxvii.12, xxxviii.13], cf.  
                             Is . 

 :  [xxii.18,20, xxvii.12, Nu  
                   xxxi.22]. 

 :  [xxiii.7, Ex xv.4],    
                   [xxi.16, P, Is, Je]. 

 :  [xviii.2, Is, Je, Jb]. 

 :  [xxxi.8, Za xi.2]. 

 “be haughty”  :  [xxviii.2,5,17, II Ch]. 

 :  [vii.7], cf.  [I Sa v.9, 
                   Is xxii.5]. 

 :  [vii.10, Pr, Je], cf. P, Ob  
                   . 

 :  [xxiii.46], cf.  [II Ch  
                      xxix.8]. 

I ( ) :  [xviii.6, P, Jb]. 

 :  [xxvii.8,27,28],   
                   [xxvii.29], cf.  for   
                   [Jn i.6]. 

                         Ni. :  [xxxiv.4, Da LXX], cf. Ho for  
                     Qal. 

 ( ) :  [x.2, Ec iv.6],  [x.7, P]. 

  :  [xxi.36], cf. Ps, Pr, Si for .  

 :  [xxxviii.12, Ju]. 

                    ( ) :  [xiii.10 etc., xxii.28], cf.  
                     [Le xiv.42, I Ch xxix.4]. 

 ( ) :  [xxiii.17,18, Je]. 

 Hi. :  [xiii.22],  [for ptc.  
                   xxviii.24], cf. P, Ps, Jb for the sense  
                   of the . 

 
27     :  [Is lxvi.19]. 
   :  [Ge x.13].  Both renderings may betray  
  ignorance. 
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     :  [xxi.31, P].   

( ) Ni. :  [iv.17, xxxiii.3,0F

28 P, Za]. 

 :  [iv.11,16, Le xix.35, I Ch  
                             xxiii.29]. 

       :  [i.4,13,27, II Ki, Tw]. 

             Pi. :  [xxxiv.21, I Ki, Ps, Da LXX,  
            TH]. 

             :  [xxiv.4 bis, P],   
                             [xxiv.6, P]. 

                             ( ) Hi./( ) : /  [xxii.20,22, II Ki,  
            II Ch].  

                                                        ( ) :  [xxiii.6,12,23, Es, Ne, Je]. 

 :  [xvi.13,19, xlvi.14, P, Ki,  
             Ch]. 

 :  [iv.12, P, Ho, I Ki]. 

 :  [iv.9, Ge, II Sa]. 

 :  [xviii.18],   
                               [xxii.12, Je], cf. Am f r . 

 :  [iv.9, II Sa xvii.28]. 

      :  [xxiii.6,12,23, Ma i.8]. 

 :  [ix.1, Ho, Mi, Je]. 

                              I  Hi. :  [xvii.24], cf.  [Jb  
               xiv.9],  [Ps xlii.13]. 

        ( ) :  [xiii.19], for  P, Ju. 

           ( ) :  [iv.12], for  II Ki, Is. 

 :  [xxxix.15], cf. II Ki xxiii.17  
                               . 

 Qal :  [vii.10], for Hi. Ps xc.6. 

                             ( ) Pi. :  [xxii.5], cf.  [II  
                             Ki ii.23],  [Hb i.10],  

 
   28 There seems to be no sound reason for printing    

                                      instead at xxiv.23. 
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          for the unique cognate noun  
        [xxii.4]. 

  Pi. :  [xxxvii.17], cf.  [Ho  
       vii.6],   [Ps lxv.5]. 

 :  [xxv.5, Ze ii.15]. 

    ( ) :  [xxviii.5,16,18], cf.  for   
                 xxvii.3 etc., I Ki x.15. 

                    I  :  [xvi.11, xxiii.42, P]. 

   :  [xvi.7, xvii.10, Za, Je], cf.   
      [P, Ps]. 

 :  [xxvii.17, P, Je]. 

     :  [xxiii.24], cf. I Sa  
                         xvii.38 . 

 :  with dative [xxxix.11], cf. Ge  
  ii.14, iv.16, I Sa xiii.5. 

 :  [xxvi.5,14], cf. P for . 

 :  [xvi.49, Ps, Da TH]. 

 Ni. :  [xx.35,36, Jl iv.2]. 

 :  [xxvii.7,24], cf.   
                [xxiii.6, P, Es]. 

((b)  Independent Renderings. 

     :  [xxx.14,16]. 

 :  [xxx.17 

 :  [xxvi.21, xxvii.36, xxviii.19]. 

 :  [iv.9]. 

                          I ( ) :  [xxiv.6 bis,12 bis]. 

                           :  [xix.11]. 

                           :  [xxvii.17].  
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((8)  CONTEXTUAL GUESSES. 

     Guesswork, not necessarily dependent on sound philo-

logy, but on the context, is a common method of dealing 

with rarer items.  As we shall see, it leads the translator 

badly astray at times; but here our concern is with fortun-

ate guesses leading to a reasonable result. 

     “surely if” :    [xv.5]. 

                                         :   [xxxviii.6 bis, 9, xxxix.4],   
                                         [xxxviii.22]. 

                     I  :  [v.2, Is xliv.16, xlvii.14]. 

                                         :  [xxxviii.22], resulting in an  
                                        “unidiom” found at Jo x.11, Si  

                 xliii.15. 

           ( ) Ni. :  [ix.4]. 

                                        ( ) :  [vi.3, xxxii.6, xxxiv.13,  
                                        xxxvi.4,6, Is viii.7]. 

                          :  [xiii.18]. 

                         : ( )  [xxvii.15]. 

                                         Ni. :  [vii.27], cf. xxi.12, xxv.9  
                                        for the Greek. 

( ) Hithpo‘ l :  [xvi.6,22].0F

29 

                   ( ) :  [xxxiv.12]. 

                Pi. :  [xxii.47]. 

            :  [xvi.40]. 

                      Ni.   :  [xxxvii.11], cf. Nu xxxi.49  
                                         for the Perfect form. 

             :  [v.1]. 

                                          ( ) :  [iv.12,15]; the sound may have  
                                       been influential here. 

 
             29    This is a case of unusual Greek for Hebrew unique to  
               our text. 
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  ( ) :  [xxvii.24]. 

   :  [xxvii.24]. 

       :  [xvi.27].30 

   ( ) :  [xxxii.2,13].31 

                       :  [ii.10]; the sound must have  
                      helped. 

  “flow” :  [vii.17, xxi.12]. 

         :  [xvi.34 bis]. 

    :  [xv.2, P, Na]. 

   I  :  [xxxvi.25]. 

II  Qal “touch” :  [i.11]. 

         II  adj. :  [v.1, Is xlix.2, Ps lvii.5]; 
cf. the  correct notion for the cognate verb 
         at xxi.14,15,21. 

 Qal :  [iii.27 bis].32 

     :  [xxx.4,9], cf. xxx.16 for  
          . 

        Pu. ptc. :  [viii.10]. 

 Qal :  [xxiv.11]. 

             ( ) Pu. :  [xvi.4], cf.   
                      for the Ho. here.33 

        :  [xxx.21]. 

      ( )  :  [xvi.3],   [xxi.35]. 

                ( ) :  [xxiii.40].34   

 
30 The form of words is difficult: v.11 is the other 
place where it occurs. 

31     at xxxii.13 (2) seems to be for variety. 
32    The sense “refuse to hear” is special to our text, and  
  the verb normally has a complement. 

        33    The active at Jb xxxviii.9 for an unique  may be  
             derived. 

        34    The “unidiom” with  reappears at II Ki ix.20  
            , perhaps the origin. 
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 :  [xxiii.12].35

 :  [v.3].

( ) :  [xiii.18,20].

( ) Pi. :  [xxv.6], Ps xcviii.8 for the
 Qal. 

( )  : -  or -  [xvi.10,13].1F

36

 :  [iii.3].

( ) :  [xxxv.12], cf. Is verb for
verb. 

 :  [xvi.33].

I ( ) :  [xvi.33].

II ( ) :  [xxxii.30, Ps lxxxiii.11,
     Jo  xiii.21]. 

 :  [xxviii.24].

( ) :  [xiii.18,21].

( ) :  [xxxi.5], cf.  [Is
xvii.6],   [xxxi.6,8].

 :  [xxi.17, La].

 Hi. :  [xvi.21].

( ) :  [xxiii.5 etc.], cf. Je iv.30
for the sense. 

II  : ,  [xvi.11,13, xxiii.40],
cf.  Is lxi.10 .

 :  [xxvii.12 etc.].

I ( ) :   [xi.5]. 
 II  Pi. :  [xxiii.3,8].2F

37

35    See note 29 above. 
36    See note 29 above. 
37    Perhaps this rendering is less a guess than an attempt to 
be more polite. 
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 :  [xxii.29].

 :  [xxxi.6,8].

   Aspread” :  [i.11];   [P, G] may have
been in mind in addition. 

 Ni. :  [xxxiv.12].

 :  [xvi.25].

( ) Pu. :  [xiv.9], cf.  [Je
xx.10].38 

 :  [vii.20], cf. Ha ii.7 for the
Greek phrase. 

( ) :  [xviii.2].

(  ) :  [xvii.4,22], cf. Dt
xxiii.26 .

( ) Pilp. :  [xxi.26].

( ) :  [xxxvii.6].

( ) :  [xvi.11].

 Pi. :  [i.24].

   Ni. :  [xxix.7], cf. Ju, Sa, Ki, Is for
.

 :  [vi.11],  [xxv.6].

 :  [xxxii.6].39

 :  [iv.15].

  :  [xxvii.6], cf.  for 
ptc. [xxvii.8,26],  [xxvii.29]. 

 :  [xxxix.2].

 :  [xxxviii.9].

/  :  [xxviii.24,26, xxxvi.5].

38    Pr xxv.15  is curious in the light of these renderings.
39 See note 29 above. 
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I ( ) ptc. :  [xxvii.25]. 

 Hi. :  [iii.15].40 

( ) :  [xiii.19], cf.  at Is  
        xl.12].1F

41 

( ) :  [xxvi.10], cf. Is lx.6 . 

( ) : paraphrastic  [xxxiv.18]. 

               ( )  :  [xvi.10, xxvii.7, P, Pr],  
                                [xvi.13, P]. 

              ( ) :  [xxiii.14] with wordplay. 

               ( ) :  [xvii.22,23],   
                       [xix.10,13, Ps]. 
               :  [viii.3, x.8, P, Ps]. 

          ( ) Hi. :  [ix.4] making a formula with  
                      the object. 

                 :  [xx.6]. 

                   :  [xxi.8,9,10, II Sa, Je];  
                         [v.1, P, Ps, Is, Je]. 

                 :  [xxvii.5, Is]. 

     It will be noted that there are slight tendencies here 

to the formulaic on the one hand and to the pointing up of 

rare Hebrew on the other. 

((9)  WEAK PHILOLOGY. 

     Certain renderings are dependent not on etymologizing 

nor on contextual guesswork but on an unsound notion.  

Sometimes the notion is shared by more than one text; at 

other times it contradicts a sounder tradition elsewhere.     

 
40    This is only reasonable if “be upset, in a daze” be in-  
  tended.  Cf. pap. o  “confusion”. 
41    The rendering is wrong in the Isaiah context. 
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((a)  Renderings Where the Notion is Not Confined to Our  
     Text. 

   advers. :  [xvi.28, xx.15,23, Ps xcv.9]. 

           :  [xxvii.15], cf. Ge x.4 for ;  
                simple misreading is probably not the  
                origin, in the light of this parallel in P. 
    ( ) Ni. :  [iii.26, xxiv.27], cf. Ps  
                xxxix.3,10 .2F

42 

    ( ) Pi. :  [xx.27], cf. P, Is . 

         ( ) :  [xxiii.35, I Ki, Ne]. 

           :  [xxvi.8],  [iv.2], cf.  
                 [II Ki xxv.1]. 

           :  [ii.10], cf. Jb xxxvii.2 . 

           :  [v.7, Ch, Je]. 

        I  : ,  [xvi.27,43,58],   
                [xxiii.21,44, P]. 

 II ( ) :   [xvii.1], cf.  for the  
                noun [Hb].43 

        ( ) :  [vi.6, xii.19], cf. the common  
                rendering of  [Tw, La, Je].4F

44 

         :   [xxi.20], cf. I Ki, II Ch, Je  
                 for .5F

45 

    (pl.) :  [xxvi.11], cf. I Sa, Na for  
                the . 

           :   [xxiv.17],    
                [xxiv.23], cf.  [Le xix.27]. 

         :  [xvi.12 etc., I Ch xix.13, Pr  
                xvi.31]. 

 
42    The right notion is found at Is liii.7, Ps xxxii.19, Da 
LXX x.15. 

43      [Ju xiv.12,13,16] is better. 
44     [Ge xlvii.9] is better. 
45     [Le xix.14, I Ki, Ps] is better. 
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          ( ) :  [xxxii.12, Je, Is]. 

((b)  Renderings Reflecting a Notion Which is Sound  
     Elsewhere. 

            :  [xx.38], but correctly at I Ch  
                 xvi.41. 

            :  [iii.1,2,3 (cf. ii.9), II Es, Ps],  
                 but cf.  for  [P, I Ch]. 

          :  [xvii.4], possibly by deduction  
                 from the sense of the participle “babe,  
                 suckling” [P,G]. 
             :  [xxii.25], but correctly in Es, Ps, Da  
                 LXX, Da TH.46 

             :  [xxix.18], but correctly for the Ni.  
                 [Le xiii.40,41]. 
    Ni. ptc. :  [xxxiv.4,16], but correctly at  
                 Dt xxii.1. 
         ( ) :   [xxxvii.9], but correctly at Ge  
                 ii.7. 

(c)  Idiosyncratic Renderings. 

            : paraphrastic  [xxvii.6], but   
                 [Am ii.9, Za xi.2].47 

            :  [vii.26 bis], perhaps partly by reason  
                 of the sound, but  [Is xlvii.11]. 

 Ni. :  [xii.25,28], but  [Is  
                 xiii.22].48   

           :  [xxxi.8], but  [Ge  
                 xxx.37]. 
 
 

 
46     [Jb xxviii.10] is sound. 
47    Is it possible that this curious rendering by a word  
  unique in the Greek Bible is influenced by    
  in Od. ii.424? 
48    The “unidiom” with  reappears at Is xliv.14 for 
  Pi., for which it appears unsuitable. 
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     It is remarkable how very rarely tradition and context 

are abandoned in favour of a truly independent philology, 

whether sound or unsound.  Precisely how much original 

philology is present, however, is a question which cannot 

be answered without a clearer idea of the history of the 

Greek Bible as a whole. 

((10)  THE OUTRIGHT OMISSION OF RARE ITEMS. 

     Rare forms, rare meanings and rare combinations some-

times appear to provoke the desperate remedy of excision 

not only of the offending item but also of its accompanying 

phrase.  This normally does not occur unless tradition, 

etymologizing and guesswork were of no avail, that is to 

say in the same kind of situation in which some more modern 

critics of Ezekiel have tended to excise.  But in view of 

the fact that the translation sometimes omits better-

attested items, with which, say, it can be shown to have 

had difficulty elsewhere, the argument from Septuagintal 

silence should be used with caution. The main cases are as 

follows:  

      . [xxx.5]; , a proper name which stands alone  

only here [xxvii.23];  . [xxiv.12] with its verb;49 

 “bear punishment” [vi.6], a somewhat harsh combination 

with the subject, and poorly rendered elsewhere; ( ) . 

[xvii.21];  . [v.15];50  [i.24], wretchedly  

 
49    There may be a mechanical cause, however. 
50    Ps xliv.17, and passages in Ze, Is, might have offered 
a hint. 
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rendered at Je xi.16; II  Hi. [xxxiii.7] with its 

phrase, a form with which the translation is never quite at 

home;  [viii.2], correctly rendered  at Da TH 

xii.3;  . [xxxiii.30] with its whole phrase;  . 

[xviii.7],  [ii.4] as part of a larger omission;  
I  Pi. ptc. . [xxviii.9];  . [vi.10];  III 

 [xxxi.3];51  [vii.16], a unique phrase; 

( ) [xvii.22];52  Hi. [vi.8, xxxix.28], an un- 

paralleled intransitive construction;  Pol. pass. 

[xxviii.13], a near-unique form;53 ( ) . [xxvii.24]; 

 Pi. [xxii.21, xxxix.28] with its phrase;54  Hi. 

[viii.17] without an object; , [xx.28], an unique 

phrase, with the rest of the clause;  [xxiii.32] which 

is never well rendered elsewhere;  [xxxiv.27], never 

rightly rendered except at Je xxvii.2 etc.;  . 

[xvi.4];  Hi. “banish” in a difficult form [iv.13];  

 Hi. A [v.13], an Ezekiel idiom never well rendered 

[xvi.42, xxi.22, xxiv.13];  Hithp. [v.13], poorly 

rendered at Ge xxvii.42;  adj. [vi.13], uniquely with 

;55 II  Hi. . [xxxv.13] with its whole phrase; ( ) 

. [viii.11];56 III  [xiii.20], a near-unique form;  

[xxvii.19];  . [xvii.5];  .  

 
  51     [II Ch xxvii.4] is good, but the rendering is 

wrong at Is xvii.9. 

  52    There are sound renderings at Jb viii.16, xiv.7, xv.30, 
Ho xiv.7, Ps lxxx.12. 

  53     [Ps xxxvii.23] is reasonable. 

  54     [Ps cxlvii.2] is reasonable. 

  55    The adjective is well rendered by  [Le xxiii.40, 
Ne viii.15]. 

     56    The version certainly lends no support to a sense  
     “vapour” [cf. H.S. Nyberg in Le Monde Orientale 14 (1920)  
     pp. 202-3]. 
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[xvi.47];  adj. [xxiv.11];  [viii.3]; III  Hi. 

. [xxxi.3];  [vii.7,10] with its verb;  Po‘ l 

“entice” [xxxviii.4], poorly rendered at Is xlvii.10;  

[xxv.6] with its phrase, a word which caused difficulty 

[xxv.15, xxxvi.5];  “go astray” [xxxiv.6]. 

((11)  CONTEXTUAL ERRORS. 

     Possibly the largest single influence upon the version 

apart from tradition was the feeling for context.  Wise 

guess-work occurs, but so does gross distortion of the 

sense under the influence of an idée fixe.  Especially with 

hard items, which had to be guessed, there tends to be a 

strong element of false etymology or crude misreading and 

of the insertion of biblical formulae giving a quite wrong 

sense.  Once the translator has the wrong end of the stick, 

he may then proceed to take the bit between his teeth, 

treating even easy and familiar items, not to mention suf-

fixes and other grammatical markers, with the utmost care-

lessness.  Space forbids the listing of all the cases; the 

list given here could easily be enlarged. 

(a)  Unsuccessful Guesses. 

 :   [vi.11]. 

 ...  : misunderstood as a future condition  
            [ii. 5,7,11], the Hebrew construction  
            being uncommon. 

  “furthermore” :    [xiv.21]. 

   “as regards”  :  with accusative [xvi.22] as  
                    though “in addition to”. 

                  :    [xxiii.38];    
                       [xx.27]. 
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         :  [xxvii.11]. 

         :  [xxv.13]. 

            :  [xxvii.17].57 

  :    [iii.15], prob-  
                 ably with  and  in mind.58 

 :   [xxi.20], cf. xxi.33 for 
,  for  [xxi.20].  

 :  [xvii.3].59 

 :  [xvii.21]. 

   :   [xxv.15]; the Hebrew syntax  
                 is hard. 

 :  [xiii.11,13]. 

 :  with predicate [xvi.30]60 for  
                 an unique form. 

 :  [xxi.26] for an unique idiom. 

   ( ) . :  [xx.37]. 

       ( ) :  [xxi.12], cf. the common render-  
                 ing of . 

 “sin” :  [xxv.12].61 

  :   [xxvii.20]. 

 :  [ix.2,3,11],  [x.2,6,7].62 

 :  [xxvii.9, cf. xxvii.27].     

 
57    Ju xi.33 might have hinted at a proper name.  The un-  

  Greek  is literal at Ca iv.10,14, Am vi.6. 
58    Jo viii.28  might have helped with . 
59    Ps lv.7, Is xl.31 hold the clue; a -  word had 
just been used up, on the other hand. 

60    Apparently a conscious echo of Ho xi.18 (for  
). 

61    The near-unique phrase with the cognate noun is well  
    rendered at Le v.19. 
62    With the addition of   at x.6,7, the latter  
    makes a P formula. 
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                  :  [xxi.18]. 

   :  [xxiv.4], apparently as  
             if the  text were . 

   ( ) :   [xxiii.43].63 

     :  [xvi.16]. 

  :   [xxvi.6], the adject- 
           ive probably being intended to  
           connote idolatry. 

 Pi. “defraud” :  [xxii.12] with cognate, cf.  
                        xxii.13.64 

 :  [xxx.16], cf. P, G,  for . 

 I Pi. : ’  [xxi.24(2)], cf. P, G, for  
             .65 

 :  [xxxiv.20], in spite of a  
            correct  [II Sa]. 

 :  [xxvii.5], probably “coffin”  
           is meant, cf. ; the word is  
           never well rendered,  [I Ki]   
           being the nearest rendering. 

 :  [xxvii.24], cf.  [I Ch]. 

 Qal :   [xxii.30];   
                 [xiii.5], cf.  [P, G],   
                [Je xvii.11].66 

      ( )/( ) Hi. :  [xxxii.2], cf. P, G for   
                        in spite of Jb xl.23 . 

 Hi. :  with wrong cases  [xxxix.28],  
           cf. the rendering of the Qal at Ge  
           xxx.v.7 and the construction there. 

 
63    Jo ix.5,44,45 might have been helpful. 
64    This wrong notion of the verb reappears at Pr i.19, Je 
vi.13. 

65    Jo xvii.15,18 have . 
66    Hints of the right meaning of the two words are found  
[P, Ho, Am, La, Jb]. 
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             :  [xiv.3,4, cf. 4 a.f.],  
                    [xiv.5 etc.];  [xxx.13], cf. Jn   

                 iii.7,  Na iii.10 for , i.e. ‘brass  
               hats’ in a  context with a military tone. 

          : o  [xvi.5], the unidiomatic moral  
                 tone being apparently derived from the use 
                of the  adjective in P, G. 

             Qal : o  [v.11] with an object supplied. 

            inf. :  [xxxvi.5]. 

               pl. :  [xxvii.28]. 

                    :  [iv.16, xii.19];  [xii.18]. 

          Hi. :  [iii.26]. 

              :  [xvi.8, xxiii.17, cf. 21]. 

          : o  [xxiv.5] for the unique sense  
                        “pile up”. 

       :  [xxiv.9]. 

       :  [xvii.17, xxi.27]. 

       :   [i.13] because of the harsh  
                    construction. 

       . : o   [xxvii.32] with half the word  
              omitted. 

          :  [xxxviii.20], cf. Is x.29 for  
                   . 

      ( ) . :   [xxvii.15]. 

        . :   [vii.7], probably with some  
                thought of . 

       . :  o o  [vii.11]. 

                  ( ) : o  [vii.16] for an unique parti-  
                  cipial form. 

        ( ) . :  o  [xxiii.24]. 
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         II  Hi. : o  [xxxiii.9]; o   
                                        [xxxiii.8];  [xxxiii.3]. 

 : o o  [xxiii.29 bis]. 

                                         ( ) pl. : o  [viii.12] in spite of good  
                                         renderings at II Sa xiii.10, I Ki  
                                         xx.30, Jl ii.16. 

   :  [xxi.19] with the wrong case. 

 :    [xii.24] for an unusual  
                                         figurative sense.  Cf. p. 96. 

 Qal : o o  [xxiv.11], an unique form  
                                         rendered by an unformulaic word. 

 : imagination is given free rein  
                                          xxxix.11]. 

                                          :   [xxii.25] making a formula  
                                         out of a hard adverbial use. 

      Pu. ptc. : o  [xxiii.14]. 

                  : o o    [xxvi.16],  
                                         o o    [xxxii.10]. 

      ( ) :  with cognate verb [xxvi.16]. 

             Ni. : a very weak translation [xv.4,5, cf.  
                                                                 the omission with the subject at  
                                                                  xxiv.10]. 

    :   [xxiii.15].67 

     Pu. : o  [xxii.24], cf. P, G for . 

     adj. :  [xvi.16].1F

68 

               :  o o  [xvii.9]. 

       :  [xxiii.33], the word being not  
                                                       frequent and the parallel strange. 

                  ( ) Pi. : o  [xiii.6], cf.  Hi.   

 
67    The participle might have been guessed from Ex xxvi.13  
  . 

       68    This puzzling rendering could be eliminated if we read   
         for , arriving at the sound rendering of Ge xxx.35. 

 



PART II: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE 
- 153 - 

 
 

 

        :  [v.15] in a hard context. 

        Ho. :  [xxi.21], cf. , but Je  
       xxiv.1 has . 

        Ho. :  [xxxviii.8],  [xiv.22]. 

        Ni. : o  [xxvi.17].0F

69 

       ( ) Hi. . :  [xiii.22] with a following  
       omission. 

        Pi. :  [xxi.12], in spite of Le  
       xiii.6,56  . 

       I  :  [xxvii.4, cf. 3]. 

        :  [xxxviii.4]. 

        Ni. :  [xvi.27] making a formula. 

        :  [xxvii.7] with some  etymo- 
        logizing. 

        Qal :  [xvi.42] with a probable  
                verbal echo of II Sa vii.10. 

       ( ) . : a wild guess [xvii.7], but cf. Na  
                 i.10, Je xlvi.14 for the Greek verb. 

        Ni. :  [xxxiii.12] with wrong subject,  
                for  Hi. at Is l.9. 

       Hi. :  [xxxvi.14], cf. the omission  
       at  xxxvi.15.  The Greek is a P word  
       found elsewhere, and normal for   
       Pi.1F

70 

        :  [iii.20 etc.],  [xiv.3  
               etc.] in spite of some sound render- 
               ings [cf. note 45]. 

        :  [xxxvi.4]. 

        Hithp. :  [i.4], in spite of Ex ix.24  
                 .   

 
       69    This may be a mindless formula rather than a guess: 
         cf.  for the Qal [Nu xxv.1]. 

       70    o  [II Ch xxv.8 bis, cf. o  xxviii.23] is  
         good. 
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   :  [xxvi.9]. 

:   [vii.13], cf. P, G for the  
                     Qal, but P, Ne . 

 :  [xxvii.9,27],   
                                 [xxvii.29], in spite of Jn i.5 . 

               Hi. :  [xxix.7]. 

              ( ) Pu. :  [xxiii.3]. 

               :  [xxvi.16] for a near-unique  
              plural; but II Sa xiii.18 has . 

               Qal :   [xxiii.34] making a formulaic  
                        pair of words; Is li.17 renders the  
                        form correctly. 

              ( ) :  [xxi.14],    
              [xxi.16],  [xxi.33]. 

               Qal :  [xxxii.20], cf. P, G for   
              . 

              II  Pi. : great confusion [xxi.5] leading to  
                           further errors. 

               :  [xxiv.16], making an  
              “unidiom” which stands for various  
              military terms [P, Ju, Ki]; P, I Ch  
              have . 

               :  with accusative [xxiv.23],  
                                  cf. P, G for . 

               :  [xvii.3,7]. 

               :   [vii.11]. 

               Pi. :  [xvi.54] with a wrong  
                        object. 

               Hi. :  [xxi.2,7]. 

                :  [xxix.5]; there may be some  
                     confusion with  [Ho, Na]. 

               :  [xxvii.16]. 

               :  [i.7]. 

              I ( ) . :  [xxviii.13].   
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                    : a fanciful rendering [xx.5,6] with  
                                                                   resultant errors. 

        :  [xx.40], perhaps picked up  
              from xx.31. 

     Hi. :  [iii.13, cf. the omission  
              at i.23]. 

               Ho. :  [xix.12]. 

               . :  [xviii.9]. 

              ( ) Pi. . :  [xxvi.4]. 

              ( ) : vague paraphrase [xxii.18 bis, 19]. 

               :  [ii.6]. 

               :  [xxiv.2]. 

        :  ptc. [i.4, xiii.11,13], in spite  
              of ( )  [Ps]. 

              ( ) :  [xvii.6]. 

        :  [xxviii.3], in spite of Ps li.8  
                                . 

               adj. :  [xx.28]. 

   Hi. :  [xx.26];    
                                                [xx.31]. 

               :  [xxxi.3,10,14]. 

      ( ) :  [xxxiii.31], cf. Ps, Jb, Is for  
              , ;  [xxxiii.32]. 

         I  . :  [xxi,32]. 

            :   [vii.13], cf. the normal  
                                                  rendering of . 

         ( ) :  [xxvii.27,33]. 

          I  :  with the noun misread  
                     [xxiv.17,22], in spite of  [Le  
                     xiii.45] and  [II Sa xix.25]. 

           ( ) :  [xii.6,7,12], cf. Jb, La for  
 Hi. 
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II ( ) :  [xxviii.3];  [xxxi.8],  
           but La iv.1  for the Ho. 

            “when” :  [xxvii.34]. 

            ( ) /  :    [xvii.7,10]. 

           II  : utter confusion [xxiii.21]. 

     :  [xxiv.25], cf.  [Ps, Ez],  
                          [II Ki, La],  [Za xii.7]. 

     :  [xxxi.12,13];   
           [xvii.6], cf. Ps lxxx.10 for this  
           somewhat technical word. 

     :  [iv.14], missing the ceremonial  
           connotation caught at Le xix.7, Is  
           lxv.8. 

     :  with suffix omitted  
           [xxiii.20] for an unique masculine  
           sense. 

           I ( ) Pi. :  [xvi.52], as if  were read,  
                       in spite of Ps cvi.30. 

            :  [vii.18]. 

           Hithp. :  [xxvii.30], in spite of  
                                                     [Mi, Je].  This hardly  
                       supports a sense “sprinkle” for the  
                       Hebrew. 

          ( ) pl. :  [xxxviii.11], cf. Ps  
                       cxli.7 for  Ni. 

 III  :  [xxiv.14], cf. Ho xiii.5  
           for  Hi., the absolute use being  
           unique. 

  pl. :  [xiii.5] with a wrong verb,  
           making a sentence reminiscent of Ge  
           i.15; the plural noun is not badly  
           rendered at Am ix.11 by  . 

            pl. :  [vii.22]. 

           ( ) Hithp. :  [xix.12].   
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                 Ni. :  [xvii.21]. 

 :   [ix.3,x.4]. 

 :  ( ) [xxv.9], cf. vii.20,  
                                       and the Greek at Za vii.14, Je  
                iii.19. 

         I  Po‘ l : compounds of  [xiii.18 bis,  
                      20 bis]. 

          I  :  [xiii.21] as if from I  in  
          spite of Ps lxvi.11 . 

 ( ) denom. Po‘ l :  [xxvii.32], a rare word for  
                      the synonym which was thought to be  
                      needed here after the mistranslation  
                      of .  

          adj. “burnished” :  etc. [i.7] in spite of Da x.6  
          . 

          ( ) Pi. :  [xvi.31]. 

           :  [xxvii.19], in spite of Ca  
          iv.14 . 

                        ( ) Po‘ l . :  [xvii.9]. 

 . :  [vii.25], cf. P for . 

                        ( ) :  [xxxvii.8], cf. . 

                                  ( ) :   [xxvii.6]. 

               :  [xxix.4]. 

 . : o  [xii.18], a word used  
                                  elsewhere in our text. 

 : o  [xvi.25] in spite of I Sa  
              xxii.6 o ; the translator con- 
                                 centrates on the idea of literal  
                                  harlotry in this passage, missing the  
              intertwined thread of idolatry.                

                                  ( ) adj. :  [xxxiv.20], cf. Nu, Jb for  
                           . 

 . :  [xxvii.20] with etymologizing. 

 ptc. :  [xvii.4] after ,  
                                  making a formula.   
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                   :  [xxii.9], making a formula with  
             . 

             ( ) denom. :  [xxvii.35], the unique Qal per-  
             fect being wrongly connected with  
             . 

              :  [xii.18] for an unique psycho-  
             logical reference. 

             ( ) :  [xxi.27]. 

             ( ) Hi. :  [xxiv.10] for an unique form. 

              :  [xxiv.10], cf. Ju vi.19,20 for  
             . 

              :  [xvii.3] for an unique reference  
             to plumage.  May this oddity originate  
             with Ps lxviii.27  for   
             ., a rendering clearly guessed from  
             context? 

             ( ) Pi. :  with wrong syntax [xxiv.5]. 

             ( ) . :  [xxiv.5]. 

             ( ) . :   [xxvii.18]; Milesian  
             woollens were world-famous. 

             ( ) :  [xxx.9] as if  were read. 

              :  [xvii.3,22];   
             [xxxi.3,10,14]. 

               ( ) : possibly   [xxvi.9]. 

               Ni. :  [vi.9, xx.43];   
                              [xxxvi.31]. 

              ( ) : ( )  [xxi.15]. 

              :  adj. [viii.12] in spite of  
             hints at Le xxvi.1, Nu xxxiii.52. 

               :   [xxvii.35, xxxii.10] in  
             spite of  at Je ii.12 for the  
             verb. 

                :   [xxxvi.3] as though   
             were in apposition to the subject; the  
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          phrase is unique. 

           II ( ) :  [xxxvi.3] in spite of  
         [Ps]. 

      Ni. :  [vi.9] for a very difficult  
                      use. 

 Hi. “give 
       in exchange” :  [xxvii.15], a plausible com-  
                      mercial term chosen for an unique  
                      sense. 

    /  :  [xvi.57]. 

    :  [xxv.15] with confusion;  
         [xxxvi.5]. 

    :  [xxxii.9] for what appears  
        to be an odd figurative use. 

   :  [xvi.33]. 

          Hi. declar. :  with object [xvi.47], an  
        “unidiom” which stands for   at  
        Pr xxxi.29.0F

71 

             :   [xxi.3] as though  were  
        read as a relative; Ca viii.6 has  
                   , but this noun had just been  
        used up. 

               :  [xxiii.42] in spite of  
        correct renderings of the  at xvi.49  
        [Za, Ps]. 

        :  [xvi.30], cf.  for   
        [xxiii.23, I Ki]. 

         Hi. :  [xxxii.10], cf. the reason-  
        able use at xxvi.16 etc. for the Qal. 

         :  [v.15, xxxiii.28] in spite of  
         [vi.14, cf. Is xv.6]. 

I  :   [iii.9], cf. P, G for . 

 Hi. :  [xvi.49]. 

      ( ) :  for the nominative [xvi.7],  

 
             71    There is a pretty irony in this allusion. 
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        cf. P, G for . 

               ( ) :  [xvii.8,10]. 

                    :   [xxviii.16] for the rare  
                  non-prepositional use; cf. the con-  
                  fusion at xv.4. 

   Ni. :  [xviii.29 ter], cf. I Ch, Ps,  
                              Pr for  Ni. 

   . :   [xvii.22], cf. P, G for  
, . 

( ) Hi. :  [xxiv.10] for an unique use. 

 :   [xxi.35]. 

                             II  :  future [xiii.10,11,14,15,  
            xxii.28]. 

 :  [xxviii.13] for an unique  
                             sense, cf. xxviii.4. 

((b)  The Mistranslation of Familiar Items. 

     This phenomenon is normally easy to recognise.  As 

with Unsuccessful Guesses, there is an underlying tendency 

to a formulaic result; but the element of crude assimil-

ation to another form is not prominent, since the trans-

lator is here more careless than perplexed, and sits loose 

to the letter of the text.  It is the very frequent 

features which are most subject to this kind of mistrans-

lation, and for this reason to give all the examples would 

be impossible.  Aspect and suffixation, for example, go 

awry in many passages because of prejudice; different parts 

of the verb are confused with a fine disdain, and tenses 

and persons altered to fit the context; number in the third 

person of verbs is chronically mistreated, on the assumpt-

ion that the Hebrew verb is indefinite.  Prepositions, 

conjunctions and relative adverbs are much mistreated, and 

in passages where the Hebrew is quite straightforward; and  
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this consideration should give us pause when we find 

congenial renderings in places where corruption seems 

likely.  Under the influence of context some highly 

imaginative renderings arose, resulting in a blurring of 

the sense in places:  

 : ’   [xx.5, xxviii.13]. 

 ( ) :   [xxiii.46]. 

 :   [xxxiv.25]. 

 :  [xxvii.16]. 

 :    [xxviii.16], the passage  
being construed of rescue. 

 :  [xxxii.18]. 

 :   [xix.7]. 

 :  [vii.3] with resultant wrong  
      syntax. 

 :  [xxxi.7]. 

 :  [xix.14]. 

 :  [xxi.5]. 

 :  [xxxiii.31]. 

 :   with a wrong suffix [xxi.25]. 

 :   [xxix.5], a P phrase with  
verbs of destroying. 

 :  [xxviii.15]. 

 Hi. :  [xxxvi.12]. 

 Hithp. :  [i.13] wrongly attached to  
the . 

  :   [xxvi.15]. 

 :  [xxi.26]. 

 :  [ix.7]. 

( ) Hi. :  [xxxii.4] with wrong syntax. 

 :  [xix.7].  

        Hi. :  [xxxviii.4]; but cf. II Sa  
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                                      x.16, where the context is similarly  
                military. 

 :    [xxi.17], cf. the Greek at  
                 La ii.15. 

 Pi. :  [xiii.19], cf. Ps, Mi of  
                 prophecy. 

 :   [xxxv.12], where dictation is  
                 strongly suggested as a secondary  
       factor. 

 Pu. :    [xvi.4]. 

  constr. :    [xxviii.13].72 

 :   [xii.10]. 

 :   [xxii.4,30].73 

 :   [xxxix.4]. 

 :   [xviii.17]. 

 :  [xxxii.27],   
       [xxxii.29]. 

 :  [xxxv.6]. 

 Ni. :  [xxxviii.8] with the wrong  
                 person. 

 :  [xxii.30]. 

  :  [xxi.8,9] in a judgement  
        passage. 

 :  [xxii.25]. 

 :  [i.22]. 

 :  [xix.2]. 

  I  :   [xxix.15]. 

 :  [xxxix.29]. 

 :  [xvii.23] with an extra  to  
                 make a formula. 

 
72    Dictation must have caused the error at v.6. 
73    If this be correct philology at xxii.4 is it not odd  
that the sense which results is so weak? 
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 Ni. :  [xxix.5], apparently because of 
          the sense “bury”. 

 : o o  [xxi.2]. 
 : o    [xxiii.41], an “unidiom” 

         literal at Dt xxvi.11. 
 Ni. ptc. : o  [xxx.22], of a . 

 Hi. : o  [xxix.14]. 
( ) Pi. : o  [v.17, xiv.15]. 

 : o  [xxxix.11], cf. the Greek  
     phrase at Is lvi.5. 

 Hi. :  [xxxiv.16]. 
 : o  [xxxvi.3]. 
 :  [xiv.5]. 

((c)  Misconceived Additions and Omissions. 

     Parallel with the mistranslations of (b) above are many 
additions and omissions, normally of a trivial kind, which  

tidy or elucidate the text in the direction of the trans-  
lator’s notion of the meaning.  The mental process is not un-  
like that which leads to scribal error, and indeed at times  

the line between careless mistranslation of this kind and  

inner-Greek corruption is hard to draw:  

      is very frequently added where there is asyndeton,  

but normally without affecting the division of the sense or  

causing any important rewriting.  Where the addition is mis-  
taken it is still a venial error in the light of the normal  

manner of our text.  The addition of the copula, too, is  

frequent everywhere, though it is wrong at xvi.57, xxvi.7, and  

the wrong tense is put at xi.23, xvii.12.  The slightly heavy    
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o at iii.14 is similar.  Pronouns in oblique cases are 
added against the text [xvi.5, xx.20,21,26, xxi.16, 

xxvii.28,35, xxviii.23, xxxix.3]. 
     Demonstratives are twice dropped through misinterpret- 
ation [xii.10, xxxiii.24]; so is  [xviii.19,20, xxvii.27, 

xxxii.29].   occasionally goes unrepresented, and in a hand- 
ful of cases this makes a different division of the sense. 

Suffixes disappear when their reference is not understood 

[i.27, vi.14, xiii.13, xvi.33, xvii.4,23, xviii.17, xx.16, 

xxxi.4, xxxii.3,10,26,29, xxxviii.7]. 
     Other additions of this kind are    at vii.10, o   

o  [xvi.32], and   by misinterpretation of the verb  

ending at xxx.17.  Omissions are common, and include  

[i.8], this subject having been disposed of, as the translator 

supposes; o    [i.15] because FOUR wheels, not six-  
teen, are the total in his view;  [ix.6] with further 

mistranslation because of a wrong connection with the preced-  
ing passage about idolatry; ,  [x.7] on the as- 
sumption that the  is still the subject;  [xii.4] by  

literal-mindedness;  [xiii.22];  [xvi.15];   

[xvi.20] because the double entendre was not understood, cf.  

o  below;  [xviii.24] because the following clause  

was seen as the apodosis;   [xx.22] because the  

whole passage is thought to deal with judgement, not mercy;  

 [xxiii.40] as otiose in view of the next clause;  

[xxvii.14] to make a common formulaic pair;   

[xxix.20] because it was thought to be tautologous, being mis- 
understood;  [xxxii.27] because it seems more suitable for 

fearsome ones to join the ;  [xxxiii.13] poss-  
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ibly through an obsession with judgement upon the ;  

 [xxxiv.26] after a verb which was not understood as 

governing two objects; and numerous trivial cases which  

result from other mistranslations. 

      (d)  False Parallels. 

     Closely allied with the almost editorial activity of 

(c) above is the tendency to find non-existent parallelism. 

It gives rise to errors: at iv.7, where  is not 

merely a natural verb in context, but makes a parallel with 

the transitive ; at xxviii.12 the omission of

 makes a neat pair; at xxx.4 the infinitive is mis-

translated with a tidy result; at xxxi.11 an easy phrase 

with  Pi. is dropped; at xxxii.3 small omissions occur; 

and at xxxii.30 the participle is dropped. 

     (e)  False Contrasts. 

     Certain curiously unhappy renderings, often in close 

proximity to correct ones, are best explained by a wrong 

assumption of variety in the subject-matter.  Thus ( ) 

becomes  at vi.4,6;  becomes  at xvi.24, where  

MT has a parallel, and  at xvi.31,39 after ; 

 becomes  [xvi.37];  becomes the imitative 

 at xxvii.11 (2);  becomes  at xxx.16;  is 

 at xxx.15;  becomes  [xxxii.3] after 

;  becomes  at xxxii.6 after ;  becomes 

 at xxxiv.14 after ;  is   [xxxix.11,15] 

after the punning guess  .  
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((12)  DRASTIC CONFUSION OF ROOTS. 

     False etymology and unsuccessful guesswork of the 

kinds noted above are at least understandable, in the work 

of a weak student pressed for time, and faced by what 

probably amounted to unseen translation without reference 

works.  Without the tradition to help him, the translator 

would probably have resorted to these methods more often.  

It is, therefore, not surprising that there are some much 

worse attempts, where, whether by misreading, mishearing, 

or a desperate need to connect the root somehow with some-

thing more familiar, quite implausible identifications are 

made.  That modern criticism has sometimes been driven to 

similar expedients should not blind us to the probably 

unscientific nature of the procedure in our text:  

( ) :  [xxiv.17, xxvi.15], cf. ix.4 etc. 

 :  [passim, I Ki], cf. xx.43 etc. 

 :  [xxiii.6,12,23, cf. Jl iv.5 for 
], cf. xxiii.7, xxiv.5. 

 :  [xxx.18], cf. Am, Je. 

 . : as if , which is non-existent 
[xxvii.16], in spite of Is liv.12 

. 

 :  [ii.3 bis], cf. Dt xxxii.16, 
probably the earliest occurrence of 
the Greek verb. 

 :  [xxxi.12], cf. Ho, Na;  
[xxxii.4], cf. P, G passim. 

 :  [xiii.9], cf. P, G. 

 :  [xvi.7], cf. P, G passim.  
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              :  [xiv.22,23, xxiv.14];   
                                                   [xxxvi.17], cf. P, II Ki, Ez. 

        Pu. :  [xxxi.15], cf. La. 

                                    III ( ) :  [xiii.20 (2)], cf. vi.8. 

  :  Hithp. [xxvi.20], cf. Nu xxii.22.74 

                                    ( ) Ni. . :  [xxi.3], cf. P, G. 

 Hi. :  Hi. [vii.24, xii.23, xvi.41,  
                                    xxiii.27, xxxiv.10, Ho ii.13], cf.  
                                    P, G passim. 

 :  [xxviii.12], cf. P, Ps. 

It is impossible to say whether the translator’s text may 

sometimes have been what he appears to have read. 

((13)  CARELESS OMISSIONS. 

     Many omissions are best described as mechanical, that 

is to say that they are caused by the kind of mental lapse 

which causes haplography in manuscripts.  In fact inner- 

Greek haplography would account for some of these, and 

frequently some part of the Greek manuscript tradition will 

supply the lacuna; similarly some, but not all, of the 

surplus Hebrew might be a result of inner-Hebrew ditto-

graphy.  Whole lines are omitted by homoioteleuton and 

homoiarchon, for instance at i.9,14 (possibly through a 

misread ), 24,25,27, ii.2, vi.5, vii.5 ... , vii.13 

... , vii.14 ... , vii.19 with misreading, 

viii.7,18, x.9, xvi.6, xx.26, xxi.28, xxiv.9 [cf. 6 above], 

13 with misreading, xxvi.17,18, xxx.13, xxxii.25 (a major 

omission), xxxiii.25-27 (a major omission), xxxv.6,15,  

 
74    The version is never happy with .  The translator  
  almost certainly read our text here. 
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xxxvi.18, xxxvii.25,26, xxxviii.4, xxxix.28.  Shorter items  

are omitted:  [iii.16],  [iii.18],  [v.14], 

  [v.15],  [v.16],  [vi.6],  [vi.9],   

 [vi.13],   [vii.7],  [viii.3],  

[viii. 8],75  [x.2], [x.16],  [x.21],  

[xi.15],  [xii.3],  [xii.4],  [xii.7],  

[xiii.3],  [xiii.11],  [xiii.16],  [xiii.20], 

 [xiv.9],   [xvi.38],  [xvii.9],  

[xvii.17],  [xviii.10],  [xviii.26],  [xix.13], 

 [xx.38],  [xxi.24],  [xxiii.28],  . 

[xxiii.42],  [xxiv.2],  [xxiv.3],  [xxiv.6], 

  [xxiv.12],  [xxv.4],  [xxv.9],  

[xxv.19],  [xxvi.21],  [xxvii.16],  

[xxvii.19],  [xxvii.24],  [xxvii.33],  

[xxviii.9],   [xxviii.23],  [xxix.3], 

 [xxix.12],  [xxix.15], ,  

[xxx.3],  [xxx.9],   [xxxii.22],  

[xxxii.28], ...  [xxxii.31],  [xxxiii.8],    

[xxxiii.12],  [xxxiii.31],  [xxxiv.23],   

[xxxiv.30],  [xxxiv.31],  [xxxv.5],   
[xxxv.8],  [xxxvii.2],  [xxxvii.12],  

[xxxvii.18],  [xxxvii.23],  [xxxix.13],  

[xxxix.17],  [xxxix.14]. 

((14)  CONSEQUENTIAL ERRORS. 

     That error breeds error has already been seen in 

certain examples.  Many consequential errors are quite 

inevitable once the initial divergence has occurred; but  

 
75    Not both occurrences can have been dropped, for the un- 
  literal ’ o  at 10 below would then have no referent. 



PART II: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE 
- 169 - 

 
 

the cumulative effect may be to lead the translator very 

far from the letter of his text.  The method of translation 

seems normally to be linear, that is that a hard word will 

be guessed from what goes before, or at the most what 

follows very closely, and an error at this stage will in-

fect the rendering of easy and potentially helpful items 

later on.  Individual words and idioms go awry in this way 

as follows:  

 :   [ii.6]. 

 :  with accusative [xxxvi.7]. 

 :  [xxiii.40]. 

 :  [vii.9]. 

 :  [xxx.16], a guess helped 
by , but springing from the wrong 

 above. 

 :   [xxii.12]. 

 :  [xxix.7] after the wrong , 
and leading in turn to a wrong but 
natural  as subject. 

 :   [xxxi.17] because of the 
wrong . 

 :  [xxii.6], the idea of 
debauchery being deduced from a mis-
translation. 

 :  [ii.5,7],  [iii.11] 
making the verbs complementary 
because the construction was not 
caught. 

 : ’  [xxxii.10]. 

 :  [xxxiii.32]. 

 :  [xxvii.7] because the ship 
metaphor had already been lost.  
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    :  [xx.39] making a biblical  
                     commonplace. 

:  [xxxi.4] because the wrong sub- 
                                    ject is assumed. 

                                    ( ) . :  [xxxii.5] because the tree refer- 
                had already been lost. 

      More serious errors are the following:  

     At i.7 a whole noun clause is squeezed out of  to 

parallel the wrong  above; at i.18     

results from wrong division; at ii.3 the omission of  

has a similar cause; at ii.5   derives from the mis-

understanding in an optimistic sense of the whole verse; at 

iii.6 the wrong construction results from the misunderstood 

; at v.16 two clauses are dropped because in   

the wrong subject is attributed to ; at vi.6 the last 

phrase is dropped because the phrase before is miscon-

strued; at vi.9  is omitted, and there are other errors, 

as a result of the dropping of the hard  above; at 

vi.10 rewriting results from the omission of the unique  

 at vi.14  and other errors result from the wrong 

abstract nouns above; at vii.10 the wrong condition arises 

from the omission; at vii.14 the omission of two clauses 

results from the wrong imperatives; at vii.16  is at 

least partly a result of the omission before it; at 

viii.6,13 the adjective is made comparative as though  

were not temporal; at viii.11 the whole drift is wrong, 

largely because the circumstantial clause was not caught; 

at ix.7 mistranslation and omission of the adverbial  

result from  (cf. the omitted verb); at x.18 

 is dropped to make a natural idea; at xii.10-12 major 
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confusion results from  ; at xii.25,27 because  

of the wrong  the whole context is askew, prophecy 

unfulfilled being turned into longwinded prophecy; at 

xiii.13  is added because of the initial wrong accus-

ative; at xiv.10 rewriting results from an initial literal 

; at xvi.23  is dropped through wrong division; 

at xvi.29   and the omission result from ; 

at xvi.31  is dropped because of the wrong ; at 

xx.13   is added because of error just before; at 

xx.44 there are additions because of a misconstrued 

, and errors ensue; at xxiii.32 wrong sense and syntax 

result from the dropping of a hard phrase; at xxiv.4  is 

dropped through mistranslation; at xxiv.13 mistranslation 

results from  above, for the translator sees the 

punishment as a matter of remaining dirty for ever; at 

xxiv.17  is omitted because of wrong division; at 

xxiv.18 there is gross mistranslation partly because of the 

vague   at 16 above; at xxvi.7 the addition of 

, and the genitives, result from the wrong nominative; 

at xxvi.9   is added because of wrong division; at 

xxvi.16 the added adverbial phrase derives from ; at 

xxvi.17  o  and the wrong suffix result from an omiss-

ion; at xxvii.7    is added because of the 

phrase before; at xxvii.24  is omitted because of 

the previous accusatives; at xxvii.25  o  results from 

wrong division; at xxviii.14 omissions result from the 

mistake over ; at xxviii.24  is written because the 

nouns are wrongly viewed as a complement; at xxx.13 the 

omission and the plurals result from the fact that a paral-

lel is wrongly supplied from below; at xxx.16  

 arises from ; at xxxi.4  derives from the 
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misunderstood ; at xxxi.15  is dropped because the 

verb is not understood; at xxxi.17  is added after 

the wrong participle, for the translator is not expecting a 

positive idea here; at xxxi.18  results from the 

earlier loss of the tree reference; at xxxii.19 there is a 

large omission because the singular reference had been 

obscured above; at xxxii.20 errors result from  above 

in 18 not being given due weight; at xxxii.25-26 the 

misplaced  and other errors derive from wrong division; 

at xxxiv.14  is dropped because an object has been sup-

plied; at xxxv.8 omission and mistranslation result from an 

awkward construction which was not caught; at xxxvii.13 

omissions result from a wrong accusative; at xxxviii.4  

and  disappear because the nouns just before are mis-

translated; at xxxviii.18-19 errors result from wrong 

division; at xxxix.4  is added for a similar 

reason; at xxxix.15 a wrong emphasis on totality results 

from   in 14. 

((15)  PORTMANTEAU RENDERINGS. 

     Certain renderings suggest an impatience with repet- 

itiousness in the original.  Here items of similar import 

are cannabalised into more succinct Greek:  

      [v.11],  [v.13],  [vi.4], 

     [vi.6],     

 [vi.9],        

 [vi.13],    [vii.20],   
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  [vii.27],   [viii.10],  

  I  [ix.4], ’  [xiii.10],   

[xvi.22],    [xviii.13],  [xxiii.3], 

 [xxiii.33],    [xxiv.14],    

 [xxiv.16],  [xxv.17],   

[xxvi.17],76      [xxvii.18],  

[xxvii.33],  [xxviii.4],   [xxix.3],   

 [xxxi.16],  [xxxiii.28],     

[xxxvii.23],  [xxxviii.13],  [xxxix.9]. 
Probably to be counted here is the very frequent o  for  
the double divine name. 

((16)  EDITING OF LONGER CONTEXTS. 

     A reasonable explanation of certain larger omissions is 

editorial activity.  Some shortening is to be expected in so 

long and prolix a text as Ezekiel.  A repetitious passage 

about  is dropped at ii.4; there is shortening at 

xiii.2-3; a whole line is cut at xiii.7; further descriptions 

of signs of mourning disappear at xxvii.31; at xxxv.11 ideas 

of anger and vengeance are pruned to a phrase; and verbs of 

multiplying are dropped at xxxvi.11.  It is not always poss- 

ible to draw a sharp boundary between conscious editing and 

mechanical error.   

 
76     This is not in fact fortunate in both cases [see  Ni.  
on p. 153], but the translator seems to be taking advantage  
of a Greek double entendre. 
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((17)  INTERPRETATIVE ADDITIONS. 

     There are numerous small additions of a plausible kind, 

which are so much in the manner of the translation that they 

might be scribal at times.  Trivial though they are, they re- 

flect the tendency to looseness which we have already seen. 

Recurrent vocatives, imperatives, conjunctions and adverbs are 

added in suitable contexts; so are other items which help the 

sense:  

           [ii.2],   [iii.19],   

  [iii.23],  [vii.2],   [ix.9],   

[x.16],     I  [x.22],   

[xx.18],      [xxi.29],     

[xxiii.29],    [xxvi.16],     

[xxviii.17],       [xxviii.26],   

 [xxxii.17],77  [xxxii.31],    [xxxiii.20], 

   [xxxiv.5],      [xxxvi.17], 

 [xxxvii.1],   [xxxviii.8]. 

     In the same category come certain cases of the addition  

of the article in a generalising sense, and of the very frequ- 

ent adjective . 

(18)  IMPRESSIONISTIC RENDERINGS. 

     Sometimes the general drift and tone of a passage are 

preserved but details are confused, a phenomenon which becomes 

at times a kind of Formulaic Freedom in extenso.  This is     

 
77    This is unusually idiomatic Greek, as we should expect if the 
translator were not translating anything. 
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especially true of pairs of words and of lists, where order is 

freely handled [e.g. vi.11, xvi.13, xx.38, xxii.18,20, 

xxvii.21, xxviii.23], but longer items may also be exchanged 

[e.g. vi.12, ix.5, xix.8,9, xxi.20, xxviii.4].  The most 

spectacular example of the impressionistic rendering of a list 

is at xxviii.13, where the catalogue of precious stones is not 

only in an order so wrong that it defies rearrangement, but  

has too many items: it is in fact word for word the list at Ex 

xxxix.11-13.78  At iv.2 siege-vocabulary is put in without  

exact equivalence, and much the same occurs at xxi.27.  Im- 

pressionistic renderings of individual items, which are  

simply less precise than they might be, are very numerous:  

       :  [viii.15]; we might suspect a 
misreading as  were it not that 

 is so common in famine con- 
texts. 

 :  [xxxvi.2]. 

  :  o o  I  [xxxvii.21]; cf. o   
o  for  at xxvii.17,  o  o   

for  [xviii.2].  There is small 
support for a theory of abbreviation 
here. 

     

     ( )  (  ) : (  )     
[xxxi.9].  

 
78    Ingenious but unnecessary is the idea that the wrong  
order originated with an interlinear version.  On pp. 123-4  
of an article on transliterations in the Greek Old Testament  
[JQR N.S. 16 (1925), 117-25] Max Margolis revived an idea of  
his own that the oldest Septuagint texts were interlinear,  
hence some inversions of order.  This is not to say that he may 
not have been right about other cases of inversion; but here 
his solution is inadequate to the complications, whereas direct 
quotation from P, however motivated, is as elegant as an explan-
ation as it may have been as a solution to a practical problem. 
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                     :  [xxxviii.4,5], cf.  

 xxvii.10 for the whole phrase  
 correctly. 

                :   [xxxvi.3], cf. xxii.4,  
  which may be the source of the aberrant  
  wording here, including . 

    :    [xxii.5] in a denunciatory  
         passage. 

   :  I  [xxxviii.8]. 

  :  [xxvii.17]. 
    [xxxvii.5]. 

  :  [xxv.4]. 

  ( ) :  with rewriting [xxv.4], the Greek  
 phrase being closely paralleled in P, Ju. 

   :     [xxii.10]. 

  :  [xxxviii.5], cf.  above. 

  :   [iv.9], a near-formula. 

  Hi. :  [vii.2]. 

  Hi. :  [xxxix.3]. 

  :  [xxii.7,29, Ps]. 

  :  [xx.6,15].0 F

79   

 II  :  [xxxviii.4],  [xxxix.9]. 

  :  [xxxiv.31]. 

  :  [vii.21]. 

 ( ) Hi. :  [xvi.52]. 

  :  [x.9]. 

((19)  PARAPHRASTIC EXPANSIONS. 

     In some cases we find the translator making a double shot 

at the sense, probably through an unsureness about the real 

meaning, and thereby inflating his text:  
             :  ( )     

[iii.6]. 

 . :    [ix.9].  

 
79    It is hard to know how to classify this odd rendering, 
which looks like an ignorant misreading of the noun at Ps 
xix.10 as a comparative adjective! 



PART III: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE 
- 177 - 

 
 
              :      

[xiii.11], cf. the translation of  
at I Ki vi.10. 

             :    ...  
[xvi.30-31] after a guess at the unique 
form . 

  ( ) : (   )     
    [xvii.23]. 

 :    [xxxi.18]. 

 :    [xxxiv.27]. 

((20)  RENDERINGS BASED ON SOUND. 

 :  [xxvii.20 etc.]. 

II  :  ( ) [xxi.36].   

 :    [xxxii.5]. 

 :  [xxiii.42]. 

(21)  TENDENTIOUS MISTRANSLATION. 

     It is not always possible to distinguish between genuine 

error and deliberate mistranslation, but in any case the end-

product is normally a trivial deviation rather than a signi- 

ficant distortion.  At times, however, the drift is definitely 

altered, or the emphasis is laid on rather thick:  

     At iv.5 by the addition of an archaic   , 

a form literal at Ge viii.3, the translator connects the 

judgement which Ezekiel is to act out with the flood.  At 

iv.14  somewhat overemphasizes the prophet’s ritual 
purity.  At xvi.28  heightens the depravity by making 

lust into perversion.  At xxix.14   overemphasizes 

the idea of exile.  At xxx.5 the translator softens the note 

of judgement with the partitive   and other small 

changes.  At xxxiv.2  makes an indignant question.  At 

xxxv.5  and the rest make Edom an even worse villain. 

At xxxvii.19    I  and the wrong I  below 

overemphasizes the gains of Judah.  At xxxvii.21, xxxix.17 

  is expanded to make the idea of a circle of enemies. 
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At xxxix.21   turns the text into a promise to Israel. 

These changes probably do not amount to a significant tendency 

to exonerate or exalt Israel, connect the past with the 

present community or highlight the priesthood.  They are too 

few; accurately rendered passages in opposing senses render 

them nugatory. 

     Probably pure romancing are the astonishing versions at 

xxx.24 (where  is not obviously either softened or made  

more pointed by the substitution of ) and xxxv.7.  In  

both cases foreign nations are involved, and in both the 

translator wanders off into formulae, but the rationale is 

unclear.   at xxi.3,9 is curious: does it represent 

 as viewed from a location in Egypt? 

     It is interesting that our text nowhere displays a speci- 

al sensitivity about the person of God.  If the occasional  

verb with  as subject is smoothed away, it is for stylist-  

ic reasons, and at xxxii.6 we find a gratuitous change to an 

active verb. 

((22)  GRATUITOUS CONCESSIONS TO GREEK STYLE. 

     Concessions to Greek style are normally of a trivial 

variety, for instance the omission of otiose epithets and ad- 

verbs, minor changes of number and person which smooth the 

syntax, small order changes and constructions ad sensum.  The 

plural of a Hebrew noun often amounts to an abstract, and 

sometimes becomes a Greek singular; and at times the opposite 

occurs, especially with -phrases, either because the singul- 

ar was felt to be too abstract, or a Pluralis Poeticus was 

desired, or to avoid a distributive singular.  Such concess- 

ions are entirely random, but of course greatly outweighed by 

the prevailing hebraism.  Just here and there we find really 

unnecessary changes, for instance the future instead of the 

aorist at xviii.18, xxiv.13,  at xxxvii.9, and the 

omission of  at xxxvii.16.  
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CCONCLUSIONS. 

(1)  The Question of Unity. 

     The evidence of the translation technique is at first 

sight almost as ambiguous as that of the language.80  Divers- 

ity of rendering shows no clear pattern, and of the general 

tone and quality the most that can be said is that in xvi, 

xx-xxiv or so, and in xxx-xxxix a certain difference is felt, 

but at the same time many examples bind the whole version into 

a unity.  The present writer suggests, however, that parts of 

our version must be distinguished on different grounds: in our 

text there is a pattern of relationship with other parts of  

the Greek Bible which is not uniform.  One section, which we 

may call Ezekiel A, appears to have consisted of i-xv (stopp-  

ing at the denunciations of ch. xvi), xxv-xxx.19, and probably 

also of xl-xlviii.  It shows knowledge only of the Greek Pent- 

ateuch, I Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth, and Canticles as 
versions [  ii.9 etc.,81  iv.9,82  xii.13,83  

   xiii.11,84  xxvi.20,85   

xxvii.24,86  xxvii.9,87 ‘  xxvii.15,88  

xxviii.7,89  xxviii.16,90  xxix.18,91  

xxx.1992] or as literature [   iii.18,93  

 
80   See pp. 100-1.           81   See  p. 145. 
82   See  p. 124.        83   See  p. 134. 
84   See  p. 177.       85   See   p. 167. 
86   See  p. 150.        87   See  p. 125. 
88   See  p. 144.          89   See III  Pi. pp. 133-4. 
90   As n. 89 supra.          91   See  p. 145. 
92   See  p. 134.         93   See  p. 126.  

 



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 

- 180 -

 v.1,94    ix.5,95  x.18,96

 xi.1,97    xii.5,98  

xxv.12,99 ’  xxvii.8,11,100  xxvii.17101], though it

did not invariably use them102.  It shows independence of

Psalms,103 Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Proverbs,104 the

Twelve and Nehemiah105.  It influenced at least Isaiah, Jeremiah
and Joshua [  vi.14,106    

xiv.7,107  xiii.19,108  xxvii.23,109  xxix.10110] and

probably the Psalms version in one place111.

94   See   p. 126. 95  See  p. 123. 
96   See  p. 124.    97  See  p. 125. 
98   See  p. 124.   99  See  Ni. p. 126.
100  See  p. 125. 101   See  p. 149. 
102  Relationship with most of these texts persists through 
our version, and is both philological [see  Ni. p. 119, 

 p. 134,  p. 145,  p. 133,  p. 144,  Ni. 
p. 145, ( ) Pi. p. 118,  p. 134,  Hi. p. 150] and
literary [  Hi. B p. 176,   p. 125,  p. 154,
 ( ) p. 145].  There is nowhere any sign that II Ch, Jo, 
Ju, Jb, Da, Ec were known.  For 

 
minor indications of liter - 

ary relationships see Appendix C.
103  Some of the Psalms must have existed in Greek, for the 
translator of Ezekiel A knew Ruth, and Ruth shows the 

 meaning which appears to go back to Ps lxix.3.
Cf.  p. 127. 

104  For the complicated relationship of our text with Pro- 
verbs see I ( ) p. 142,   Hi. declar. p. 159 and 
Appendix C. 

105  See  p. 155, ( ) Ni. p. 144,  p. 130, 
p. 156,  p. 147,  p. 134,  p. 145,  p. 152,

 Ni. p. 145,  p. 150,  pl. p. 156, I  p. 157,
 p. 145,  p. 154,  p. 166,  Hithp. p. 156,
 p. 155, II ( ) p. 156,  p. 134.

106  See  p. 131. 
107  See  etc., p. 131. 
108  See ( ) p. 143. 
109  See  p. 131. 
110  See  p. 131.
111   [iv.3,7] is unidiomatic and not literal at
Ps xxi.12.
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     A second section, which may be called Ezekiel B, and  

forms a literary unit stopping where the Oracles against 

Foreign Nations begin, seems to run from xvii to xx.  It re-

flects a philological acquaintance with the version of Psalms 
[  xvii.5,112  xvii.3113] and has a verbal echo  

of it [   xviii.12,15114].   at xx.38115  

seems to have been taken up in the Twelve [Za ix.12]. 

     A third section, or Ezekiel C, consisted of xxi-xxiv  

with the omitted xvi.  Again knowledge is shown of the Psalms 
version [  xxi.16116], but phrases are also picked up 

from the Twelve [  xxii.13,117   xxiv.21,118 and 

  xxiii.5,119 and further examples given in Appendix 

C], which was used for philology [  xxiv.14120].  The 

Greek Isaiah appears to be still unknown,121 the Jeremiah 
version is plainly later [   xvi.17,122  

xxi.21123]. 

     Ezekiel D, as it may fairly be termed, consisted of  

xxx.20 to xxxix.  It shows a philological acquaintance with  

the Psalms version [  xxxviii.11124], the Twelve  

[  xxxi.12125], Lamentations [  xxxi.15126] and  

Isaiah [  xxxviii.20127], and literary dependence upon  

the versions of Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah and Jeremiah 
 

112  See  p. 134.        113  See  p. 158. 
114  See  p. 126.    115  See  p. 131. 
116  See  Ho. p. 125.      117  See  Hi. p. 124. 
118  See  p. 126.         119  See  p. 125. 
120  See III  p. 156.      121  See  Qal p. 154. 
122  See  p. 131.        123  See  Ho. p. 153. 
124  See ( ) p. 156.       125  See  p. 166. 
126  See ([ ) Pu. p. 167.   127  See  p. 151.  
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 xxx.21,128   xxxii.11,129   xxxiii.24,130 

 xxxviii.23131].  Verbal echoes of earlier parts  

of our version may be the origin of some of the less precise 

translation found in these chapters. 

     This is not the place to attempt a reconstruction of the 

order in which the books of the Greek Bible were done, but the 

evidence of our text seems to point to the following conclus- 

ion.  We have here a reflection of the way in which our vers- 

ion was made, that is by stages with other translations inter- 

vening.132  There are of course other books which have been 

thought to have existed originally in a truncated form.  This 

conclusion has nothing to say about authorship, only about 

method: except that one man might as well have done the work  

at a sitting as break it into sections, one man might have 

executed the whole if the four stages were sufficiently close 

in time.  Our text is a unity because certain earlier versions 

were used throughout, but it is not a unity in the sense that 

at various stages fresh influences were brought to bear.  The 

instinct, at least, of older scholars was sound at this point. 

In the glacier-like progress of the Greek Bible, each stage  

was bound to carry with it an ever-larger detritus of tradit- 

ional material: something was added, but more was retained, by 

each translator. 

 
128  See  p. 140 and Appendix C. 
129  See  with suffix p. 125. 
130  See  p. 126. 
131  See  Hithp. p. 125. 
132  Unless we are to assume that certain books of the Greek 
Bible had local currency only. 
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE for (1) dependence on P and other books 

earlier than the whole text (2) dependence on later books and 

(3) influence.

ii. 9  [ P,I Ch]

iii. 18   [ P]

iv. 9  [ P] 3,7   [ Ps xxi]

v. 1   [ Ru]

vi. 14  [ Je]

ix. 5    [ P]

x. 18  [ I Ki]

xi. 1  [ I Ch]

xii. 5    [ I Sa]

13  [ Sa,Ki,Ch]

xiii.11    [ I Ki] 19  [ Is]

xiv. 7   . [ Is]

xvi. 7  [ II Sa,I Ch]

47  [ Pr xxxi]

17   [ Je]

xvii.20  [ Sa,Ki,Ch]     3  [ Ps lxviii]

5  [ Ps,Mi]

xviii. 12,15   [ Ps xvii]

xix.   5  [ (Ru) Ps lxix]

xx. 38  [ I Ch] 6,15  [ Ps xix]

38  [ Tw]

xxi.  30  [ P,Sa]      16  [ Ps lii]

xxii. 20  [ II Ki] 13  [ Tw]

xxiii.15   [ I Ki]  5   [ Tw]

xxiv. 16  [ P,Ki] 14  [ Tw]

17  [ P]   [ Tw]
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xxv.    12   [ P] 

xxvi.   20  [ P] 

xxvii.8,11  [ P] 

15  [ P] 

9  [ I Ki] 

17  [ Ca,Am] 

24  [ I Ch]                    23  [ Jo] 

xxviii.  7  [ I Ki] 

16  [ I Ki] 

xxix.   18  [ P]                         10  [ Is] 

xxx.    19  [ I Ki] 

 

xxxi.                         12  [ Tw] 

15  [ La] 

xxxii.                        11   [ Tw] 

xxxiii.                       24   [ Je] 

xxxiv.4,16  [ P] 

11  [ P] 

xxxvii.  9   [ P] 

xxxviii.13  [ I Sa,Ca]    11  [ Ps cxli] 

23  [ Ps,Tw] 

20  [ Is] 

xxxix.  28  [ P]  
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((2)  The Question of Date and Provenance. 

     A relative dating of the four parts of our version may  

be deduced from the relationships outlined above; an absolute 

dating can be made only within the limit of a century or so 

given by the linguistic evidence133.  It is a matter of opinion 

how late we are to date Ezekiel A, which is later than the  

main historical texts, perhaps Proverbs xxv-xxxi, and Cant-

icles, but early enough to have influenced the Psalms version, 

and how late we should date Ezekiel D, which is later even  

than the Isaiah and Jeremiah versions, but still ignored 

several other versions and influenced Ecclesiasticus.  Ezekiel 

A is certainly our earliest source for certain rare Greek 

words; and a later date for Ezekiel D chimes with the cluster-

ing there of late grammatical phenomena. 

     Ezekiel A must be Egyptian: not only does it cut short a 

large-scale denunciation of Egypt in the Hebrew, but it has a 

sound tradition of Egyptian names in xxvii-xxx134.  More equi-

vocal is the tendency to improve upon names in Genesis x and 

other sources by hellenizing and to flounder with unfamiliar 

Palestinian names.  Its one possible allusion to the Homeric 

corpus135 is unfortunately no proof of the writer’s cultured 
Hellenization, for some acquaintance with it was inevitable 

where Greek was the lingua franca.  Since this translator 

worked before the versions of the Twelve, Isaiah and Jeremiah, 

these versions must be in his debt for the sound topographical  
_______________________ 
133   Cf. pp. 101-103. 
134   See p. 138. 
135   See p. 145 for the possible link between xxvii.6 and Od. 
ii.424. 
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tradition which they all share136.  Ezekiel C might be Egyptian 

in the light of  [xxi.3,9].  For the rest it is a 

matter of speculation who would have troubled to fill the gaps 

in the original Alexandrian Ezekiel, a labour never bestowed 

on Jeremiah.  
——————————————————————— 
136   See pp. 135-6. 
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((3)  The Question of Quality. 

     Ezekiel A, a pioneering version of a prophetic text, has  

the grave defects which are to be expected of such an at- 

tempt.137  The translator is often quite at sea, and is re-

sponsible for some very bad examples of Contextual Error.  At 

the same time some of the best original philology is found 

here: later prophetic versions would have been the poorer for 

lack of it, for to Ezekiel A must be attributed much which is 

shared with, say, the Twelve138.  The version is a brave at-

tempt, but extremely unreliable in detail. 

     Ezekiel B is a comparatively sober piece of work, helped  

by the Psalms version.  Consequential Error is rare, and so  

are loose additions to the text.  There is some sound original 

philology [  xviii.2,  xviii.18, o  xx.35,36, 

o  xix.11],139 but the Hebrew is not easy, and the version  

is by no means faithful. 

     Ezekiel C tends to be impressionistic, as though the 

translator were impatient of detail.  It has a little sound 

original philology [  xxiii.46,  xxiii.17,18, 

 xxiii.6 etc.]139 but also some bad, and avoidable, 

errors, and one apparent solecism based on the Psalms version. 

     Ezekiel D might be the work of the same translator, but 

done in the light of the Isaiah and Jeremiah versions, except  
———————————————————————— 
137   This is a quite sufficient explanation of the peculiar- 
ities of chapters xxvii-xxviii, i.e. o  and the aspects  
noted on pp. 120-1, 127-8.  The language is tough, the trans- 
lator was raw. 

138   See pp. 135-8. 
139   See pp. 135-8. 
140   See pp. 135-8. 
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that it is innocent of sound original philology in spite of 

its length, and is even more impressionistic, formulaic, care-

less and free in spite of the relative simplicity of the orig-

inal.  It is even less to be trusted in detail than the earli-

er stages of our text. 

     No part of our version is an especially careful or in-

formed piece of work.  There are many marks of haste.  The 

phenomenon of wrong division suggests that the original was 

read in very short pieces, often less than a clause at a time, 

which were translated as they came; and there are other errors 

which could have been corrected at leisure, but were not. 

Within the four sections the signs of interpretative activity 

are equivocal.  Whether one looks for theological sensitivity 

or for a desire, say, to soften or suppress the harsher tones 

of judgment on the nation, examples appear to cancel one an-

other out.  The practicalities of ancient book-production were 

such that one man could not both read and write together: at 

least two, therefore, must have been at work, possibly with a 

translator as middle-man.  Clearly such a co-operative system 

would tend to have a ‘pacing’ effect and discourage emendat-
ion or reflection.  Who the translators were, and whether they 

were Aramaic-speaking with a Greek veneer, it is impossible to 

say; but only Jews with some Hebrew could have known and used 

earlier Greek versions as our translators did, and the verbal 

echoes seem to preclude the possibility that the ultimate 

Greek version was a freer ‘writing-up’ by a non-Jew, the 
actual translation-work being done in rough by a Jew.  But we 

are certainly witnessing stages in the decline of the tradit-

ion which reached its acme with the Pentateuch version.  
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PART III 

THE BEARING ON THE HEBREW TEXT 

     It will already be clear from numerous examples in Part 

II that in the majority of the dark and difficult places in 

our Hebrew text the version, even in its better aspects, is a 

rope of sand.  No one would seek to defend the Massoretic Text 

at all costs: but again and again it seems most probable that 

the translators were faced with a text which, while it cannot 

be assumed to have been identical in all respects with ours, 

apparently laboured under the same fundamental corruptions, 

and contained many words for which the translators possessed 

no sound tradition.  Are there places where it may confidently 

be argued that a different Hebrew text was used, or that a 

sound tradition has been preserved? 

((1) CORRUPTIONS IN THE GREEK TEXT.1

     Scattered suggestions for emendation of the Greek have 

already been made.  There are other places where even if the 

result for the Hebrew of taking the text seriously were not 

comparatively trivial, inner-Greek corruption is the probable 

explanation. 

(a) Additions by Dittography.

ii.7 , vii.10  , viii.12 , xi.13 o o ,

xi.22 , xiii.10  (2), xiii.18 , xiv.22 
, xxi.32 o , xxii.9  o , xxii.12  o , xxiii.10

_________________________ 
1   For the Greek text see especially Katz in Biblica 35 
(1954) pp. 29-39. 
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  , xxvi.10 o  bis, xxvii.12 o , xxviii.15
, xxviii.18 o , xxx.5  , xxx.22 o , xxxii.26

both  and , xxxiii.29 , xxxiv.10 ,

xxxiv.21 , xxxvii.17 , xxxviii.12 o , xxxix.13
o .

((b) Omissions by Haplography.

     At viii.5 there is an intolerably harsh anacolouthon, the 

construction with o  being without parallel.  Something must

have been written here to complete the sense; if it followed 

the pattern of the end of 3 above it could easily have fallen 

out.  At xvi.20  could easily have dropped out before

o .  At xxiii.15 the explanation of the difficulty in the

Greek noted earlier2 must be that  stood after  
[cf. o   just below].

(c) Wrong Readings.

     Inner-Greek contamination could well account for the 

following:

ii.6 , vii.2,6    misplaced, viii.1

, ix.3, x.2,4   plural, xvi.46 , xxiii.7
, xxix.18  , xxxiii.16  o , xxxvi.31 . 

Other probable wrong readings are:

iv.5,9   : unless the translator him- 

self wrote this, it must be a piece of scribal arithmetic 

arising from the need to make the figure here and the 

  in 6 tally with the wrong number inserted

______________________ 
2    See p. 75. 
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in 4 above [cf.  o  (sic!)].  The atticizing form

suggests late scribal activity.3  Read  

 with some mss. at 5.

xviii.4 bis, xxxv.10 : read o  to conform with the

usage of our text. 

xx.4        o  : read  

o , .

xx.21     ’ o    : read    after the

SECOND ’ o .

xx.28     o  o : read  .

xxii.9    : read o , cf. xxiii.21,44.
xxv.15    : read  with some mss., for

the translator has the Niphal right at 12 above. 

xxix.18   (  )   : read (  )

  . 
xxxii.16  : read .
xxxiii.21 : read .

((2) PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY SHOW A DIFFERENT TEXT.4

     There remain some outstanding cases where the possibility 

of differences between the Vorlage of the Version and the 

Massoretic text must be discussed.  Left out of account here  

is the question whether such differences in fact constitute a 

BETTER text: it is simply a matter of whether, in the light of 

the methods outlined in Part II, where it was shown that small 

changes were an integral part of the procedure, a different  

________________________ 
3    See p. 101. 
4    For this section and section (3) below cf. Driver in 
Biblica 35 (1954) pp. 145 ff., 299 ff. 
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Vorlage is possible.  At this point in the argument the aim is 

a discussion which is exhaustive, not selective. 

((a)  Passages Where the Version May Show a Longer Text.5 

xii.27:              

             o  I     
  

The formulaic  need not detain us long: it probably 

represents a first thought for the Hebrew participle, charact- 

eristically allowed to stand.  Does the extra participial 

phrase represent a  which has dropped out next to the 

similar ?  It is possible.  At the same time the Greek 

might be an echo of ii.5 etc., xii.25 above, an inner-Greek 

dittograph, or even an attempt at a double rendering of . 

xxiv.14:             o   

           
     . 

        

     - 

       

    -

. 
Inner-Greek dittography coupled with a double translation of 

 by     would account for much of this.  

_________________________ 
5    Not to be included here are the expansions at iv.13, v.2, 
where the translator is simply persisting in mistranslation. 
In the latter case measurement contexts in Exodus must be in 
his mind; the error then infects v.12. 
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But what is to be made of the hebraizing address at the end? 

It is not a word-for-word repetition of the passage at xxii.5, 

and is scarcely a trivial addition.  In fact it verges upon 

the loose relationship to our text found in Ezekiel D, and we 

should have to take seriously the probability of a fuller 

underlying Hebrew were it not found in a section of our vers- 

ion which is almost as casual.  As it is, the words from  

 may represent self-quotation coupled with imagin- 

ative expansion upon the wickedness of the city. 

((b)  Passages Where the Version May Show a Shorter Text. 

iii.1:     

It cannot be shown that these words were not read by the 

translator.  Omissions both of the mechanical and of the edit- 

orial kind abound in this section of the version; and not only 

does  follow upon the last word here, which might readily 

have caused the eye to slip, but the clause might have been 

dropped as otiose. 

iii.14:  

That the translator knew this root in the kind of sense re- 

quired here is clear from  at xxvii.30.  At the same  
time he may not have been able to fit the word in here explic-

itly, and may have thought that it was sufficiently implied by 

  and very similar in sense to the Hebrew phrase which 

follows it. 

viii.16:  

That the translator did not have this number before him is no 

more likely than that he wrote down  as an approximation    
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fully warranted by .  Probably he did not grasp the use of  

to introduce numerals. 

x.12:   

So many words hereabouts end in  that this might be a case 

of mechanical omission.  But the phrase may also have seemed 

tautologous in context.  Another possibility is that a less 

‘proper’ sense of the noun was recalled, and edited away. 

x.14:  ...  

This may be a case of editing.  The translator, plunged into a 

repetitive passage about wheels, wings, faces and eyes at the 

beginning of his work, is here faced with more of the same, 

and he may well have found this piece of description simply 

too much of a good thing. 

xi.12: ...  

Causal  does not seem to have been well understood else-

where [vi.11, xxix.20] and this use may be the whole cause of 

the omission of the passage here.  But it might have been 

rendered by a relative without losing the general sense. 

Possibly this is a case of shortening, with the advantage of 

making the passage end with a common refrain. 

xvii.20:     

Although it contains a hard Niphal, only in another section 

really well rendered [xx.35,36], and an adverbial use which 

may have caused the translator to stumble, these factors alone 

perhaps do not account for this apparent omission.  Is it 

possible that the passage was dropped because of    

o ?  Once a human siege rather than a divine snare were in  
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mind the rest will have seemed incongruous. 

xviii.32:   

A quite sufficient explanation here is the desire to edit away 

an essentially repetitive passage which spoils the finality of 

the incantatory  . 

xxiii.38,39:   

It is possible that the translator had these words before him 

only once, or not at all.  At the same time he is a compar- 

atively careless worker, and had already slipped into the 

imperfect tense: what more natural than to discard a note of 

POINT of time? 

xxxvii.7:  

The translator of this section is wedded to formulae. It is 

therefore very likely that even if he read  here he would 

have dropped it to obtain a classical narrative clause with  

 o. 

((c)  Passages Where the Version May Show a Variant Text 

of Similar Length. 

     i.8:                
It is hard to know what was read here.  Especially in the 

light of o   above, where EACH creature bears a 
human look, the translator might have put a singular, intended 

distributively, whatever form he read, envisaging one human 

hand under each wing.  In addition, number is always loosely 

treated.  
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v.14:              o   

         
            

        

If the translator read our text this is a very bad error.  But 

error it may be, by a combination of formulaic thinking, link- 

ing the rejected women with daughters, and literal-mindedness 

after the ambiguous literalism of o    .  The 

translator misses the idea of the nation publicly disgraced 

among the gentiles, and envisages simply a group of defence- 

less females. 

vii.11:            

      

The translator was not much at his ease in this passage, and 

used both omission and guesswork.  Guesswork is as likely an 

explanation as any of the verb here.  He may have had , 

rendered similarly in P, in his mind; and the end-product is 

alliterative as well as plausible sense. 

vii.23:            
It would be wrong to argue for  on the basis of the vers- 

ion, for this is precisely the kind of detail for which it is 

unreliable.  After three third person plural verbs it was only 

natural to put a fourth, and to add a .6 

     viii.2:     o   
Whether or not  is right here, it is not clear that it was  

___________________________ 
6    Cf. p. 148, and Driver op. cit., p. 149. 
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read.  Passages in ch. i coupled with a sense of context might 

have produced this result, or the translator might have 

thought that  was a defectively written . 

viii.5:           o   o           em. 

         

It is not certain that the translator read a different text.  

His context is full of notes of direction, and as we have seen 

context could produce serious distortions even of easy Hebrew7. 

ix.9:             
           
                    

At vii.23 we find  for MT  , probably by deduction 

after  from the guessed .  In this passage  is  

wrong, and probably an echo of vii.23, and  o  may  
easily be a case of Consequential Error,8 the increase in sin 

being viewed as a direct result of population pressure.  Cf. 

xxxii.6 for another possible case of confusion between  and 

. 

x.1:                o   

           o      
In the light of passages such as i.25 something like  

would almost certainly have been written here whether or not 

 were read.  

 ___________________________ 
7    See pp. 160-163. 
8    See pp. 168 a.f.-172. 
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x.8:              
That  was read is possible, but not necessarily so.  The 

passage is an account of things seen and heard by the prophet 

[cf. x.9 below] and an active verb would be an easy ad sensum 

change here. 

x.21:          

                   

                

It is not necessarily special pleading to argue that   

could have been written although our text was read.  In this 

section numbers are rewritten without scruple [v.2,12] and the 

translator has an imprecise idea of the number of wheels per 

creature [i.15].  What is written here gives a symmetrical 

result, with two wings per face.  The translator may also have 

taken the dual  to mean Apairs of wings@. 

xii.2:            
This is a very puzzling case.  There is confusion in the Greek 

manuscripts, some having a more conventional equivalent here, 

but one which seems a little long to lie behind our Greek text.  

It is tempting to cut the knot by emendation to o  o   

[cf.  at xx.38 for . 

xvii.22:       o  

                     o  

The substantival use of  occurs only here, and might well 

have foxed the translator.  At the same time it is hard to see 

how he obtained this nonsense from our text, even if the dif- 

ficult  had been simply dropped.  is a phrase  
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found at Dt xx.8, II Ch xiii.7, and rendered   . 

Might this have been the basis for a desperate guess here? 

xviii.10-11:            
         o    

             

                  
                                         

 looks very like a guess at a confused text, probab- 

ly with  in mind, the syntax being modelled on that of the 

preceding phrase.  The rest, though very free, was virtually 

required in context to avoid a breakdown of the sense. 

xix.1:              
                 o  I  

It would be hazardous to assert that the translator necess- 

arily read a singular here.  Carelessness might account for 

this sort of change, and the immediate context would make a 

singular natural.  In addition, if it is true that the trans- 

lator of this section had Ezekiel A before him, he will have 

been familiar with passages in xxv ff. where SINGLE rulers are 

denounced [e.g. xxviii.12]. 

xxvii.19:          ...   

             

That  is the right reading here has been convincingly 

argued.9  At the same time it need not have been the trans-

lator’s text, for we have seen far more drastic cases of mis- 

________________________ 

9    By A.R. Millard ‘A Note on Ez. xxvii.19’ JSS 7 (1962), 
pp. 201-3. 
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reading than this10.  He had o  in his context one line 

earlier. 
     The order in    is most untypical11 and  

highly suspect.  Quite apart from the question of what would 

imply a sensible Hebrew text, we may suspect that there is 

dislocation in the Greek here.   probably slipped from 

after o  because it conveyed no clear idea to the scribe. 

     xxx.5:             

Allowing for the kind of small change in order of which we  

have seen other examples12 only two items merit discussion  

here.  Both  [xxix.10, xxx.4,9] and  [xxvii.10] are 

competently handled in this section of the version.  But a 

different text from ours was not necessarily read.  This may  

be an impressionistic rendering, with an echo of the triad at 

xxvii.10, and possibly an element of false contrast with 

 just above. 

xxxii.1:              o  
                  

In this the most unreliable section of the version it would be 

wrong to assume a different Vorlage here.  The translator is 

quite capable of simply reproducing what he wrote at xxx.20 at 

the inception of his task.  Some Hebrew mss. do, however, show 

a variant  here.  
__________________________ 
10    See pp. 166-7, and compare the writing of, for instance, 
the Isaiah A scroll from Qumran, where it is sometimes im-
possible to know whether  or  was intended. 

  11    Cf. pp. 19 a.f.-21. 
  12    See p. 174 a.f. ff. 
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xxxii.30:       o   o  o  

       

In this section of the version, where very free rewriting took 

place [e.g. xxx.24, xxxv.7], it is quite as likely that the 

translator was led astray by  as that he read a text dif- 

ferent from ours.13 

xxxiv.29       o   
                          

BH3 and others cheerfully rewrite with .  There is indeed a 

certain abruptness about the prepositional phrase14 which  

renders the suggestion attractive.  However, not only does 

 stand in a context where  has already been used 

more than once to render , but the same Hebrew is found in 

other not particularly straightforward figurative passages 

which, like this one, promise vindication in the face of the 

contempt of the heathen.  A more cautious view would treat  

this as an example of a lectio difficilior 15 which the trans- 

lator did not grasp [cf. the obvious failure to deal adequate- 

ly with the same phrase at xxxix.13 in the same section].  The 

clause might be freely rendered “I will sow the seeds of their 

good reputation”.  

_____________________ 
13     here is probably the source by contamination of  
the odd  at 19 above.  It has been argued elsewhere  
that  originally stood there [p. 115]. 

14    It has parallels at I Ch xxii.5, Ne vi.13, Is lv.13, Je 
xxxiii.9, Ze iii.20; it tends to stand late in the clause.  
It is clearly distinct from   in Temple-building con- 
texts. 

15    To make interpretation of these few examples harder, the 
sense of  is not always positive.  It may mean “byword”. 
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xxxvii.17:              
          

o    looks at first sight like a weak interpretat- 

ive addition of the kind often found in this section.  But the 

next line has so little sense as it stands that a more plaus-

ible explanation is that the translator misplaced by mechanic-

al error, and carelessly mistranslated, . He need not 

have READ this order of items. 

xxxviii.21:          
                    

This very general noun is unlikely to represent more than an 

attempt to connect a difficult text with something more famil- 

iar, a method of which we have many examples.  becomes 

o o  at xxvi.16, a passage which this translator should 

have known. 

((3)  PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY PRESERVE SOUND TRADITION. 

     In three cases, all in Ezekiel A, plausible renderings 

are given for words of doubtful meaning:  

 : [i.4,27, viii.2]. 

 :  [vii.23]. 

  :  [xxvii.11, Je]. 

To suggest that  can hardly be amber (or electrum) because 

amber does not give forth a sparkle in fire16 seems a little 

prosaic.  At the same time this rendering, together with the  
_________________________ 
16    See Driver ‘Ezekiel’s Inaugural Vision’ VT 1 (1951), pp. 60-
62. 
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other two, is not necessarily to be swallowed completely.  

Every one bears the marks of a Contextual Guess, and if it  

were not for our ignorance might have to be dismissed as an 

unsuccessful guess at that.  Against this must be set this 

translator’s genuine record in philology at some points, and 

the probability that this is the earliest part of the version 

and the most likely source of genuine lost meanings in our 

text. 

((4)  PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY SHOW KNOWLEDGE OF ABBREVI- 

ATIONS.17 

MT  becomes o  at iii.1, iv.3, xii.24, xxxvii.16. 

MT  becomes o  at ii.3, xxxv.5. 

      appears, with no equivalent in MT, after a  at 

xi.2, xxxvii.23, xxxviii.20. 

 has no equivalent at xxvi.14 after MT . 

 has no equivalent at xxxvi.8 after MT . 

In none of these cases can loose ad sensum translation be rul- 

ed out, and it is significant how many of these cases occur in 

Ezekiel D, the least punctilious part of the version.  It is  

questionable whether this translator, at least, would have 

allowed it to cramp his style even if he had known that no 

such practice as abbreviation existed.18  But other parts of 

our version treat loosely certain common phrases,19 and make 

small additions and omissions.   
________________________ 

17    See especially Driver in Textus 1 (1960), pp. 112-131, 4 
(1964), pp. 76-94. 

18    Cf. the comment on I  at xxvii.19 on p. 178. 
19    Cf.   on p. 175. 
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CCONCLUSION. 

     It must unfortunately be admitted that our version is of 

very doubtful value for the solution of difficulties.  Its 

merits almost never coincide with our needs, its defects all 

too often add to our difficulties.  Its value is at best cor- 

roborative, and that at very few points.  Its characteristics 

as a translation fundamentally disqualify it as a reliable 

source of original insights, simply because the argument 

virtually always cuts both ways.  When one considers the task 

which the translators faced, one admires their achievement:  

but in the nature of things their work falls far short of the 

ideal.  Their text, however faulty, would be of far more value 

to us than is their version. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

 

     Methodologically speaking, this dissertation has examined 

the Old Greek of chapters i-xxxix of the Book of Ezekiel in 

three distinct but interdependent ways.  The enquiry has been 

genuine: the method was entirely dictated by the nature of the 

material, nor was the end foreseen in the beginning.  The text 

has been read as Greek by a Hellenist, as translation by a 

Hellenist turned Hebraist and as a potential source of textual 

and philological illumination by a student of the Massoretic 

text.  The resulting pyramidal structure, in which Part II 

rests on Part I, and Part III cannot stand without Part I and 

Part II together, is composed of very large amounts of detail 

carefully analysed.  The conscientious reader might be excused 

at times for wondering whether some of this may not be incon-

sequential.  It is in particular unprecedented for so much 

attention to be paid to every aspect of the Greek language of 

so long a piece of Septuagintal text simply as Greek.  It is 

also unprecedented for anyone to describe so minutely how the 

work of translation was done, or to attempt to arrive at a 

more or less complete picture of the thought-processes behind 

it.  In the third place, there is no precedent for the culmin-

ating stage of the work, the scrutiny of the residual apparent 

Massoretic-Old Greek divergences which had been isolated in 

this laborious way. 

     It should be emphasized that if the method and approach 

had been different certain seminal conclusions would never 

have emerged.  Study of the language as though it were any 

other Greek text has made it possible to explode old theories  
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of multiple authorship without denying the facts which had 

suggested them, to date the work and to identify what is 

‘hebraic’ about it.  It has made possible the formulation of 

the concept of the “unidiom”, and brought to light pivotal 

examples of the latter.  On this foundation, study of the 

manner and method of the translator(s) has sharply illuminated 

old theories about unity.  The “unidiom” which is literal in 

one context but not in another has led to new knowledge about 

relative dating and the inner history of the Septuagintal 

corpus.  So has careful investigation of the source of idio- 

syncratic philology originating in or borrowed by the text.  

It has been demonstrated beyond doubt that i-xxxix was render- 

ed in four distinct stages, at least two of which are connect-

ed with Egypt, and that the resultant four sections are not of 

the same quality or reliability.  This is the evidentiary 

basis for the verdict in Part III that in passage after pass-

age, where prima facie there is a case to be made for a 

Vorlage different from the Massoretic text or for understand-

ing it in a new way, the argument is too lightly rooted in the 

facts to be at all decisive.  Lastly, it is evident that the 

minds of the translator(s) were saturated in the language and 

versional technique of the Greek Pentateuch to an extent con-

sistent with the probability that both original and translat-

ion were, if not always perfectly understood, known by heart. 

     In view of the delimitation of the present study to i- 

xxxix, it is ironical that the weight of interest on the part 

of the Jewish community whose urgent practical and religious 

needs were to be met by the translating enterprise was almost 

certainly in the contents of xl-xlviii.  In these later chapt- 
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ers we find a hopeful vision of the idealised Temple and of a 

people renewed.  The contrast with much of the earlier mater-

ial is pronounced.  In the light of the firm conclusions to 

Part I [pp. 100-1] and Part II [pp. 180-4] on the question of 

unity, chapters i-xxxix are paradoxically both a linguistic 

unity which no trained Hellenist would think of impugning, and 

a renditional pastiche.  The earliest Alexandrian Ezekiel in-

cluded by way of preamble only those parts of i-xxxix which 

survived a careful process of bowdlerization.  Given the high-

ly scatological nature of extended passages involving (to a 

degree unequalled anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible) the de-

velopment in lurid detail of the intertwined idolatry-adultery 

metaphor, a very negative view of the People of God, who are 

termed congenital idolaters from before the Exodus, and the 

uninhibited condemnation of Egypt and all her ways, only these 

selected parts of the earlier chapters were deemed acceptable 

in a society where the community hoped to establish and main-

tain a prosperous and happy life.  Beginning with xvi, large 

amounts of text were deliberately censored out.  This choice 

represents an attitude markedly different from the extreme 

scrupulosity which must have characterized the approach of the 

translators of the Law.  Whatever the motives of those who 

worked in due course to repair the omissions, we must reckon 

among other things with a diminished degree of reverence, and 

as a corollary with a possibly heightened degree of careless-

ness, for example in the matter of smaller-scale expansion and 

abridgement. 

     Hitherto Septuagintal study has worked with two fixed 

dates only, that of the traditional early Third Century B.C.  
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rendering of the Law, and the general if not wholly undisputed 

assumption that by the late Second Century B.C. the translat-

or of Ecclesiasticus was looking at a completed threefold 

Greek Canon.  It seems likely that work on the bulk of the 

Former Prophets would not have been delayed more than a cent-

ury after the Law was rendered; but until the present study no 

concentrated effort has been made, using modern methods and 

modern knowledge of the history of post-Classical Greek, to 

date or place geographically any of these non-Pentateuchal 

canonical books.  The deductions concerning the date and pro-

venance of i-xxxix in Part I [pp. 101-3] and Part II [pp. 185- 

6] (given the tendency for scribal interference to make docu-

ments look if anything somewhat later than they are) establish 

incontrovertibly two facts.  In the first place, wherever and 

however the work was actually done, the demand for it and the 

point of view that informed it continued to be Egyptian. 

Secondly, there were at least two and possibly three bouts of 

activity in the rendering of the Hebrew Bible into Greek.  If 

there were only two, Ezekiel xl-xlviii, with i-xv and xxv- 

xxx.19 as extended introduction, occupied something of a mid-

dle position in the second bout.  It came later in the sequ-

ence than most if not all of the Former Prophets (showing 

knowledge of Canticles but influencing Joshua) but certainly 

served as something of a trail-blazer for such overwhelmingly 

hazardous enterprises as the rendering of Isaiah and Jeremiah 

(and possibly of parts of Psalms and Proverbs).  If on the 

other hand there were three such bouts of activity, the orig-

inal Alexandrian Ezekiel was even more signally a pioneering 

work, marking the earliest engagement on the part of would-be  
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translators with the Latter Prophets and virtually all the 

Writings, with their textual and philological pitfalls.  It is 

tempting to suggest that whether there were two such post-

Pentateuchal ‘pushes’ or three, relatively early acquaintance, 

perhaps as an honorary ‘Former Prophet’, with Canticles served 

as a powerful disincentive to any translator who might think 

himself equal to any of the Writings.  In any case it is 

interesting that the linguistic evidence so rigorously assess-

ed in Part I leads to a date (c. 150-50 B.C.) reasonably con-

sistent with the completion of the Greek Bible by the late 

Second Century B.C.  There is attraction in an hypothesis that 

the author of a Greek book which is so complete a tissue of 

biblical allusion to both Hebrew and Greek texts, and whose 

Greek is so good that he was perhaps less than first-rate as a 

Semitist, had formed part of the translating team, and that 

his is the voice of experience in more than the demands of the 

limited task of which he writes. 

     A tentative reconstruction of the inner history of the 

last stage, or last two stages, of translation work produces 

the following sequence.  Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth and 

Canticles were certainly available to those who made Ezekiel 

A.  Ezekiel A was available to those who made versions of 

parts at least of Joshua, Isaiah, Jeremiah and Psalms.  

Ezekiel xvii-xx, or B, is later than part at least of the 

Psalms version, but earlier than part at least of the Twelve. 

Ezekiel xvi with xxi-xxiv, or C, is later than yet more of the 

Psalms version, and, significantly, later than several parts 

of the Twelve.  It shows no sign that the Isaiah version ex-

isted, but was plainly known to the Jeremiah translator(s) at  
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two points.  It picks up a striking ‘unidiom’ from Proverbs 

xxxi, providing a clear back-allusion to what may have been a 

‘floating’ or ‘purple passage’ piece of selective translation 

of that very difficult book.  It is plausible that in this 

case the more connected matter in xxv-xxxi had already been 

rendered into Greek, but it is difficult to believe, not least 

because of the notoriously poor quality of the work, that the 

collection was attempted at all early in its entirety.  

Ezekiel xxx.20 to xxxix, or D, was made later than parts at 

least of Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lament-

ations.  Thus we arrive at Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth 

and Canticles; Ezekiel A; Joshua and Psalms; Ezekiel B; parts 

at least of the Twelve, Proverbs (xxv to) xxxi; Ezekiel C; 

Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lamentations; Ezekiel D; possibly the 

bulk of Proverbs; and Ecclesiasticus.  It is not possible to 

say more about the place in this sequence of Job and Ecclesi-

astes than that they are at least as unlikely as Proverbs to 

have been attempted early as complete books.  Much more in the 

way of firm dating, both relative and absolute, would emerge 

if the methods employed in the present study were applied with 

similar precision to these and other Old Greek books.  Daniel 

is a case in point.  Meanwhile Hebraists may note that those 

who rendered Ezekiel A to D were using texts constituted by a 

date which can be fixed with some exactitude. 

     It is clear from the conclusions to Part I on the quest-

ion of hebraism [pp. 103-6] and to Part II on the quality of  

the version [pp. 187-8] that our text is written in a dialect 

of Canaanite.  The Greek is profoundly un-Greek, not so much 

in its vocabulary or its idiom, usage and semantics, as in its  
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fundamental structure.  With the Septuagint proper, the col-

lection of Old Greek versions constitutes the largest surviv-

ing body of Greek prose dating from the Hellenistic period; 

yet much of it has a foreign ring, and is opaque to the pagan 

reader.  These characteristics are rooted in the fact that the 

language is ‘translationese’, and in the case of our text 

heavily derivative.  The dependence is most obviously upon the 

Law in its Alexandrian Greek dress.  Many locutions and 

renderings can be understood only as traditional formulae that 

were not always completely understood or appropriately applied 

by those who took them up.  The version is unapologetically of 

the ‘stained glass’ variety, exemplifying an equation of fid-

elity with literalism.  Moreover much of the glass has been 

moved into place from older structures.  Perhaps because the 

models were virtually uniformly prose renderings of prose 

works, i-xxxix appears to be innocent of lexical refinements 

of the kind which mark the difference between a high poetic or 

rhetorical Greek style and plain prose.  There are many indic-

ations that the Vorlage was imperfectly understood, some that 

Greek itself may have been imperfectly known, or perhaps con-

sidered in the context of Bible translation to be somewhat 

malleable.  It is legitimate to wonder of what language those 

who rendered i-xxxix into Greek were true native speakers. 

This does not mean that there is substance to the notion that 

anyone ever spoke Greek like this, except that conceivably in 

the context of prayer, public worship and personal religion a 

certain stylistic penumbra may well develop about the sacred 

scriptures. 

     Even given the fact that dynamic equivalence was clearly  
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not the aim, the quality of the rendering cannot be termed 

high.  It probably reflects an unfortunate coincidence between 

a decline in knowledge of Biblical Hebrew (without which there 

would have been no demand for written translation on any 

scale) and a bruising encounter with a long and difficult 

original.  It seems likely that the production of the Old 

Greek as a whole was characterized by a steadily widening gulf 

between the standard demanded by the difficulty of the origin- 

al and the standard attainable by the grasp of those who 

sought to render it.  Ezekiel A and B are somewhat less unrel-

iable than C and D.  All, however, are weak and to be taken 

with a heavy pinch of salt by the serious Hebraist.  Probably 

for completely unavoidable mechanical reasons the method was 

atomistic, and did not lend itself to reflection, let alone 

correction.  One may hazard a guess that commercial pressures 

were involved; but whatever the cause, no part of the version, 

if we discount the major editorial decision made, one must 

believe, when Ezekiel A was excerpted, was done at sufficient 

leisure for a Tendenz or Tendenzen to develop: there is an 

abundance of misinterpreted detail, but nothing that might 

suggest a sustained interpretative effort.  Even the use of 

the Greek Torah cannot be shown in more than one place to have 

been theologically informed.  The work of the present writer 

may nevertheless have gone some way towards identifying the 

community which commissioned or at least requested a version 

of Ezekiel i-xxxix, and its reasons for doing so: namely, 

Jewish people in exile from the Jerusalem Temple, and needing 

their devotion to and hope in God to be reinforced with vision 

but with minimal offence to their pagan neighbours in Egypt.   
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A case could perhaps be made for a desire on the part of that 

community to distance and dissociate itself from the idolatr-

ous pollutions and compromises of the Palestinian past. 

     This study was originally intended to expose the manner 

and method of the Old Greek version of chapters i-xxxix of the 

Book of Ezekiel, with a view to a cautious assessment of its 

value for Old Testament philology and textual criticism.  It 

was soon clear, however, that the enterprise could not go for- 

ward without considerable work upon the Greek language, the 

results of which turned out to be more relevant, as well as 

bulkier, than had been expected.  It is hoped that where the 

detail of Part I is not directly relevant to the rest of the 

work, it may at least serve as some contribution to the 

neglected field of Septuagint grammar and lexicography.  The 

Hebraist’s interest is different; but the present writer, her-

self an Hebraist who originally expected the Old Greek to lead 

to much in the way of fruitful emendation and suggestive 

philological insight, and who never lost sight of that origin- 

al aim, urges her fellow-students to come to terms with the 

whole of the argument.  In the pyramidal structure, Part III 

[pp. 189 ff.] is the apex.  Here the outstanding apparent di-

vergences between the Massoretic text and our version are 

scrutinised in the light of the work embodied in Parts I and 

II.  It was disappointing to find no unequivocal cases of the 

version’s yielding new Hebrew text or interpretation.  It may 

be that the results appear somewhat negative, as though much 

shaking and sifting has served to pan out very few grains of 

gold; yet it remains the case that in this study methods for 

the application of the Old Greek have been pioneered.  If some  



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX  
- 214 - 

 
 

 

lasting methodological principles have emerged the work will 

perhaps have been worthwhile, for if anything has characteriz-

ed the use of the earliest version it has been a lack of 

method.  Let the days of light-hearted and light-minded retro-

version be gone.  It is surely better to go shopping and come 

home empty-handed than to buy a pig in a poke.  The present 

writer believes that wherever and whenever in the future 

materials for genuine textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible 

come to hand, this approach will be abundantly vindicated. 
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APPENDIX A.  TThe Limited Inventories. 

 

List 1.   Prepositions. 
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LList 2.   Pronouns and pronominal adjectives. 
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APPENDIX B.  TThe Vocabulary. 
 

 The form quoted is normally the nominative singular in 

the case of nouns, and the first person singular present 

indicative active in the case of verbs.  These forms are taken 

to represent respectively the remaining cases and the other 

active and medio-passive forms which may occur.  Where the 

medio-passive is quoted instead this indicates that the active 

does not appear in our text, or that the medio-passive is a 

significant phenomenon in its own right.  Other first person 

singular forms are quoted only when the particular paradigm is 

significant; here too the first person singular form is taken 

to cover the occurrence of the other persons and of the 

corresponding participle and infinitive forms in our text.  

Other persons are quoted by and for themselves.  The 

attestation of a compound verbal form has not normally been 

assumed to have the evidential value of the simple form, nor 

vice versa; but a participle or infinitive is taken to 

indicate the existence of the corresponding verbal paradigm. 

 The following special signs are used in the vocabulary 

lists:- 

P: occurs in the Greek Pentateuch or Septuagint 
proper. 

G: occurs in the Old Greek version of one or 
more of the remaining books. 

E: occurs only in Ezekiel in the Greek Bible. 

 The abbreviations for the names of biblical and apo-

cryphal books are those of Hatch and Redpath; for other 

sources they are those of Liddell-Scott-Junes and Lampe.  
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List 1.  A list of words and names having no recognis- 
able Greek morphology, or a morphology not 
appropriate to the syntactic function reveal- 
ed by context. A note of number and gender is 
added where these are deducible. An asterisk 
indicates that the word is always determined. 

 
 m.s. [xxxiii.24] P, G. 

 m.s. [xxxiii.24] P, G. 
*  pl. [viii.16] G III Ki, II Ch. 

 m. or n.s. [xxi.25,33, xxv.2,3,5,5,10,10] P, G. 
  [xxvii,19] E; TH Za xiv.12. 

 [xxv.9] P, G. 
 m. or n.s. [xvi.28, xxvii.23, xxxi.3, 

xxxii.22,29,30] P, G. 
  m.s. [i.3] E. 

*   n.s. [xxxix.11,15] P, G. 
 s. or n.pl. [x.13] E; AQ, SM Jo xii.23. 
 m.s. [xxxviii.6] G Ho i.3 [f.s.]. 

(  em.) [xxvii.4] E. 
 m.s [xxxviii.2,14,17,18, xxxix.1,1,6,11,11,11,15] 

P, G. 
 m.s. [xiv.14,20, xxviii.3] G I Ch, II Es, Da LXX, 

Da TH, Bel, I Ma, III Ma, IV Ma. 
 [xxi.2] E. 
 m.s. [xxxiv.23,24,25, xxxvii.24,25] G passim. 

 [vi.14] G Je. 
 [xxvii.20, xxxviii.13] P, G. 

*   m.s. [xi.1] G I Ch. 
 [xxvii.7] E. 
 xxxvii.16,19] P, G. 

*  m.s. [viii.14] E; HEB, SYR ibidem. 
 [i.16, xxvii.16] P, G. 
 m. or n.s. [xxvii.14, xxxviii.6 em.] P, G. 

 [xxxii.26, xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.1] P, G. I  m.s. [xx.5, xxviii.25, xxxvii.25, xxxix.25] P, G. I  m.s. [i.3, xxiv.24] G Si, IV Ma. I  f.s. [passim, some 25 times] P, G. 
*   m. or n.s. [iv.11] P. I  m.s. [passim, some 140 times] P, G. I  m.s. [i.2] G IV Ki, Ch, Je, Da LXX, I Es, II Es. I   m.s. [xiv.14,20] G Jb. I  m.s. [xxxvii.16,19] P, G. 

 [xxv.4,10] G Je. 
 [xxvii.21] P, G. 

  [xxiii.23] E; SM, TH ibidem. 
*  m. or n.s. [xxxviii.2] P, G. 

 [xxxii.26, xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.1] P, G. 
 m.s. [xxv.8,9,10] P, G. 

 m.s. [xxvi.7, xxix.18,19, xxx.10] G passim. 
 [xxi.2,3] G Jo, Ob, Je.  
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  m.s. [xiv.14,20] P, G. 
 [xxi.25] G II Ki, Je. 
 [xxvii.22] P, G. 
 [xxvii.16] P, G. 

  [xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.1]. 
  [xxvii.22, xxxviii.13] P, G. 
 m.s. [x.5] E. 

 [xxvii.5] P, G. 
*  m.s. [viii.11] G Jo, IV Ki, II Ch, Je. 

  [xxxv.2,3,7,15] P, G. 
  f.s. [xxvi.2,3,4,7,15, xxvii.2,3,3,8,32] G Je. 
  [xxiii.23] E. 

 [xxx.18] G Je, Ju. 
 [xxiii.23] E; SM, TH ibidem. 
 m.s. [xxvii.17, xxix.2,3, xxx.21,22,25, xxxi.2,18, 

xxxii.2,31,32] P, G. 
 [xvi.3, xvii.4] P, G. 
 m.s. [xxvii.23] E. 
 m.s. [xxvii.23] P, G. 
, -  m.s. and pl. [ix.3, x.1,2,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,15, 

16,16,18,19,20, xi.22, xxviii.14,16] P, G. 
*(  em.) pl. [xxvii.6] P, G. 
*  m. or n.s. [i.1,3, iii.15,23, x.15,20,22] E; TH Ez 

x.22. o  [xxvii.16] E.  
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LList 2.  A list of hellenized names and other words, 
including some of semitic or other foreign 
origin. A note of number and gender in our  
text is added where these are deducible. 
Terminations as they appear in our text are 
indicated; nominative forms which do not  
occur appear in brackets. The singular form  
is quoted unless only the plural occurs in  
our text. An asterisk indicates that the  
word is always determined. 

 
-  f.s. or n.pl. [xx.29,29]. 
- , - , -  m.pl. [xxix.13,14, xxx.4,10]. 
-( ), - , -  f.s. [passim]. 
- , -  m.pl. [xxix.10, xxxviii.5]. 

* -( ), - , -  f.s. [xxx.4,9]. 
’ -  adj. [xvi.3,45]. 
*’ - , -  m.pl. [xxvii.8,11]. 

’ -( ), - , -  m.pl. [xxiii.5,7,9,12,23]. 
, - , -  s. [passim]. 

* -( ), -  m.s. [xi.1,13]. 
* -( ), -  f.s. [xxvii.6]. 

-( ), -  s. [xxx.17]. 
-( ), -  pl. [xxvii.9]. 
-  s. [xvi.10, xxvii.7]. 
-  s. [xxvii.18]. 
-( ), -  f.s. [xxx.14,16]. 

*‘  f.s. [xxvii.18]. ‘ -( ), -  f.s. [xxx.17]. 
-( ), -  s. [xxi.1]. 

*’I , - , -  f.s. [xxv.12,13,14,14, xxxv.15, xxxvi.5]. ’I - , -  m.s. [viii.11, xi.1]. 
*’I ( ), -  f.s. [xxi.25]. ’I - , - , -  m.s. [passim]. 

-( ), - , -  m.pl. [xxv.5, xxvii.21]. 
-  m.pl. [xxvii.12,25, xxxviii.13]. 

-( ), -  s. [xxvii.17]. 
- , -  m.pl. [xxv.16, xxx.5]. 

- . - , -  f.s. and pl. [xxvii.5, xxxi.3,8]. 
* - , - , - , -  m.s. [xxvii.5, xxxi.3,15,16]. 

-  m.pl. [xxvii.10, xxx.5, xxxviii.5]. 
-  m.pl. [xxvii.10, xxx.5]. 

-( ), -  s. [xxix.10, xxx.6]. 
-( ), -  f.s. [xxx.13,15]. 
-( ), -  s. [xxvii.18]. 

’ - , -  f.s. [xxiii.4,4,5,36,44]. 
’ - , -  f.s. [xxiii.4,4,11,22,36,44]. 

-( ), -  f.s. [xxix.14, xxx.14]. 
-  m.pl. [xxvii.10, xxx.5, xxxviii.5]. ‘ -( ), -  m.pl. [xxvii.15]. 
- , -  n.pl. [passim]. 

-( ), -  f.s. [xxx.15]. 
- , -  f.s. [xvi.46,51,53,55, xxiii.4,33].  



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 
- 224 - 

 
 

-( ), - , -  s. [i.26, ix.2, x.1, xxviii.13]. 
-( ), -  s. [xxvii.8, xxviii.21,22]. 
-( ), -  m.pl. [iv.10]. 
- , -  n.pl. [xvi.46,48,49,53,55,56]. 
- , -  f.s. [xxix.10, xxx.6,16]. 
-( ), -  f.s. [xvi.57]. 
-( ),  f.s. [xxx.14]. 
-( ), , -  s. [xxviii.12, xxix.18,18,20]. 
- , -  m.s. [xi.1,13]. 
-( ), - , -  m.pl. [passim]. 

-  f.s. or n.pl. [xxvii.23]. 
-( ), -  pl. [xxvii.18]. 
-( ) adj. [xvi.3,45].  
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LList 3.  A list of words attested at least as early as 
the fourth century B.C. and surviving in the 
post-Classical language at least as late as 
the mid-third century B.C. 

 
 adj. P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 E. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 adj. P.1 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 (B) P. 
 P. 

 adj. G. 
 adj. P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. G.

 
 G. 

 adv. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 E. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P.

 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 adj. G. 

 G. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 adv. P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 E. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 
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 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 E. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 adv. E. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 
 adj. E. 

 adj. G. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 

 adj. P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 E. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 (A) P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 E. 

 

 G. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 G. 
 E. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adv. G. 
 adv. P. 
 P. 
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 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G.        

 sc.  P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
/  P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adv. P. 
 adv. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 E. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P.  

 P. 
 adj. G. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adv. P. 

 adj. G. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P.2 
 P. 

 P. 
 adv. P. 

 P. 
 P.3 

 

 adj. E. 
 P. 

 adv. P. 
 adv. P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 adv. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adj. G 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P.4 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 adj. P.5 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P.6 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 ptc. G.7 
 adj. P. 

 adv. P. 
 adv. P. 
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 adv. P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 adv. P. 
 adj. G. 

 P.  
 adj. and adv. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P.8 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. E. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 E. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P.9 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 (A) P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 
 P. 
 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 (A) P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 adj. G. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 (C) G. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adv. P.10 
 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 
 adv. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P.  
 (A) P, (?)G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 E. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. G. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adv. P. 
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 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
/  P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 (A) G. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. P. 
 adj. c mp. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

  P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 

 G. 
 G. 

 adv. P. 
 P.11 

 P.       
 adj. G.  

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 E. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 (A) G. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adv. P. 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 adj. G. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 

 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 
 adj. G. 

 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adv. P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 Act. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P.12 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 P. 
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 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adv. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 adj. P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 adj. P. 

 adj. P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 adv. G. 

 P. 
 G. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 adj. G. 
( ) adv. P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. G. 

 

 adv. P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P 
 P. 
 adv. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
( ) adv. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P, G.  adj. 
 P. 

 P. 
 E. 

 P. 
 adv. G. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adj. G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 E. 
 adj. P. 

 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 
,   G. 

 adv. P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adj. P.13 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. G. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 (sc.)  P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 adv. P.14 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
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 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adv. G. 
 adj. P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P 
 E. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 E. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 adv. G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adv. P. 
 G. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 

 E. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adj. G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. E. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 adj. G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adv. P. 

 G. 
 G. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 G. 
 E. 

 P. 
 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P.15 
 adj. P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adj. E. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 E. 

 P. 
 G. 

 adj. G. 
 adj. G. 

 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
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 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 

 adj. G. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 adv. P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 E. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 
 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adv. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adj. G. 
 adv. G. 

 E. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. E. 

 P. 
 P. 

 E. 
 G. 
 G. 

 
 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 G. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 P. 

 adj. P. 
 adj. G. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 P. 

 P. 
 adj. P. 
 G. 
 E. 

 P. 
 P. 

 adv. l c. P. 
 P. 
 P. 

 G. 
 adv. P.16 
 adv. G. 
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LList 4.  A list of words first attested in secular sources 
of the third century B.C. 

 
 G.17 
 adv. P. 

adj. P.18 
 G. 

 G. 
 G. 
v E. 
 P. 

 E. 
 G. 

 P. 
 G. 
 E. 
adj. G. 

 G. 
 P. 
 E. 
 P. 

 G. 
 P, G.19 

 adv. P.20 
 adv. P. 
 G.21 
 G. 
 P. 
 P. 
 P.22 

 P. 
 P.    
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List 5.  A list of words first attested in the Greek 

Pentateuch. 
 

  G.23  
 G.  
 G.  

 G.24  
,  G.         

 G.            
 G. 
 G.               
 G.                
 E.              

 G. 
 G. 
, -  G. 
 E. 
 G. 

 G. 
 G. 

 G. 
, -  G. 
 E. 

 G. 
 G. 

adj. G. 
 G. 
 G. 

 G.25 
adj. G. 

 G. 
 G.26 

 G.27 
 G. 
 G. 
adj. E.28 
adj. G.28 
 G. 

 G.29 
 G. 

 G. 
 G. 

 G.30 
 G. 

 G. 
 G.31 
 G. 

 G. 
 E. 
 G. 
 adj. G.32 

 G. 

 G.33  
 G. 

 G.34 
 G. 
G. 
 G. 
 G.35 

,  sc. G.36 
 G. 
 G.37 

 G. 
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LList 6.  A list of words first attested in the second 

century B.C. 
 

 G Je, I Ma. 
 G Si. 
 G Ps, Wi, Si, Ho. 

 G Je; Da TH. 
 G IV Ki, Jb, Pr, Ho, Za, Is, La, II Ma. 

 E. 
 G Ps, Wi, Si, II Ma, III Ma. 
 G passim.38 
 G Jd. 
 G Ps, Wi, Si.39 

 G Ho. 
 E. 
 adv. G I Es. 
 G passim. 
 G Jb, Ps, Wi, Za; Da TH. 

,  (A) G II Ki, Wi; Sy.| 
,  G Je, II Ma, IV Ma. 
 adj. G Pr, Si. 

 G Si. 
 E. 

 G Ru, Ps, Si, Mi, Is, II Ma.    
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List 7.  A list of words first attested in the first 

century B.C. 
 

 G III Ki, Pr, III Ma. 
 E.40 
 G Jd, Ps, I Ma. 

 E. 
 adj. G passim.41 

 G Jd, Ps, Ob. 
 G Ho. 

 G IV Ki. 
 G II Ki, Jb, Ho, Mi, I Ma. 

 G Ps, Pr, Ba.42 
 E.    
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List 8.  A list of words first attested in the first 

century A.D. 
 

 E.43 
  E.44 

 G La.45 
 G Jb, Je. 

 G Pr, Ho, Ma. 
 G Je.46 
 G I Es. 

 G Is.47 
 G Je. 

 G Is. 
 G Ec, Hb, Is. 
 G Ps. 
 E.    
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List 9.  A list of words not attested in any dateable 

source within our period nor in the earlier 
language. A note of sources is added, together 
with an indication of the date of the earliest 
of these in each case. 

 
 [xxvii.30] G Is, Je;48 Arr. ii A.D. 

adj. [iii.6] E; Sm. ii/iii A.D., Hsch. V 
     A.D. (?).49 

 [xxxiv.12] E. 
 [iii.26, xxiv.27] G Mi; Arr. ii A.D., 

                   Eus., Leont. B. 
 [xvi.21] E; P. Oxy. ii a.f./iii a.i.  

                  A.D., Thd., Phleg., Or., Synes., 
     Aristaenet., Sch. A. 

 [xviii.7] G Ho.50 
adj. [iii.5] E; Or. iii A.D., Cyr.51 
adj. [iii.5] E; Or. iii A.D., Nonn.52 

 [xxxviii.22] G Ps, Am, Jl.53 
 adj. [v.15] E;54 Hsch. v A.D. (?). 
 [xxiv.4] E. 
 [xxi.16] G Ps.55 
 [i.4, 7] G Na, Da LXX; Ev. Luc., Zos. Alch.  

      iii/iv A.D., Tryph. 
,  [xxiii.12] E;56 Phot. 

 [xvii.3] E; Inscr. Perg. ii A.D., Phot.57 
 [xxii.11] E. 

 [xxi.26] E. 
 [xxii.9] E.58 

 [xxxvi.4] G MI, Is, La, Da LXX; Eus. iv  
     A.D., Isid. Pel., Cyr., Gregent. 

adj. [xvii.3, 7] E. 
adj. [xvi.26] E; Or. (?) iii A.D.59 
 [xxxviii.23] G Ps, Mi, Za; Da TH. 

 [xx.38] G Za;60 Theophl. Ant. ii A.D. 
 [xxxiv.19] G IV Ki; Aret. ii A.D., pap. iii  

          A.D., Geoponica. 
 [xix.10, 13] G Ps, Ec, Da LXX. 
 [xix.13] E. 
 [xxxii.6] E.61 
 [xiv.7] E; Aq., Al. 

 [xxxii.6] E. 
 [xxxix.18] E; Hippiatrika ix A.D. 

 [xiv.8] G Si, Am, Je.62 
 [xx.18] E;63 Thd., Steph. vii A.D. 
 [xxxii.6] E; Luc. ii A.D., Gal.,  

      Hermes, P. Holm. 
 [xxvii.19] E; Poll. ii A.D., Hsch., Phot. 

 [xxvii.30] E. 
 [xvii.17] E.    
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LList 10. A list of words found in the fourth century B.C. 

or earlier, but in no secular sources of our 
period.  Where the classical sources are few 
they are noted.  Where a word reappears in 
secular Greek in the early centuries A.D. the 
sources are noted, together with the date of 
the earliest of these. 

 
 [xxxvi.15] G Is, Je. 

 [xvii.24] G Ps, Wi, Si, Ho; Ael. ii A.D. 
 [xxx.6] G Ps, Si; Hp. 

 [xx.31, 40] E; Gal. 200 A.D., Alex. Aphr., Thd. 
 [iii.3] E; Hierocl. i/ii A.D., Epict., Ath.  

     Gramm., Plot. 
 [xxix.7] E; Hp., Alex., Theoc.; Dion. C.  

     ii/iii A.D. 
 [xii.16] G Jb, Ps, Si, Hb; Hp., Arist. 

 [xxi.22] E; pap. ii A.D. 
 [xxxvi.34] E; S., Isoc. 

 [xxxii.7] G Jb, Wi, Si, Is; App. Philostr. 
[xxxiii.32] E; Sapph., Pratin. Lyr.; 

     Aristaenet. v A.D. a.f. at earliest. 
 [xvi.4] E; Emp., Hdt. 
64 [xxvii.32] E; E. 

65 [xxvi.16] G Je; Luc. ii A.D., Phot. 
 [xxxvi.9] E; Isoc. 

66 [xxi.8, 9, 10] G II Ki, I Ch, Je; Hsch. v  
     A.D. (?). 

 [xxi.17] G Ho, Am, Za, Is, Je; Luc. ii A.D.,  
     Hld. 

 [xxxvi.3] E; Hdt.67 
 [xxix.4] G passim. 

 [xvii.21, xxxi.3,5,6,8] G Ps, IV Ma; Thphr.,  
     Arist.; Plot. iii A.D., Stob. 

 adj. [xvi.24] G Pr; Vett. Val. ii A.D. 
 [xxxiii.9] E; Aen. Tact.; Dion. C.  

     ii/iii A.D. 
 [iv.2] G To, Je; Hdt.; Hsch v A.D. (?). 
 [xvi.4] G Wi; Luc., S. E. ii A.D. 
 adj. [v.15] E; S., E. 
 [vii.24, xxiv.21] G Ho, Za, Je, III Ma; A.,  

     E., X.; Luc. ii A.D., Philostr. 
 [xvi.14] G Ps, Is; X.; Xen. Eph. ii A.D. (?),  

     Hld.  
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NOTES ON APPENDIX B. 
 

 
(1)  Once [xxxvii.2] of three terminations.  Classical usage  

is hard to determine; in a papyrus of 99 B.C.   
 occurs; later, but not invariably, it has three 

terminations.  Elsewhere in our text it has two, but we  
are at the mercy of scribes in a matter of this kind.  
The post-Ptolemaic papyri show a clear tendency to make  
all adjectives of three terminations. 

 
(2)  This -  form is overwhelmingly frequent in the papyri of 

the fourth and third centuries B.C.  In the second and 
first centuries B.C. an about equal number of examples of 
the Middle in -  are found. 

 
(3)  Aor. , the more usual classical form, with the 

possible exception of  at xii.13; this might, 
however, be future.  P has the regular classical form 
throughout; << >> appears in a papyrus of 112 B.C. 

 
(4)  The form appears in Theognis, but -  and -  were 

classical.  P has this form, which is normal in the 
Ptolemaic papyri, -  being rare. 

 
(5)  Appears both as adjective and as substantive  

( ) in our text; the latter too is classical as well as 
being found later. 

 
(6)  As n. pl. substantive at xxxviii.20; cf. the classical 

language and P. 
 
(7)  The form is classical and appears in the first century  

B.C.  The Egyptian  of the third and second centur- 
ies B.C. almost always has , which is universal in 
Attic inscriptions of the same date and in P.  The later 
LXX shows both. 

 
(8)  Only in the adverbial phrase  , which is 

classical. 
 
(9)  Used in the classical way, its gender and number being 

governed by the dependent noun in the genitive.  In P and 
the papyri it is used as a neuter noun. 

 
(10) Only adverbially with , the classical use.  P has the 

adverbial use, but without the article; a papyrus of the 
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first century B.C. has the phrase, but probably substant- 
ival in the context.  But the expression occurs in Philo- 
demus with the sense “wholly”. 

 
(11) Only in the dative, as an adverb or preposition.  For the 

prepositional use see “Syntax”. 
 
(12) This is much more frequent in the Greek Bible than , 

which P never has.  
(13) Normally as a neuter substantive, but an adjective at 

xxxi.17.  Both uses are classical; only the former ap-
pears in P. 

 
(14) Only in the classical phrase, which appears in P,  

 (sc. ).  The adverb occurs in the papyri in the 
second century B.C. and later. 

 
(15) This word would be listed by some among hellenized semit-  

isms.  But it has been argued [by W. Porzig, ‘Smaragd.’ 
Glotta 25 (1936), 194-7] that it is rather a translation 
of Hebrew . 

 
(16) I.e. modifying a cardinal number; the usage is classical. 
 
(17) The word, generally supposed to be derived from Lat. 

atrium, appears in a papyrus of iii B.C., though 
Preisigke allows it “kein Beleg aus Ptolemerzeit”.  In 
some LXX books it appears as a m. in -  

 
(18) The occurrence in a non-Jewish papyrus of 257 B.C. has 

not found its way into the lexica, though noted by 
Mayser. 

 
(19) The papyri exhibit no Future form. 
 
(20) The classical forms are in -  and - . 
 
(21) There seems to be no semantic distinction between this 

form and the classical  I. 
 
(22) If SIG 1044 belongs to the fourth century B.C. the form 

should appear in List 3, but the dating is not firm.  The 
sigmatic future appears again in 237 B.C., and there are 
more examples in the second century B.C., though the  

     Attic future in -  continues to appear.  A general pre-  
 ference for sigmatic futures is apparent in the post-  

Ptolemaic papyri. 
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(23) The adjective is classical; the noun reappears in two 
post-Christian papyri.  The Ptolemaic papyri show several 
new formations of this type. 

 
(24) Perhaps simply a variant of the Hellenistic . 
 
(25) The Middle is classical; the papyri show no future. 
 
(26) The classical language has no Aorist, probably an accid-  

ent of preservation. 
 
(27) The First Aorist Active is found in Aristotle, the  

Present Active in a papyrus of the third century B.C. 
 
(28) Apparently always used as a neuter substantive.  
 
(29) Other passive tenses are classical; a Future Middle in -

 is found in Hippocrates.  The papyri show no 
alternative. 

 
(30) The classical form is . 
 
(31) There seems no good reason for not accenting this word 

, i.e. making it a participle, throughout our text. 
 
(32) The word is a v.l. in some codices of classical authors. 
 
(33) The simple verb is classical in the Passive;  

occurs in a papyrus of the third century B.C. 
 
(34) The form can hardly be original; but the papyri show no 

Future for this verb at all. 
 
(35) The form does not reappear until the second century A.D., 

but there is no classical or post-Classical alternative. 
 
(36) The phrase is classical, but in a (temporal) adverbial 

sense. 
 
(37) Classical .  The papyri have no Future form. 
 
(38) The LXX mss. show considerable fluctuation between this 

verb, first attested, and that indistinctly, in a papyrus 
of 13 B.C., and the third century B.C. form in - .  It 
is included here because of its apparent occurrence in II 
Maccabees. 

 



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX 
- 244 - 

 
 

(39) A Future Passive of this verb is most suitable to an Old 
Testament text; perhaps the paradigm is ‘hebraic’ at 
least in the first person. 

 
(40) A variant of classical . 
 
(41) This familiar noun seems to function as an adjective in 

many LXX passages, a usage which reappears almost ex-  
clusively in authors influenced by the Greek Bible.  The 
description of a person as a  in the sense of a 
metaphorical ‘pest’ is found in Demosthenes: perhaps the 
LXX use is best explained as appositional rather than 
adjectival.  Polybius has a perfectly serviceable  
in a figurative sense.  In early patristic writers  
has become a true adjective, capable of comparison. 

 
(42) Only Middle, sometimes with Passive sense, in the class-  

ical language. 
 
(43) The form is found in Plutarch.  The Passive is classical, 

the simple form found in the LXX. 
 
(44) The adjective is classical; nouns from analogous compound 

adjectives consisting of a cardinal plus - are found 
throughout our period.  

 
(45) Classical .  There is no papyrus form. 
 
(46) Only the Active is classical. 
 
(47) Only the Middle is classical. 
 
(48) The classical future was probably Middle: cf. the v.l. 

for the present Middle at E. Ba. 593.  But a future can-  
not often have been required. 

 
(49) In our text the form of this word is appropriate, its 

content not particularly so; in Symmachus’ rendering of 
Psalm cxiv.1 the content is rather weak, though correct, 
the form clearly not based on that of the Vorlage.  The 
case for a coinage by either translator is bad.  This 
must be a lost secular word, as the mention in Hesychius 
might suggest. 

(50) This future stands as a v.l. at Leviticus xix.13.  The 
Classical form is , which Ziegler prints in our 
text at xviii.18.  There is no future form in the papyri. 
The N.T. and Josephus have the variant classical form 
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, which appears sometimes in the Greek Bible. 
Editorial consistency is perhaps desirable though cert-  
ainty is probably unattainable. 

 
(51) Sophocles’ “thick-lipped” is a lexicographical curiosity. 
 
(52) L.-S.-J. give the fanciful meaning “grievous of tongue”. 
 
(53) There is no classical form.  The verb occurs throughout 

our period in papyri.  It might be argued that the pro-  
mise, prediction or threat represented by this form is 
somewhat hebraic, at least in the first person. 

 
(54) This is for all practical purposes simply an orthographic 

variant of the classical which recurs in a late 
papyrus. 

 
(55) Hatch and Redpath cannot be right to make this an Active 

in - . 
 
(56) Photius appears to be quoting the form found in our text, 

which he treats as a neuter adjective. 
 
(57) Photius’ interpretation “ , ” fits our text but 

not the Pergamum inscription. 
 
(58) The paradigm is poetic in the classical period, but P and 

a papyrus of the mid-third century B.C. show the im-  
perfect in ( ) -. 

 
(59) Delightfully rendered “corpulent” in Sophocles! 
 
(60) A variant of the classical .  
 
(61) The sigmatic future, both of the simple active and of the 

passive of , appears in the papyri c. 250 B.C. The 
classical form is found in P, and in the papyri c. 260 
B.C. and after 138 B.C. 

 
(62) The classical form is in - .  
 
(63) The -  form is found in G and Philodemus. 
 
(64) Little reliance can be placed on this isolated form: it 

might be an Atticizing correction of , which 
appears in a papyrus of 72 B.C.   
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(65) If this form is genuine here and at Jeremiah xxx.18 it is 
an example of Atticizing.  P has  while the 
form from the second century A.D. at least was . 

 
(66) This appears as a neuter noun in a Delian inscription of 

the third century B.C. 
 
(67) If this word is genuine in our text it may be part of the 

, much of which is derived from classical Ionic.    
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APPENDIX C.  Minor Indications of Literary Relationship. 
 

(1)  Dependence               (2)  Influence 
iv.13  P               iii.7 Pr, Si 

vi.8, xiii.20  
Je xxiv.9 

viii.15  P 
x.7     P 

xii.24    Pr vii.5 
 

xvi.5   Am vi.6 
30  with pred. Ho xi.8 
38  Ho, Ma 
42  . II Sa vii.10 

 
xvii.6  Ps lxxx.10 
xvii.15, 
xviii.18  Na i.11 

 
xxi.17             xxii.11  with acc. 

  La ii.15             Da TH xi.32 
xxiii.37 ’  Am iv.2 
41   P 
45  xvi.38 

 
xxv.4     P 
xxvii.6 cf. Od. ii.424 
xxvii.23  cf. P,  
     I Ch  
xxx.6   

Ps xviii.18 
 

xxx.21  Is i.6 
xxxi.3   

Ps lxxx.11 
xxxii.9   

Si iv.3 
xxxiii.12  Is l.9 
xxxiv.4,16  cf. 
     Is i.6  
xxxix.11   Is lvi.5     
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