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ABSTRACT

The INTRODUCTION, 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 0ld Greek version of
chapters i-xxxix of the Book of Ezekiel, with a view to a
cautious assessment of its value for 0ld 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 0l1d 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 01d 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) 1Idiom, Usage and Semantics, a section which gives an

account of the more remarkable cases. It 1s pointed
out that abnormal idiom 1s 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 ¢. 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) Gratultous 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 role of tradition and of ignorance is emphas-

iged 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.

PART 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 1s made to characteristics of the Greek
language established in PART TI.

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, IT and III. These
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are 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 1it-
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 1is 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 01ld
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-x1lviii 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 rdle in the

apostasy of Israel and Judah, were deliberately censored out.

b/
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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 x1l-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. FEzekiel xvii-xx, or B, borrowed from the
Psalms version, but was still early enough to have influenced
the Twelve. FEzekiel 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; FEzekiel 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 01d 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 0ld 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 FEzekiel 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 0ld Greek have

been pioneered.

The APPENDICES 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 CLASSIFIED BIBLIOGRAPHY, which runs to several hundred

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

General Background and Septuagint Origins.
Greek Text and Language.

Translation Theory and Practice.

Hebrew Text and Language.

OaQw>
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FOREWORD

My warmest thanks are due to my Supervisor, Professor
J. A. Emerton, to Dr D. W. Gooding, Professor G. D. Kilpatrick,
Professor J. Wevers, and the late Professor D. Winton Thomas,
for generous help and encouragement; to the Electors to the
Hall—-Houghton Studentship for financial support during two
years in Oxford, and to the Board of Management of the Pusey
and Ellerton Fund for additional assistance; and to the Libr—
arian and Staff of the Ashmolean Museum, the Bodleian Library,
the Cambridge University Library and the Library of Congress
for practical help.

This study was delimited to chapters i—xxxix of the Book

of Ezekiel upon the advice of Professor Sir Godfrey Driver.
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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 names of ancient books,

the former system is used.

common grammatical terms and

periodicals are given their normal abbreviations.

The following abbreviations occur in the body of the

thesis:—

The Greek Pentateuch

The 0ld Greek of other biblical books
The 01d Greek of Egzekiel i—xxxix
The 01d Greek of the Twelve Prophets

Genesis

Exodus
Leviticus
Numbers
Deuteronomy
Joshua
Judges

Ruth

Samuel
Kings
Chronicles

Esdras

Ec

Is

Je

Ecclesiastes

Isaiah

Jeremiah

Lamentations

Ezekiel

Daniel

Hosea

Joel

Amos

Obadiah

Jonah

Micah

Ze

Za

Ma

Ca

Pr

Si

Zephaniah
Zechariah
Malachi
Canticles
Proverbs

Ecclesiasticus
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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION*

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 0ld 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 BH3.

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 rest® was the

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

' 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.

Crf. 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 Iectiones, 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 views' 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 0l1ld 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.® 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 Gottingen edition and

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

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

° 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 0ld Greek book as a whole and in a fresh way. It i1s 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”é, 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 0ld 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 Gottingen 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 date’ 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.® 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;’
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

See §A Bickerman, Gooding, Hanhart, Tcherikover (1958).



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

a case of it? What 1s 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-Pentateuchal books of
the Greek Bible, can be fixed by external evidence only within

0

wide limits:'® even a tentative dating by reference to the

0 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 1is
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 1f 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.'’ 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;* 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].

" 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.

2 Thackeray made some attempt to isolate a few strictly
linguistic phenomena [see §A (1921), pp. 20-28], but did not
go far with it. 1In any case, his attempt to tie the use of

mdpodog 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 Kowﬁ Greek. That is to say nothing
of the surprising failure to note the classical 6&nn6pog in
the very next clause after the post-classical “solecism” at
IT Sa xii.l.
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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 i1f 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.® 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

= This 1s 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 i1s 1likely
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 gua Greek.

The solidest work done on Septuagint Greek is for the
most part very old,'* or at least older than the fund of sys-
tematic work on papyrological and inscriptional material now
available to Hellenists. Some few major modern studies have
been done either on, or on the periphery of, Septuagint langu-

age.'®

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 Philologigque. 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-Classical, is better equipped.'’ The

subject has been treated as at best peripheral by specialists

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

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.

o 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,'® 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,' 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 0ld 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, lexicon®® 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 i1-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

1

language or ascribed to other influences.? An attempt is made

1 See p. 11 n. 17. Without this discipline Part I alone
would rapidly have burgeoned to the point of pressing against
the 1limits of an Oxford doctoral dissertation.

20 To be found in classified form in Appendices A and B.

2t 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.®

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 ‘Essail 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 unity?® 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 0l1d 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.

aUTog O VOpog kai oi mpognreiol kai Ta Aoima tOv PirpMov 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 1t gained any appreciable foothold in
the pagan world until two centuries later.®

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.?®

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

2t See §A C.H. Roberts.
2 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,?®

it was not un-
common for the whole corpus to be known by heart.?” 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 **

of the Eastern Mediterranean and more; 1t
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’®® version of the Hebrew. It had been made for
the use of Alexandrian Jewry and for urgent practical religi-

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

26 See C.H. Roberts, pp. 267-8.

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 1s 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.’’ Thus he admits that it eschews the refine-
ments of both metaphrasis and paraphrasis [De Vita Mos.
I1.38].% It is unclear what precedents they had for turning so
much continuous text, whether prose or poetry, into a non-
cognate language.’’> 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’® version®.

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.* 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 émﬁvda, which is

probably rightly rendered “translation and interpretation”,3®

3 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).

M See §C Humbert.
See especially §A Bickerman, Gooding, Marcus, Meecham.
36 So Gooding [§A].
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as faithful to the “plain sense” as possible;? 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 €frpémovro TIpOg TV Avayveolv (“reading out”) kol Thv €kdoTOU
&aad¢now (“piecemeal elucidation” or perhaps “piecemeal
rendering” of each item).?® 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.’® 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.' As we see from the nervous-
ness" 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 1s no single Greek term for
“translation” and cognates; the same holds for Latin.

8 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.

See §A Gooding op. cit.

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. 11.26-44]. 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. I11.39]."? 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 [4nt. X.218, cf.
I.17.

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

2 The choice of subjects is not fortuitous: i1f 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 author'®. 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.
I1.94, 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. III1.119-200]. 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 éﬁyovot

4 E.g. Cicero’s ill-fated Greek memoir on his consulship

[discussed at Ad Att. I1.1.2.], 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]."

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, "’ 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 past'® and functioned culturally
much as they did later in Greece itself,'” imitation was in the
bloodstream of the mointic. 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

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

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

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

v See Bowie [§C].

46
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and on the need for one’s work to be both wutile 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 edited"®, pre-
sentation of the cosmological Timaeus. Though the work man-
ages to achieve loose paraphrase, it is only in patches."
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. 1.832] required all his ingen-
uity [4d 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 IiIn-
lustratus pateret” [Acad. 1.7]. Parts of it gave him a lot of
trouble, nor did he claim originality for his adaptations,

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

18 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.

4o 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 i1t 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 [4pol. 1lxxii, Flor. xxJ,
at a time when Greek rhetoric was more developed than in
Cicero’s day. He drank, if not deeply, of all the ﬁxval
[Flor. xx.4-10]. 1If his claims, explicit and implicit, are to
be believed [4pol. xv.9,10, xxxvi.3-8, 1v.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 styl-
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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.”’

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.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I—-XXXIX
xxviii

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,” 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. FRep. 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 ﬁxvn. 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

5t 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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practitioner® or the process are rare to non-existent,”’ 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,” to Cicero’s Timaeus and
Apuleius’ own attempt to “explicare” [De Mundo 289] the some-
what inconsequential text of the pseudo-Aristotelian Hsﬁ
KGOopOU .

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. I11.95]), 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.
o3 Horace 1s perhaps echoing Cicero’s “verbum pro verbo”

when he includes the “fidus interpres” in his indictment of
indifferent poets [4Ars Poet. 133-4, cf. 369 ff.]. It is
plausible that he 1s 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 4pelles indicates Jewish origins [cf.
Ep. 1.5.100], so that he might have had knowledge of the
Septuagint.)

54 His Timaeus perhaps started 1life 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 [4d @. 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 I7ittérateur to
be writing something. Furthermore he uses his original to
make propaganda for his own brand of Platonism.”® But when all
is said and done he did not translate it.°®

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 Latin’’. “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-

s See Hijmans [§C].
o6 See Miller [§C].
o7 Thus rendering himself trilingual. Cf. A4dpol. 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.1l4
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 law®® 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-

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

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-Septuagintal 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.®

29 Perhaps its most obvious large-scale peculiarity, as I
shall demonstrate in detail, is a rigidly un-Greek order.
Crf. 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 0ld 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 1is 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 0ld 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 1s 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 IT Ki xviii-
xx, concurring with Thackeray that the language is “good
kowvn” [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 viav, aniin and other words more traceable else-
where in the Septuagint such as jimax. 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
way®* 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, xx1ii.19, xxv.16, the recurrent phrase ém 1a TpSBupa

in ch. viii] that the version is later than all these 01d

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 1s also adduced that it influenced the
01d Greek of Daniel, Ecclesiasticus and Kingdoms“. 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 Aaymv at x1lvi.l,
ApaPia at x.9, xi.11, Appevia at xxxvii.38, Ilepodv at
x1lix.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].°%
MopuMwv at xi.1l4 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
:OPYT DI RIAALAI COHR LAV NIVR 017
1PIPLY 13 tavy YHU YLHUY 1311%¥Xx °nnay oybyl 1InbwUR a0 0112
:NIXIN IHAAD OnIn InIPH
so as to make the passage favourable to the people of God, and
the inclusion of the phrase £vog &vopov, make a reference to
Seleucid Syria [pp. 87-8]. =xxiii.11-12 and the addition of
kai &dikelv 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 01d 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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emdyewv ... ApaPag 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 kuplog, aiwviog, Odikatog, OwkaiooUvn and Eleog 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 1is reversed by eﬁcouan
AUt kai ou kwnBioovtai® for wvim> x% Yo» j°3nY at x1i.7, the
Hellenistic cult of (AyaBog) Aaipwv and Tuyn is attacked at
1xv.11l, oeipfive¢ occurs in the possible sense “demons of

death” for iy n3y12 at xiii.21, xxxiv.13, x1iii.20 and

ol The argument is somewhat weakened by the fact that

kiveioBor is perfectly good Greek for being shaken by
earthquake or other disturbance.
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éw0¢6pog, 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 1it-
urgy: fpépav peydAnv, later the name for v1s> 01> at 1.13,

and dyiog coupled with év Uynloig at xxxiii.5 [101-2].

evoefric [xxiv.6, xxvi.7 bis] and eloéfera [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 Sikaioouvn® 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, x1ii.9, 1i.16, xxv.7, xlix.l, xxx.27 [pp.
109-10]. There are signs of a reaction against the classic
prophetic view of the ni%3s as a just punishment at xxxiii.l2,
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.l,
xxx1.9, 1xi1i11.17-18, the idea of deliverance from exile at
1i.14, i.27, xxxiii.20, xxxviii.ll, 1ii.10, x.22, x.20,
xxxvii.32, vi.l2, 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, 1vi.8 [pp. 116-17]. x1i.25, xli.la, x1v.16Db,
1xiv.15, 1xvi.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.l, 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. 1In 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.®
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

o6 See Otto EiBfeldt [§C].
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somehow problematic as Greek.®” 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.

ot One cannot be happy with the confident assertion that at
viii.23 ol Aomoi v mapaliav kotoikolvieg 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” naanﬂ]. The Greek
phrase as a whole is clearly different from ToU¢ KATOAOITIOUG
TOUG KOTOlKOUVTEG TNV Tapalav, its order is more idiomatic, and
it i1s at least as 1likely to be a direct reminiscence of the
original in that place, quite independent or even an echo of
Jo ix.1 oi év mdoy tfj mapahiq tig Baldoong Tig peydAng, Dt 1.7
. . . mavtag Toug Tepioikous Apafa mpog MPa kai apahiav, Ju v.17 Aonp
ekdBioev mapariav Bohaoodv or their respective Vorlagen, which
are all geographical catalogues. In the second place, TQ
pépn tic loudaiag 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 ta Tfig loudaiag
|@pn for n71n°% 2wx at I Sa xxx. 14, another geographical
context. Only the immediately intervening kai Tepav TOU
lopSavou, TohAaia tédv €0vév, 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 1its 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.®® 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.®

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

isticated commentary on problems of methodology in such ana-

68 There 1s 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,’® 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,” 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.”™ It
is in effect still regnant. It is indicative of how neglected
the subject 1s 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.
= See §D, pp. 96-103 ‘Die LXX als textkritische Zeuge’.

72

See p. x1 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; kai stood for 31 however
unhappy the result; pronouns were retained or omitted precise-
ly as in the original; 1 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 1t was made.

Since Cornill’s classic commentary the concentration has
been on a possibility first mooted early in this century” by
H. St. John Thackeray, and fully developed in Appendix III of
his Schweich lectures of 19207. 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

- See Thackeray §C 1903.

™ 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 proper”™ he proposed that the book was divided
between them, one having completed i-xxvii, which he called
a(i) and xl-xlviii, or ao(ii), and the other xxviii-xxxix (with
the omission of a short section of xxxvi), which he called B.7
He tabulated in section (1) a total of 13 contrasts between
his two main translators, épdg and émév for nanx,

(ém) yvao (ovrat) 61/6i6mt éyw Kipiog and yveo (oviar) 61i/diomt éyw
et Kiplog for min» »3x »5> ..., Zdp and Tipog

for v¥, 71y, ToUpTaca kol T mapateivovia and Moooy kat

B0Peh for “Tubal and Mesech”, ol avuihapBavépevor/mapdrogig

and oi mepi/ol petd for nvsix, agavilerv/agaviopds and
epnpolv/Epnpog/épnpia/dmdieia for oww, nonw and cognates,
Sropmdlerv/Siapmayh and okukedev/okihov for ta,rra, and cogn-
ates, Swaokopmilewv/diaoTeiperv/okopriletv and AMkpdv for aar
evdéxeoBon and ouvdyetv for rap, kaldg and ayabdég for aiv,

KMjpa and kA&dog for noYvi ete., kpotaids/Suvards and ioyupds

for apin, prn, and lastly Umepneavia and UBpig for jixa. He then
stated that the Pportion had “many other peculiarities”’

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

s 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] 1.14.

7 As I have already suggested, the question of the unity
or otherwise of the version 1s 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.

" 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 a. 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 a. but absent from B. 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. a” 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 1in 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 a
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 0ld Greek. It is worth noting that there is some
overlap with B, and that even doubtful cases become thinner on

the ground between ch. xv and ch. x1. In section (4) the

8 Unfortunately never accessible to me.
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argument is made that xxxvi.24-38, or BB, 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 nanx and ai1n> C1x oo, oKopTﬁCav 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 1s 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 Kowﬁ 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.” 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-

" Of the general vocabulary tabulated in section (1) only
&aokomﬁ@av lacks Classical attestation.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I—-XXXIX
x1lvi

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.
ﬁﬁpg and Onzpn¢aﬁa 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. Herrmann® argued, using a larger number of cases of varied
renderings, that xl1-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.

Kase® returned to the question in the light of the relevant

80 See §C Herrmann and Baumgirtel, Beitrdge, pp. 1-19.

See §C pp. 52 ff.

81
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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. 1In a relatively recent article®® 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 a and B 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 features® which appear to him to show a pattern of con-
trast between a and B, namely that “a has 5nox seventeen times

as often as iva, while P has Tva twice as often as Omwg; that

g2 §C ‘The Greek Translators of Ezekiel.’

8 While there 1s 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 &mé and ék, for example, is much
more likely to be an effect of unconscious habit than the
choice of Xop as against TUpog. Thus if from about xxvii
the textual transmission was subject to different influ-
ences, deliberate Hellenizing might coexist with distinct-
ively post-Classical forms such as the encroachment of A&md.
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a renders nva katamémoilBa, B by mémolba, together with many
other differences of rendering; that in a, pﬂﬁ is followed by
the genitive four times as often as by the accusative, but
fourteen times as often in B; that the optative mood, twice
used in a, never occurs in B; that, down to xxiv, there is a
decided preference for npég after eimelv, Xéyav (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 &md gradually encroached on that
of ¢k in Hellenistic Greek, until the difference between them
became largely a matter of individual style,” he shows that
the proportion of &md/ék in a (193:187) is so different from
that in B (64:37) that by the standards of “the two halves of
Jeremiah” and New Testament books known to be by the same hand
a and B are extraordinarily dissimilar. For a(ii) separated
off from the whole he discovers a new development: in respect
of &md and éx the sections a(ii) and P go closely together:
a(ii) shows 1.8:1, B 1.7:1, while a(i) stands apart with
0.8:1. He then argues with Herrmann for a distinct translator
of x1-x1viii, noting that declarative &i6mt is frequent in
a(i), absent from o(ii), that %x of words of speaking is
rendered only by npég from x1.4 on, and that the introduction
of wpdg without equivalent is a feature only of a(ii). He
tabulates on pp. 14-15 some 26 Hebrew items rendered dis-
tinctively in a(ii). The “few common features of a(i) and
B(ii)” he ascribes to the standardising work of a later
editor. He then moves to argue that the dividing line between
a(i) and Pmust 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 patches® 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 characterige
the component parts. While his treatment has the merit of
taking account of diachronic differences within some sets of
renderings, and he 1s relatively sure-footed as a Hellenist,
there is less substance to his argument than meets the eye®.
He does not note the distinction between such textually
vulnerable variations as O11/016mt, A&méd/ék and forms of the
Divine Name on the one hand, and genuinely synonymous common

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

8l 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 amé/é* as so
strikingly different for a and B 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, 1t 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 a
and ﬁ 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 corpus®’. It is inad-
equate to emphasize that a word such as mé\tn [op. cit. p. 13]
occurs nowhere else in the Septuagint when it is a perfectly
ordinary Classical and post-Classical item®®. 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

g6 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-01d 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
role 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
IIT apparent MT-01d 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 text’ 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 0l1d 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 0l1d Greek books, similarly assessed, might prove much

more fruitful, is entirely possible.

90 See §D passim.
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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,®
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. 1In 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

See Thackeray Grammar pp. 1-139.
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reliance upon Thackeray’s evidence,® and it is clear that
the resultant orthography does not constitute independent
evidence of the linguistic character of our version.’® 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,' 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.

See Orthographika in the Einleitung to the Ezekiel
edition, pp. 66-79.

3 To list some examples at random:—
ayidlw for ayifw [xx.12 ete.].
yedv for ydv [xxxvi.24].
fvoixOnv for ave®yOnv [1.1, xxxiii.22].
ixBla for ixBic [xxix.4,5].
k&Bepa for kdOnpa [xvi.11].
voooeiw for vortteiw [xxxi.6].
o0Téwv, -foig for doTQV, -oi¢ [xxxvii.1,5].
Tpopaycdv for Tpopayéwv [iv.2].
pipricopar for prpbicopar [vii.19].
yoveuw for ywavelw [xxii.20,21,22].
wkodopnpor for oikodopnpor [x1.3].

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.” 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

° It would be a help if the notice of the younger Ben
Sira [text in Go6ttingen 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.S8. 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 aUtog O vOpog Kod
ai mpognreionl kai T& Aormd téV PifMwv 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 npécwnov Grnﬁﬁw 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 1t is very unlikely that the rendering of FEzekiel
would have been left any later than this; and if of a
version, is 1t not more likely to be of our version than of
some other, seeing that the wording corresponds?® 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
Kowﬁ period, particularly in literary circles,’ 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., paﬂvoﬁoaﬁ okog
Iopon\ &mo T dvoplag Updv, and the still loose but recogn-
isable quotation of xxxiii.1l1l-12, which though it sub-
stitutes synonyms for 1ol &oePols and 10 amootpéyar TOV GoePi
amo 1hjc 080U aUToli, and makes other minor changes, pre-
serves the idiosyncratic ég. But unfortunately the other
versions are scarcely preserved here: one of them may
have been much closer.

The comparative paucity of our sources for the liter-
ary kown is well known. Cf. for instance the remarks of
E. Schwyzer in his review of Mayser Grammatik in Gott.
Gel. Anz. 198 (1936), 233-41. It is noteworthy that the
Greek Fcclesiasticus 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 Worterbuch, 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. 1s 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.® 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.? 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.

? If they are much older than our version one would
expect them to be attested elsewhere, whereas i1f 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 account'®. 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, 1is 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 helleniged 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.'’ 1In
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.'*

There 1s no consensus about how ‘hebraism’ manifests
itself in Greek. For reasons which have already been
given, it 1s 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

" Such expressions are used frequently and confidently

as though they were idiomatic; it may be helpful to coin
the term “unidiom” for them.

2 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
translation'®. 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. “Zunédchst muss die Erkla-
rung der Erscheinungen auf griechischem Boden gesucht

werden”®!

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

3 It is a nice point whether we have to do with hebraism

when, for instance, 07in the sense “shed blood, death” is
rendered by ahmn 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.

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.' 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

o 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. cr.
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 hyperbaton'®. 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 XéE@
dpqﬁvn. 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 rfigura 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 1s an almost total lack of
antithetical expressions, frequent in Greek prose even
where no logical antithesis 1is 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. Schéne ‘Eine Umstrittene Wortstellung des
Griechischen.’ Hermes 60 (1925), 144-173.
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(1) THE GRAMMAR.?'?
(a) Morphology.

The major morphological changes in the 1ife 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 0e6c is Oeé [iv.14].

There is a number of examples of the ‘Doric’ genitive
in -a in the case of a noun in -o¢ [iv.6, viii.1,17, ix.9,
xxv.3,8,12, xxxvii.19 (bis)].

The Attic second declension in —ég does not appear,
Xaég and dég being declined in -o [examples passim].

The adjective md¢ has masculine accusative singular
mav in three places [xxviii.1l3, xxxvi.l0, xxxviii.21];
elsewhere i1t is quite regular.

Whereas the cardinals ﬁg,tpdgw and ﬁooapq display no

irregularities, &Uo is indeclinable [xxi.21, xxiii.13].

T 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.

8 The oblique cases are not in fact required in any

context.
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Compound cardinals take the following forms: koot kai
mévre [x1.1], meviikovia kol ékatov [1v.4], évevijkovia kai €kaTov
[iv.5,9].

Compound ordinals take the following forms: évOékatog
[xxvi.l, xxx.20, xxxi.l, xxxii.1], Swbékatog [xxxii.1,17,
xxxiii.21 (bis)], mevrekaudékorog [xxxii.18], EBSopog kol
eikootoc [xxix.7].

The third person plural ending in -(o)av in the im-
perfect and aorist indicative active appears (confined to
certain verbs) a number of times [ix.2, xi1i.16, xiv.1,
xx.1l, xx1i.9, 11,12 (bis), xxiii.1l7,42, xxxii.2l,
xxxvi.20,20,21, xxxvii. 21,23].

The third person plural ending in -av in the perfect
indicative active appears once [xix.13].

The second person singular ending in -ootr 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.l4].

The aorist imperative active in -dtwoav is found once
[xxxvii.9].

The first person singular of the imperfect indicative
of sﬂﬁ appears once in the form ﬁpnv [i.1]; there is no case
of the alternative form ﬁv.

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 names' and with abstract and
general nouns including participles?®’. ﬁXux is undetermined
at xxxvii.9 [but cf. viii.16] and so is oehjvn in the same
place. &Xg (instrumental dative) is undetermined at xvi.l4.
Yl in the general sense is normally determined. 6Odhoacoa is
determined except at xxvi.5,17, xxvii.l,25,26,34,
xxviii.2,8. ﬁBmp in the general sense is determined at
x11.18,19, xxxi.14 [but cr. xxxi.4]. Odvaroc is normally
undetermined. pﬁv and éto¢ followed by an ordinal with the
article are determined at xxiv.1l; i.2, xx.1l, xxiv.1,
xxix.1l. 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 vie avBpdmou, Adyog kupiou there is a large number of

1 I.e. APpaap, Athap, Appov, Acn\, Aocipoud, Accoup, Bouli,
Tehyeh, Topep, TwPehv, Twy [except at xxxii.1h,17,
xxxix.11 (ter),15], Aovin\ [except at xxviii.3], Aapwyt,
Aaud [except at xxxiv.25], Aefhabo, Aedav, Ehoar, Eepoup,
Oapoig, Oeypapa [except at xxxviii.6], Oofeh, lakwp,
IeCexinA, kpouoaknp [except at iv.1l, v.5, ix.4, xvi.2,3],
IopanX [except e.g. at xxxiv.2], lwaxip, I?F, lwong [except
atxxxvii.16], Kedep, Kndap, Kouve, Moooy, Mwaf,
NaBouvyobovooop [except at xxvi.7, xxix.19], Nwe, PofBad,
Poypa, Pwg, Zafa, Zaddar, Zavip, ng, [except at xxvi.l15,
xxvii.3 (bis)],Zove, Tagvag, Pakoud, Papaw, Xavaav,
Xappav, )(opxop;

&Papa, Alyumrior, [except at xiii.14], Alyumrtog, Aibioreg,
Apddiot, Acoupior, [except at xxiii.5,12],

Bafulédv, BouPactog, BiPha, Aapaockdg, Aidomolis, ‘HAhoumohg,
Oaupag, lefoviag [except at xi.1], loubag [except at
xxxvili.16],Kapyndovior, Kpireg, AiPueg, Avdor, Maydwlov,
Mépgpig, Miknrog, Oola [except at xxiii.4 (bis),5,36],
OoKﬁ&x [except at xxiii.l (»is),36], IlabBoipn, Ilepoat,
‘Podiot, Xaug, Zapdpeia, Zidov, Zodopa, Zunpn, Zupia, Tavig,

Tipog, Pahriag, Xaldaior [except at xxiii.20], Xovva, XeAf-

(?g 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.l1l, v.14, vi.8, xii.24, xvi.8,27,34,
xviii.7, xxi1.16, xxii.1o0.
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cases of this type where the sense admits the determinat-
ion of both nouns. Often the dependent genitive i1s 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:?’

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.2l, xx.12, xxi.19, xxii.5,23, xxiv.1l4,
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
mag. 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 [¢E
*Aon\ oibnpog 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.l2, xxxii.l2,21].
In participial phrases the oblique cases of nouns are unde-
termined more often than strict grammar requires. 1In the

few cases where the participle stands second the oblique

2 See Table 1.
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case is undetermined [xx11.25,25,29,29]. Inconsistent use
of the article is found in several places [e.g. i.3, xi.l,
xi1i.18, xvii.24, xix.7, xxii.24,26, xxiii.18, xxiv.1ll4,
xxv.5, xxvii.27,33, xxviii.2,5, xxxi.l, xxxii.1l,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:—

(a) Accusative.

Cognate at x.6,15, xxvii.31, xxxvii.26, xxxviii.1lo0.
of Manner at xx.35, xxvii.31, xxxvi.l1l1,11.

of Time at iv.4,10, xii.8, xxiv.18,18, xxix.11,12,.
xxxiii.22, xxxvi.l1l,11, xxxix.9.

of Matter at xxxix.20 (quater).

of Specification at 11.10,10, ix.11, xxxvi.37.

(B) Genitive.

Absolute at ix.5, x.14, xv.5, xxvi.1lO0.

of Comparison at iii.9, xvi.61l, xxviii.3, xxxii.21l.
of Matter at iv.16, xvi.49, xvii.3, xxviii.1l3,16,
xxx.11, xxxii.4, xxxv.8, xxxvi.38, xxxvii.l.
Objective at xxvii.1lT7.

of the Part Concerned at viii.3.

Predicative at xxi1.19, xxiii.1l3,15, xxxvii.22,24.
Subjective at xxxi.18, xxxii.20,21,29,30,32.

of Time at xii.4,4, xxiv.18, xxxii.l7, xxxiii.22.

(y) Dative.
after yvwot(og), Opoi(og) at v.9, xiv.10, xxi.8,8;
Xxxxvi.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.1l, xx.1l, xxiv.1l, xxvi.l,

xxix.1,17, xxx.20,xxxvi.33, xxxix.1l3.
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.?° év 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 Sid, ¢,
kard and Tpog accounting for a very high proportion of all
prepositional phrases. (There are numerous examples of the
enclitic form of personal pronouns, especially after npégj
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 ei¢ 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 1ii.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,
xx1.26,xxvii.7, xxviii.1l7, xxx.9,11,21, xxxviii.9,12,12,13
(ter),16]. The infinitive in such cases is always an
aorist. Some are introduced by ToU, the tense of the infin-
itive being either present or aorist. Verbs are found with
others:—

Gpyopat ToU with aorist infinitive [xiii.6], PoUlopar with
present infinitive [iii.7], 8¢l with aorist infinitive
[xiii. 19,19], SGvawn with aorist infinitive [xxxiii.1l2],
&YYilw with aorist infinitive [xxxvi.8], ¢0é\w with aorist
infinitive [1ii.7, xx.8], elpi with dative pronoun, £ and
aorist infinitive [xvi.63], AoMw TOU with aorist infinitive
[111.18], pavBdvw with present infinitive [xix.6] and
mpootiOnpt with £t and aorist infinitive [xxxvi.l2]. A
strange case is TOA\R TOU napanmpaﬁsw at xxiv.1l4. An
aorist infinitive depends on ﬁyqpa [xvii.3] and another on
iaxﬁg [xxx.21]. A few are introduced by 10: both present
and aorist infinitives are found at xviii.23, xxxiii.ll.
The large majority are governed by prepositions, the forms
being as follows: &pa T@ with present or aorist infinitive
[xvii.10,xxiii.40], A&vtl 100 with present or aorist infin-
itive [xxix.9, xxxiv.8,8, xxxv.5, xxxvi.3,3,6], &ia 10 with

present infinitive [xxxiii.28,xxxiv.5, xxxv.10], ei¢ with
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aorist infinitive [xxiv.8], év n@ with present or aorist in-
finite [passim], Topd 16 with present infinitive [xxxiv.8],
mpiv with aorist infinitive [xxxiii.22], mpo Tol with aorist
infinitive [xvi.57]. Throughout our text the aorist infin-
itive predominates. The negative is always pﬁ, and stands
immediately before the infinitive.

With only one exception [xxxviii.1l3] infinitive
phrases of all kinds follow any words which govern them,
and normally directly. It is the rare case [xiii.22,
xvi.54, xvii.1l4, xx.15, xxii.30, xxiv.8, xxix.l6,
xxxiii.15, xxxiv.10, xxxvi.6,12,xxxvii.7, xxxviii.1l3] 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.1l0, xxiv.7, xxx.21 and xxxv.5, and
object 1s separated from subject only at v.15, xiii.l9,
xvi.54, xxvi.19, xxviii.22, xxx.18, xxxvi.6 and xxxvii.l1l3.
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.1l5, xxii.20, xxvii.5,7, xxx.21l; 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.1l2,13] 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

[xx1i.20, xxiv.8, xxviii.l7, xxx.21 (ter), xxxiii.1l9]

and normally introduced by ToU.

Temporal [passim] normally introduced by v T@.
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 TtoU, as though
purpose were intended, but purpose is excluded by the mean-
ing of the wider context. Some infinitives with év n@ 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,
xxx1ii.5,6, xxxix. 10,11] rather than present or perfect.
The negative is o0 [with present participle xxii.24,29] or
pn [with future participle xxvi.19]. The incidence of
circumstantial and other® 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

a3 The phrase at xvii.l5 may be conditional, that at

xxx111.5 concessive.
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oblique case, i.e. the participle is determined; but there
is no example of the type ol Td¢ TOAElC kaTOIKOUVIEG, let alone
of the type O kpipa ToidV kol SikarooUvnv. There is a curious
example of a participle left hanging at xxvi.l6 (¢ eloTopeu-
Spevog ete.) .

Attributes® of all kinds (7.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 (a) the cardinals, of which only ﬁg, SUo and
ﬁcoapq are postponed in a few places (B) the ordinals,
which are never postponed (y) ékeivog and oﬁnx at xx.6,
xxiv.26,27, xxxiii.17, mdoo¢ and Tic at xxvii.33 and (§) the
adjective n&g, 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 oanx 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 position®. Adjectives of quantity and quality are
virtually always postponed [except in v kalqv vopnv
xxxiv.18, molU¢ 6 io¢ altfc xxiv.12, év 1f) TOoM\]) émotipy cou
xxviii.5]. The middle position is distinctly infrequent.
Postponed attributes are sometimes widely separated from

the head-word; the form ol dvdpes ol dyabor is found, but in-

24 See Table 1.

» Ought we not, however, to prefer this form at 1x.10
[with the whole tradition], xxxiv.6 [with B], 8 [with
9671, xxvi.1l [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 Xéym, normally stand-
ing last in the sentence; it i1s always nominative, with odd
effect at x.6.

At xii.22,27, xviii.2 we find a kind of ad sensum form
with Xéyovmg [cr. 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.1l2], attributive adverbial expressions being a com-
parative rarity. Possessive adjectives, as opposed to gen-
itive pronouns, are infrequent. ﬁg takes precedence over
ootpdkivog at 1v.9, Erepog over péyag at xvii.7, méoog over Tig
at xxvii.33. The negative is oV with attributes of all
kinds [xx.25, xxii.24,29; cf. xxx1i1.17,17,20] except at
xxvi.1l9 and xxxvi.31l, 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 1is Ilapsus concordiae in a number of places, and
not only with the present participle of Xﬁyw. Other parti-
cipial phrases are ill-adapted to the context [e.g.
xxvi.1l6], and there is a very elaborate example at
xxxviii.3-6 of a change of case in mid-sentence. At v.1
adtoyc and at viii.l ém altol have no grammatical ante-
cedent. There are several milder examples where the con-
struction is simply ad sensum [e.g. xxvii.l1l3,20,23,23,
xxx1.17,22,23,24 (ter),26 (ter), xxxvi.2l, xxxviii.l2,12,

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 1s 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.?® Even when we except cases of the
recurrent fixed phrases Aéyer kUpiog and éyévero/éyeviiBn Adyog

KUMOU 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 1s 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 1ade Aéyer kUprog.

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 kai adverbial express-

ions stand first more often than any other single element.?’

In clauses of all kinds with an initial kaoi this is no long-

er the case, and a verb is four times as likely to stand

first after the xai. A nominative noun is twice as likely

to be found in first place in a clause without initial xai
than is an accusative noun; where there is initial xai 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 kol a verb stand-

ing first is nearly twice as likely to be intransitive than
transitive, whereas with initial koi 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 6m/&i61T1 are an exception.)

If adverbs have any serious rival in final position it is

a7 See Table 4.
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the accusative noun and pronoun and the transitive verb.

It is tentatively suggested that it i1s 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
kal 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:—

MG [v.7] is used as a strong adversative with o0&
followed by an indicative.

AMa& kai [xviii.11l] is used with an indicative in the
contrastive sense “but, actually”.

AW i 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 oly Upiv.

4v is found with the optative at xv.2 (suppressed con-
dition) with 6g 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 eic Ov Av 1éTOV at
x.11 [¢f. xaBbs &v, oU &v below] .

Avti TtoUtou has a present indicative [xxviii.7].

&0 &v (plus 61 at xxxvi.3h) is found only with the
aorist indicative, which normally follows immediately, or
else in noun clauses with the copula understood.

&@’ﬁg npépag, &¢’§w, &@’06 are followed immediately by
an aorist indicative.

5 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.l2, xxviii.2,
Xxx.25, xxx11i.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 édv at xiv.21 (after 1dde Aéye
Kﬁmog), xvi.27, xviii.14,18,24, xxii.13, xxxiii.o. It
amounts to “for, whereas” at xxviii.o.

Bﬁ is found after an aorist imperative at xvii.l2,
xviii.24.

51 TolTo [passim] always has an indicative verb.

éav (pf) with the subjunctive is frequent. It is some-
times placed after the subject, the object, or after a voc-
ative.

¢av kal with present subjunctive occurs at xiv.15,
xv.5, €av dpa with aorist subjunctive at ii.5,7, 1ii.11,11.

€l occurs with various tenses of the indicative
[passim], e piv similarly [v.11, xx.33, xxiii.27, xxxiv.8,
XXXV.6, xxxvi.5, xxxviii.19].

gveka TWog is found at xxi.12 with present indicative,
gveka ToUtou (with backward reference) with perfect indic-

ative [vii.20] and aorist indicative [xxxi.5].
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¢mel has the imperfect indicative at the end of the
clause at xxxiv.21.

¢metd) is followed immediately by the perfect indic-
ative at xxviii.6.

€w¢ governs the aorist indicative [xxiii.38,

xxviii.1l5, xxxiii.22], which follows it immediately.

Eux OS/STOU always governs the aorist subjunctive
[iv.8, xxi.32, xxiv.13, xxxix.15], which follows it immedi-
ately.

ﬁ contrasts two nouns at xiv.16, two conditions with
gav Gpa ii1.5,7, two main clauses at xxviii.3,5. fj kai
introduces a condition with édv at xiv.17, a condition with-
out édv with aorist subjunctive at xiv.19.

ﬁwxa dv is followed immediately by an aorist subjunct-
ive [xxxii.9, xxxiii.33, xxxv.11l].

fva is followed immediately by an aorist subjunctive
[xxxvi.27 (ter), xxxviii.1l6, xxxix.12], Tva pﬁ by a present
subjunctive [xiv.11, xxxvii.23].

fva Ti has a present indicative [xviii.31, xxxiii.11].

ko611 /kaBcd¢ normally has a past indicative, which
follows immediately except at xvi.55. At xx1i.20 the tense
is present. There is an apparent ellipse of the verb at
xvi.7, 44-5. At i.16 we find kaBw¢ &v with the present opt-
ative.

kal, 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 kai. It frequently does duty
as an adversative; at xxi.22 it is found together with O&¢.

Many clauses have kal oUu or kai pij at the beginning, and we
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even find kai oUdé [xvi.28,29,47]. «xai introduces the prot-
asis of a condition with future indicative at 1iii.=20,
xviii.27, and with a subjunctive at iii.18, xviii.24,26,
xxx111.8,13,14-15, 18,19. (This is to include only those
examples where we may not assume the ellipse of édv, e,
which of course itself frequently occurs.) «kai introduces
an apodosis at v.16, vi.9, xxxiii.18, xxxix.27. It some-
times has the sense “even, actually” [e.g. xvi.uT,
xx111.39, xxx.10].

pﬁ is frequent with various subjunctive tenses. It is
normally detached from €11, which tends to stand last in the
clause. pﬁ...oﬁkén 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 pﬁ...oﬁ occurs with
the present indicative.

pn5ap&g is found at iv.1l4, in what amounts to a neg-
ative wish with ellipse of the verb.

pﬁ 0Tt occurs at xv.5, with apparent ellipse of the
words introducing the indirect question e €otar and so
forth.

pnde. . .pnde sometimes coordinates two clauses.

60ev is found with an aorist indicative [xxix.14].

Clauses with Ov rpénov are either nominal or have an
indicative verb. At x.10 we find Ov tpomov Otav followed im-
mediately by a present subjunctive.

6mwg (pf) with the subjunctive is quite common. Omwg

oUpn with the subjunctive is also found [xxiv.12].
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Stav normally governs the subjunctive; there may be a
present indicative at xxiv.25. The verb always follows im-
mediately.

ote always has an imperfect indicative, and the verb
always follows immediately.

o611/816T1 “because” always governs the indicative, which
tends to stand late in the clause. O6m/&16m “that” always
governs the indicative, and where the subject 1s expressed
it always follows immediately.

ou always governs the indicative when the verb is ex-
pressed. It is frequently combined with a pleonastic gxel
at the end of the clause. It functions 1like o{, omot, at
i.12,20.

08 4v has the imperfect indicative at 1.12,20, and the
aorist subjunctive at xi.16, xxi.21.

oU, besides its use with attributes and adverbs,
is the normal negative with the complement [e.g.
xxxii11.17,17,20, xxxiv.18]. It is found with indicative
verbs in questions at xvii.1l0,10 [cf. obxi at xvii.9] and in
statements [e.g. xxxiii.ll], separated from a final €1t with
the indicative at xxvi.21, xxviii.1l9, xxix.16, xxx.13,
xxxiv.10,10,28, xxxvii.22 [but cf. oUkémt with the indic-
ative at xiii.21, xxvii.36, xxxiv.29], and coupled with a
final oUkéri with the indicative at xxi.10, xxviii.ok,

xxxvi.15, xxxix.7,29 [cf. the double negative oUb¢...o0 at

v.7, xv.5, oUyl...oU at xviii.25,29]. The double negative
oU (&€/te) pi (...Em) with the subjunctive often occurs [e.g.
1i1.7]. oUkém pn with the aorist subjunctive is found at

vii.13, xii.23, xxxiv.28, and a triple negative oU pf ...

oUKéTt with aorist subjunctive at xvi.l1,42, xxiii.27,
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xxiv.27. ou pﬁ governs the future indicative at xxiii.li8,
xxxiii.31,32.

oUdé, in addition to conjoining clauses, links adverbs
[vii.11, xvii.9] and nouns [xiv.18, xxxiv.7]; at xvi.47 we
find o0& ¢ “not even so”. olte is not found with these
latter functions.

oUtw¢/&¢ normally introduces the second of two clauses

3

with the sense “so, thus” [xii.ll, xv.6, xviii.4, xx.36,
xxii. 20,22,26, xxiii.44, xxxiv.1l2, xxxvi.38]. At xxxiii.1o0
the reference is to what follows. At iv.13, xxiii.39 the
sense 1s rather “in this same way” with a backward refer-
ence. oﬁtwg means “therefore” at xxi.9, xxxii.l4. It is
followed immediately by an indicative verb where the verb
is expressed, except that at xxxii.lls 1ote is interposed.

nkﬁv is found at xvi.49 with a nominal sentence.

mmoU has a present indicative [xiii.12].

nd& has a future indicative at xxxiii.10, an aorist
indicative at xxvi.1l7.

1 (with ellipse of the verb) is found before a &1t
clause at xviii.19.

ég, besides being found with nouns, adjectives and
adverbs, introduces clauses with an indicative verb and
noun clauses.

écnsp, besides modifying an adverbial phrase at
xxxvi.1ll, introduces a clause with the indicative
[xxxiv.12].

Interjections function within the clause as follows:—

EGYE [vi.11, vii.26, xxi.20,20, xxvi.2, xxxvi.2] stands

first in the clause. It amounts to a substantive at vi.1l1l.
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i8ou normally introduces a statement, and the verb is
indicative if expressed. Clauses with idoU tend to begin
with the subject rather than the verb; intransitive verbs
tend to the end. Some clauses consist simply of idou and a
nominal subject. In some examples idoU stands after the
subject.

oﬁqmt [ix.8, x1.13 (bis)] is always followed by the
vocative.

ovoi [1i.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 pronouns®® are rare in

general outside prepositional phrases. A few verbs® govern
the dative. There are cases of the nominative used for the

vocative.?’

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.ll. Personal pronouns, whose precise
reference is sometimes unclear [e.g. the repeated autfig at

xx11i.11] are frequent and indeed often quite otiose,

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.
apaprdve [xiv.13], dvoPaive [xxxvi.3], ﬁoneew [xxx.8],
60U EU&) [xx.40], EYYLCG) [XX111 57, EYK(I 1Cm [xxxv.5],
gumropevopiat [xxvii.137, ETYOPEW [xxv.6], fiko [xxxii.117,
Biw [xx.28, xxx1x 17,191, xabikw [xxi. 32] KOATOKOLw
[XXXlX 10], Aorpeim [XX 32 (bis)], nopampcl [xviii.o],
Unapxw [XVl 49

30 At vi.3, xviii.25,29,30,31, xx.31,39, xxii.24, xxiv.1ll
(bis), xxvi.l7, xxxiii.11,20, xxxvi.22,33, xxxvii.},
xxxviii. 7.
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especially as nominatives and as qualifying genitives.

They normally do duty as reflexives. They are often simply
resumptive. Ekacnx frequently functions in a circum-
stantial clause [e.g. viii.l2, ix. 2]. It stands first,
and an ad sensum construction normally follows [e.g. xx.39,
xx11.6,11 (bis), xxiv.23, xxx11i.20]; but cf. the second
clause in xxii.11]. ékdmpog is rare [1.11,12, xxxvii.7] and
has an ad sensum construction at xxxvii.7. éKdNog is pro-
nominal only at xxxii.31, where it stands first. ng is
used predicatively at xviii.4,4. Pronominal %mpog is
always reciprocal [i.23, iii.13]. &8¢, which is only
pronominal, occurs only as a neuter plural accusative
standing first in the clause and having a forward refer-
ence. O¢ is the usual relative; Jomic occurs at ii.3,
xxxix.15, and 6oo¢ at xii.6, xvi.44,63, xviii.22, xx.11,
xxiv.24, xxxvi.36. oSux normally stands first in its
clause [but ecf. 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.l, xxxix.8] and oaﬂx 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 mag¢ at xvi.5,30,43, xvii.18,

1

xviii.1l3. Reflexive pronouns are used but rarely,’ and

3 At iii.21, iv.1,3,9 (bis), v.1 (bis), xii.3,5, xvi.l6,
17,24 (bis),52, xvii.l2,15, xviii.31 (bis), xxi.23,
xxiv.2, xxvii.3, xxviii.4, xxxi.2, xxxiii.2,9, xxxiv.2,8,
xxxvi.5, xxxvii.l1l6 (bis),17.
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normally follow immediately upon the verb [but see the
hyperbaton at xxxvi.5, xxxvii.l7] even in prepositional
phrases [except at xvii.l2]. 1Indefinite m¢ is pronominal
only at xvi.5 (100 mabeiv Tt émi ooi). Interrogative Tic always
stands first in the clause; it 1s the normal interrogative
in both direct and indirect questions. towoUto¢ 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 ones®?. 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.1l7; 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 xxx111.10,11,12, and similar cases could be

adduced. The tense of finite verbs i1s 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.l1ll. The perfect 1is used
with a clear sense of its difference from the aorist, that

is as a present perfect or else as a resultative®; there is

32 The middle is, however, normal for perfect parti-
ciples, which are largely adjectival in function, as has
been shown.

3 Virtually all perfects are resultative, although only

about half (or slightly more than half if we exclude

cases of the recurrent fixed phrase éy® [kUptog] AeAdAnka)
are actually transitive. Present perfects are limited to

Ysyova [xxi.20 (bis), xxii. 18] ?quxa [vii.7, ix.1,

x11.23], pepeydhupar [1X 9], mémoda [xxxiii.13].
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no clear case of an aoristic perfect?'. (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].3*® 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 .36

Periphrastic tenses are at xxxiv.29 (£oovior &moAAUp-
evol), xxxvi.l3 (katéoBouoa e, frekvewpévn €yévou), 32 (yvwoTov
fotar) , 34 (fpaviopeévn eyeviifn) .

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
x1.15 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 ocath-formula Qi éxé 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.1l2,15.
35 Other possible examples, often with idoU, are at

iii.25, ix.10, xi.21, xviii.9 (bis), xxv.1lO.

36 Are the curious aorists at xviii.ll ff. ‘gnomic’?
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they amount to a strong asseveration or strong denial. The
second clause takes one of the following forms: éav pﬁ with
future indicative [xvii.16,19], é&dv with aorist subjunctive
[xiv.20, xviii.3], e with future [xiv.16, xx.3,31] or per-
fect indicative [xvi.48], e pAv with future [v.11, xx.33,
xxxiii. 27] or aorist indicative [xxxv.6; there is anacolou-
thon at xxxiv.8], kal with future [xxxv.11l], oU with present
indicative [xxxi1ii.11], and o0 p with aorist subjunctive
[xiv.18]. 1In 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 kal gyévero/gyeviin
[the latter only at xxvi.l, 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 1is normally a prepositional phrase; or a
phrase with év 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.1l7,
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 kol £otol 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. 1In a few a preposit-
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ional phrase noting time follows the verb [xxxviii.1l0,18,
xxxix.11].

Causal clauses are with av® v (6m), kai Y&p, €l with
perfect indicative [iv.15; possibly vii.10], émei, émedn and
611/ 81611

Circumstantial clauses normally consist of a nominat-

ive with an adverbial expression, the copula being under-
stood [e.g. 1i1i.13, xxiii.4].

Clauses of command and exhortation normally have an

imperative verb with the vocative before it.?" At xxxiii.30
we find a first person aorist subjunctive. There is no
indirect command.

Clauses expressing comparison are with kafdti/-w¢ (av),

Ov 1pémov Stav, ©¢ and Gomep. For the form of the associated
main clauses see section (iii).

Conditional protases are: (a) past supposition with no

implications as to fulfilment with e and the perfect indic-
ative [vii.10] (P) past unfulfilled supposition with e and
the aorist indicative [1i1i.6, xxi.18] (y) vivid future
supposition with é&v (pf}) and the subjunctive [passim], €av
Gpo [1i.4,7, 111.11], and év 1® 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).

31 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 ou pn
and the subjunctivel].
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Conditional relative clauses are either (a) of an

actual condition with &v, aorist or imperfect indicative
[i.12,20, x.11] or (B) of a hypothetical or general
condition with the aorist subjunctive [xi.16, xii.28,
xx1.21, xxxii1i.2; and the instances of 6¢ dv referred to

above] and dv.

Clauses expressing contrast have &M 1| or &\ kai.

Deliberative guestions have an aorist subjunctive with

el [xiv.3] and i [xvi.30].

Exclamations, with which we should perhaps classify
the sentences with ioU and a subject mentioned above,
include oﬂ4m1 with the vocative, ndm with the aorist at
xxvi.1l7 in the sense “how greatly!” and ¢ with nominatives.

Object clauses have O1i/&16Ti. Direct speech is, how-
ever, greatly preferred, and is normative after verbs of
saying.

Prohibitions are expressed by pﬁ 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 o0 and the future; the endings are of
course often identical.

Purpose clauses have iva (pf}) or Omwg (pij/ol pij) with
the subjunctive.

Direct gquestions include those with e [xv.3 (bis),

xvii.9,15, xx.3,4,30, xxii.2,14, xxxvii.3], and with mdg
and the future [xxxi1ii.10] in the sense “However are we
to...?”; there are questions expecting the answer “Yes”
with oV [xviii. 25,29, xxxiv.18] and e pi [e.g. xvi.56],
and questions expecting the answer “No” with pﬁ [e.g. xv.5,

xviii.25,29].
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Indirect gquestions are few; they occur with 1@ [viii.6,

xvii.12, xviii.1l9, xxiv.19, xxxvii.1l8] and the verb is

indicative if expressed; in addition two cases with el and

ellipse of the main clause are found [xv.5, xx.39]3%¥.
Relative clauses include those with GBev, ou and local

¢ [xxi.35].

Clauses of Strong Asseveration are with el pﬁv and an

indicative [xxxvi.5, xxxviii.1l9].

Clauses of Strong Denial, which might often also be

termed Negative Predictions or Strong Prohibitions, include

constructions with oU...oUkért, ou pf and the indicative, the
array of combinations of o0, pfj, €Ti/oUkért 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 6m [xviii.19, xxxiv.18; and
probably the elliptical case at xv.5].

Temporal clauses include those with &¢’o&/&v, Ewg

ou/&tou, fvika v, Stav, Ste; &g’ fig fpépag [xx.5,
xxviii.14,15], év 6 Npépg with the aorist indicative
[xvi.l,5, xxxi.15] év ﬁ av Npépa with the aorist subjunctive
[xxxiii.12], a fpépg with the aorist [xxxix.13], the tempor-
al relatives at iv.4,34, xxxvi.33, and the temporal relat-
ive with &v and aorist subjunctive at xxxviii.18.

The only example of a Wish is the elliptical pn5ap6g,

KUpte kupie at 1iv.14.

3 The question with pﬁ 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.T].

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 kai. Over half begin with kai 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 kai.

Clauses with the impersonal narrative kai £yévero/géyeviifn

are followed by an apodotic clause, whose verb i1s always a
past indicative, but which has otherwise no set form.
Several begin with kai, one with xaiidoy [ix.8, x.6, xi.13,
xxxvii.7], and these are attached to the év with the
infinitive part of the narrative clause; others have kai
without this element, and some have no conjunction [viii.l,
xx.1l, xxvi.l, xxxiii.2l1l ete.].

Clauses with the impersonal narrative kol £oTar are com-

bined with a clause which follows them at xx.32 (&v Tpénov
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Upelg Aéyere) xx1i.12 (é4v with aorist subjunctive and an apo-
dosis with future verb), xxxvii.18-19 (6tav with present
subjunctive followed by kol with a future) and
xxxviii.10,18, xxxix.1ll (simple prediction with the future).

Causal clauses on the whole follow the main clause;
but several with av®’ &v precede the main clause, which
sometimes has a conjunction of its own, e.g. &id ToUTO
[passim], xoi [v.11, xvi.36,43, xxiii.35, xxxi.10], both
sometimes reinforced by idou; ei and émeidf) clauses stand
first; and one &ém clause does the same. émwedf] is picked up
by A&vti ToUuTou in the main clause.

Circumstantial clauses have a strong tendency to trail

after the main clause to which they refer, being Jjoined to
it by xai.

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, Ii.e.
with xafoti/-w¢ (&v) except at xvi.7, 44-5, xxii.20; with
6v tpoémov Gtav [x.10]; and with Ov tpomov [xx.32]. Main
clauses standing second have an initial oUtw¢ or kai
[xvi.ls-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 xai to indicative verbs; éiv with the

3 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], édv
with the aorist subjunctive with the aorist or the perfect
[xviii. 10-13,14-17], and év n@ with the infinitive with the
subjunctive or the future. Apodoses normally have no
conjunction after the protasis; but xail is used after év T@
and the infinitive, and sometimes after édv with the aorist
subjunctive [xiv.13, xvi.27, xxi.12]. Protasis (a)" has
the perfect indicative in the apodosis; protasis (B) has d&v
with the aorist indicative at iii.6 (the apodosis is ellip-
tical at xxi.18); protasis (y) 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
xxx11ii.2 1s clumsily augmented by a series of aorist
subjunctives with kai, 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. ou &v
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.1ll.

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 iva (pf) clauses the

main clause always has a future or the equivalent. With

1o See section (ii).
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Bnux and the present subjunctive there are some imperfects;
otherwise 6mw¢ with present or aorist subjunctive has a
future or the equivalent in the main clause. Omw¢ pﬁ with
present subjunctive has a main clause with the future
[xiv.11, xvi.63]; Omwg pf} with aorist subjunctive has the
aorist indicative in the main clause [xix.9, xx.9,14,22,
xxxi.14]. Omwg pi/ol pf with the aorist subjunctive has a
main clause with the future [xx.44, xxiv.12, xxv.10,
xxvi.20, xxxvi.30].

Indirect guestions follow émiotopor [xvii.l2], Aéyw

[xviii.19, AvoyyéMe xxiv.19, xxxvii.18] and 6pdw [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 1is an otiose
personal pronoun duplicating the relative pronoun. One or
two cases of attraction are found, especially with MEpa.

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. &év npépa ﬁ av €NOp. .. xxxviii.18,
é@’ﬁg fpépag. .. xx.5, xxviii.13,15, 6 fpépa. .. xxxix.13, 1OV
Npepdv &g. .. 1v.4,9, év fpépa 6... xxxvi.33, év ﬁ Npépa. . .
xvi.U,5, xxxi.15, év §) &v Apépg mhavndi xxxiii.12, Tdg
ﬁpépag...ére... xvi.22] or else picked up in the main clause
to which the temporal clause refers [e.g. év ékelvy Tij
npépg. .. xx.6]. At xxiv.2,25-26 we find both. The main
clause stands first except with &tav at xxiv.25,26, ﬁwxa av

at xxxiii.33, and at xvi.4-5, xxviii.ll, =xxxi.1l5,
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xxxii1.18. Where the temporal clause has &v fuépa 1) &v,
fjvika dv or 6tav with subjunctive the main clause always has
the future or the equivalent. In other main clauses a

variety 1is 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-

1

Jewish fragments published by Jacoby' and the Corpus
Papyrorum Judaicarum', 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." Mistakes in classification are unlikely to be so

numerous as to affect judgment in any significant degree.""

i F. Jacoby Fragmente der griechischen Historiker
(Leiden. 1958) Nos. 722-737.

V. Tcherikover 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.)

3 It is a pity that there is no glossary of extra-
biblical Jewish Greek to make the work easier. The

42
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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 &WQE Xewﬂwva in our
text". 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.

i 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.

4 I.e. (7) €vbeopog [x1ii.11]. (8) avéiknoa [ii.10].
€Eampdopor [xvi.61]. goUptoa [xxvii.36].
€EoNeDpevorg [ix.17. kabodnyéw [xxxix.2].
peyohopnpovéw [xxxv.13]. naﬁakakdnrm [xxii.26
TapoloTpdw [11.6]. mEAVE [ix.2].
otfilopor [xxiii.lo0]. mhaytdlew [xiv.5].

TekTolvew [xxi.36].
puppos [vii.23]. (9) Examples passim.
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of them are to be designated foreign bodies in Greek on

grounds of phonology alone,'®

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 text‘’. 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 1s 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 ’lwonm and

e Many end in consonants other than v, p and ¢. XZnip 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.

" I.e. Bouli.

eAyed. (ToPehv em.) .
APWL.

Oappoul.

Koue.

Yadbat.

2OoUE.

dakoud
Xappav.
Xogﬁp
Xopyop.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

- 46 -

Takéﬁ under the later Roman Empire; but forms such as those
in List 1 could co-exist with Hellenized forms such as
‘kpooéXupa, attested as early as 259 B.C. in a Jewish
papyrus, and’Aﬁpapog (165 B.C.), as may be observed from
writers such as Pseudo-Eupolemos."® 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

18 At least one Hellenistic Jew seems to have been

conscious enough of the variant forms lepoucalnp/‘lepoodiupa
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 1s 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 essential®. 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.®® The following forms® may be assumed to have

been originated by the translator(s):—

49 The -a form of odPPota 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 -ov. See E. Schwyzer, ‘Altes und Neues zu
(hebr.-) griech. odPPara (griech.-) lat. sabbata.’ ZvS 62
(1935), 1-16. 1In the Greek Bible the declension has
settled down to be that of a neuter in -ov, plural -a, -
wv. The translators of the Pentateuch can scarcely take
the credit for this particular formation, at least; it
must be classed with the adjective énspﬁpwux, 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.

o0 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.

o Strictly the list ought to include aPapa and XeMBwv,
but these have no inflection to make them at all
significant as formations. Essentially they are placed
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aBapa.
BuPAi(a), -wv.
Oola, -av.
OohPa, -av.
XeMB(?), -wv.

It may be possible to trace a slight development in the
process of hellenizing in the case of ’Idoupaia, which always
appears with the article in our text (and sometimes
elsewhere in the Greek Bible), whereas the Pentateuch has
the less idiomatic yfj ’ISoupaia.® The declension of ’loudog
seems to fluctuate: ’loudou 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 Eapdpaa is
found virtually throughout our period and earlier, but the
designation in our text seems to be exclusively biblical®’.
Tﬁpog 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 Zop, which is confined to our
text and Jeremiah; the fluctuation in our text, however, is
not thereby explained. One or two names, such as Apoppaiog,
Apddior, Aapaokds, Oaipds, Xédopa and Xerraiog 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.”® Boaoavitic is found

in List 2 rather than List 1 because in context they
cannot be faulted grammatically.

o2 Perhaps this is because of the presence of ¥y in the
original. The Pentateuch prefers E8wp for oX and Yﬁ
Edwp for oWy, though it sometimes has Edwp for the
latter.

o3 The same holds for AiBavog, known as a word but not as
a name in classical Greek.

o The sole exception is X6bopa, 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 Baocav
throughout the Pentateuch, the historical books, Isaiah and
Jeremiah. Haeoﬁpn is shared by our text only with
Jeremiah, though a variant in —Op@ 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.”® 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,®® the general

o5 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. cr. List 5.

o6 Only in the case of about one word in every thirty
within this 1list is this so. But c¢f. 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.”” 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.

ot 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 Aramaic®®.

There 1s 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 evqoqmﬁov for evnodﬁuw: while
this does not in itself exclude the possibility that they

might antedate the Greek Pentateuch, it i1s hard to see what

8 The speaking of “Aramaic-Greek” was of course not a

mark of Jewishness, but a quite general phenomenon. See
F. Bluchsel ‘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 &Xonﬂmpd 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, Tiecat, is a chrono-
logical anomaly®’.

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 77 Maccabees. A significant proportion, however,
are found in Polybius and other writers who can scarcely be
credited with borrowing from biblical books: dofoihov and
omataldw, 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. 1In
the case of ¢dysoa1 suspicion is strong that it has been

dated too early:*®®

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 @dyaxn yields nothing, since its interest

o9 Because of the second person singular ending in -ocot
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 yoppidlw, épmarypds™ and
Qﬁneﬁoopat, 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 OKXHPOdeSKK, attested in
our period® only in our text at iii.7 and at Proverbs
xvii.20 and Ecclesiasticus xvi.9. Unless 1t 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.® It is therefore possible that it
was borrowed either from our text or from the Proverbs
passage. At Proverbs xvii.20 it stands for a%-wpy, in our
text for 297MWp. Assuming that the word is a coinage made for

64

one of these two passages, the balance is clearly in favour

o1 The Ptolemalc papyri show a number of new formations

in —Tnnypog from the various compound verbs in -moilw, so

that if this word is a coinage there were analogies for

it.
62 The use by Symmachus at Isaiah x1lvi.l2 is undateable,
and is likely to be imitative, especially since it is not
a particularly exact rendering of 2% 9772x.

63 The translator seems to have put &veor okAnpokapdiors
quite without warrant from his Vorlage.

ok 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
okAnpokapdia [P, Si, Jel, which theoretically might have
given rise to the adjective at any time, cannot weigh
against the singular appropriateness of the adjective at
Ezekiel 111.7.
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of the originality of the Ezekiel rendering.® 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 0ld 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, ¢Eompdw, Aetomerpia and ¢uppds, 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, avei\noa and the substantive 1
énrépnvog, though first found in firmly secular sources of

66

the first century A.D.,°® might readily have been formed for

our text by simple analogy at an earlier date, without any

= 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 €mtdpnvog appears in I.G. 12(1).53, but this

cannot be firmly dated, and is not earlier than 1 B.C.
Plutarch gives us a clear dating for the noun.



PART I: THE LANGUAGE

- 55 -

question of their secular occurrences being derivative,
while a third, OTUYVdﬁm, might be a coinage in our text®.
In List 9 we meet a number of words which, as we shall
see, were almost certainly coined for our text.®® 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 &MJ¢wvog,
Snhaiotég, or downright mistaken, for example &motpomdCopat,
ouvavagpupopat, Tpoylag.® It is scarcely likely that coinages
would be made for expressions which were not understood.
Accordingly these must be ordinary secular words, though

0

they need not be as late as their sources.’”® 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.

o8 Special verb forms bearing no necessary relation to

the lVorilage are ignored in this discussion.

69 éanrpdnTm at i.4, ouvcvapioym at xx.18 correspond to
nothing at all.

. oteatéopot, 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.
¢Eakovdopal renders (71n) Hoph. in our text and (wo%)Pu. at
Psalm 1ii.2. Katandrnpa stands for avy% in our text, for
onin at Micah vii.l0, Isafah vii.25, xxviii.1l8 and Daniel
LXX viii.13, for noyam at Isaiah xxii.5, and for v%a Pi. at
Lamentations i1.8; for vya at Isaiah xiv.25 there stands
the expression elpi elg kotomdrnpa. peyaluvOioopar stands for
Y13 Hithpa‘él in our text and at Daniel (TH) xi.36 and 37,
for %%31° at Psalm xx.6, Micah v.3 and Zechariah xii.ll, for
bs33° at Daniel (TH) viii.25, and for 951° at Psalm xx.8.
napmkaﬁa stands for n°9313am in our text and for a probably
corrupt 9T°3m at Zechariah ix.12. 1In 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 ivy%
in our text, a%y Pi. in Lamentations, and 951> in Psalm XX
are not strong candidates for priority. Ten words are not
found in other biblical books. PBaBiyethog renders 7 owpny 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 &MOyAwooog 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.
Bcpﬁykmooog, which renders 71w%™913p, 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” 7.e. “serious-minded”, as opposed to Kou¢é—
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kaocog, 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. éKoeoapKunéva for anam seems to be a translation,
presumably by means of a known word, of a misunderstood
original. ﬁndrookonéown, allowing for aberrant syntax,
stands for 7133 nx1. elmdpupa for “1%5>»m 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 évdedukdrag eimdpupa means
simply “gorgeously clothed”. psyakowﬁpuyog renders

01035(1) %173, peyohdoapkog stands for awa 73, a quasi-
technical term found only in our text; the only other
occurrence of psyakéoapkog is as a very improbable varia
lectio for @ﬂbcapkog in Origen’s commentary on the Fourth
Gospel [Jo. 11]. npoonkvmﬁm stands for I 1313 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 &\\o¢ [Leviticus xix.3l, 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 coilnage on any other in this case. npoxépnpa for the
unique npx is of wholly obscure origin, the cognate verb
having no attested sense at all close to what must be
postulated for the noun. Xapakoﬁokh} stands for nbYYo 7ovU;

BoMw is idiomatic with ydpokog. It may be fairly claimed
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that in the case of PaBiyeihog, Papiylwoocog, fmarockoméopat,
peyohottépuyog, peyohdoopkog and yapakofoMa, 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 mpoywpnpa while &AAGpwvog and fjynpa 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 form’ 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

e 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 d&xouoBioopar, €oféoBnv, and karepyacbicopar,
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 avaBdMw, avniotipiypa, ekdinyéopar, koheds, OMoAMLw, mayig,
TIAPAPUAG, TIOPVIKOG, TIPOHOXWV, OTApyavov, ¢puaypa and GpaioTg,
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 &@omﬁpég
YAK&Cw, €ONGoOnv, évaginpt, épyacBicopar, ndUpwvos, HAioBnv,
Bprvnpa, Oveibiopa, mpoomayyéMw, otevaktés. Verbal paradigms
in this 1list 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 ﬁ60¢wvog,
which is confined to lyric poetry; epﬁvnpa, found only in
Euripides; Oveidiopa,which is confined to Herodotus; Twpo-

amayyéMw, found only in Aeneas Tacticus; and OTEVOKTOS, 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 1s not for our period. ﬁ&ﬁ@mvog is close in form
and content to the original. epﬁvnpa may have been brought
in as the synonym for epﬁvog which was thought to be
required; the Hellenistic epﬁvaa 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],7 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:—

" These are not taken into account here.
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Compound substantives; the exceptions are aiboiov,
appovia, yohedypa, fAekTpov, kTN, TENTN, okOMOTNG, TALVid;
Bnpuliov, AiyUpiov; ¢uppds; Tpoyiag; fynpa, Opfivnpa, Oveidiopa.

Substantives in -pa; 1.e. Eprnypa; Srxotéunua; Eveyipacpor;
TTpOXWPNPS; fiynpa; Bpivnpa.

Substantives in -pdg; I.e. Evexupoopds; QUPHOS; APOPLOHOS.

Substantives in -ia; Z.e. Oppovia, Tawvio; AelOTEETpia;
yapakoPohia.

Compound adjectives; the exceptions are Pamrtdg, €harivog,
Ewhog, partds, omPapds; SnhaioTds, oTEVAKTOG.

Adjectives in -o¢; there is no exception.

Compound verbs; the exceptions are Sumlaoidlw,
TITEpUOCOpAL, QOPTIL®, YOPEw; 10TOV®; OTUYVOLw; TpoohAuTel®,
OTEATOOHOL; YAUKAL® .

Verbs in -dlw; i.e. Simaoidlw; oTuyvalw; AQmotpotidlopat;
YAk .

Verbs in -ilw; 1.e. @opTilw; EKOOPKIL®.

Verbs in -fw; Z.e. AVEINw, YOPEw; ETLYOPEW; OWHATOTIOLE ;
TTATOCKOTIEOPOL «

In tense formation there is a fondness for sigmatic
futures in all voilces. Other features are the use of first
future and first aorist passive forms, three examples of
the -ocav termination in the third person plural of the
imperfect or aorist indicative active, and one case of the
ending in -av 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 1s 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.” 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 GKanodeéum, 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: BouUPaotog, Aidomoh, Kapyndovior,

IS J. Ziegler seems to commit a fundamental error in his
analysis of the vocabulary 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.
Munster i. W. 1937]. In several cases he quotes
Pentateuchal words as evidence for the translator’s
vivid sense of some feature of Egyptian 1life. 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 overworked.
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Nﬁknnx and Xdig; only Aﬁonohgis specifically post-Class-
ical, and all but Kapanovmn and Milntoc are current in the
Ptolemaic and post-Ptolemaic papyri. Both of these latter
names long persist in literary sources. The absence of the
Kapanovmn 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 1s no
reason to date the occurrence in our text earlier than that
event. The non-appearance of Nﬁknux 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 Ahkﬁcmx does not disappear for
nearly so long. Nine are words attested at or after the
beginning of the hellenistic age: éveyupoaopds, EEaTipow,
ETLYOPE® , 1) ETTTGPNVOG, KWOTNAGTING, AftoTeTpia, OTUYVAL®,
owpatomoléw, and guppos; all but €Eartpdw in Philodemus and
Xaonsqﬁq in Diodorus Siculus appear in more than one
source, and only kwTmnAdtng 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
éEanpém 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.
Xaonsqﬁq is used by Diodorus Siculus [3.16] as though it
were the most natural expression in the world: speaking of
fishers he says ... Tag HEvV OGpKag €Tl TIVOg AWTETpiag KOTo-
nGvaou..; the word is evidently in casual use. OwpaTO-

motéw and guppés are found in sources both numerous and
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diverse. From these words i1t 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 kwmn\dmng.

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 dava pécov
is normally repeated with consecutive nouns and pronouns,
with very laboured effect at, for instance, xviii.8.

amé is used frequently either in a causal sense or of
the agent. In some places &mwo with the genitive amounts
to a genitive of matter after épmipmAnpr [xxvii.33 (bis),
xxx11.5,6], a partitive genitive [xvii.5] or a privative
genitive [xxxvi.l2].

eicwith accusative may be used for émi with dative at
x.11, xvii.8, xxxi.7. The predicative use has already been
noted.

¢k with the genitive is used partitively in a number
of places [v.4, vi.8,9, vii.16, viii.1l1l, xii.16, xiv.1,4,7
(bis),22, xvi.5,16, xvii.1l3,22 (bis), xix.5, xx.1l, xxii.30,
xxx1ii.2,6]. It is apparently privative at vii.26 (bis),
xvi.42, xxii.15, xxiii.27 (bis),U48, xxiv.16, xxv.13, and
equivalent to a genitive of matter or respect at vi.l4,
xxxvi.33; it is instrumental at vi.ll, and apparently
comparative at xv.2. At xxvi.l6 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.l7, xxviii.25. The second



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

T

example at v.6 is puzzling, and better sense would result
if éx 1OV €OveV kal T& vOpipd pou were dropped with some manu-
scripts.

év with dative, the all-purpose and ubiquitous form, is
frequently instrumental, and the preposition is quite otiose
in many places [e.g. iv.14].

¢mmi with the genitive in the sense “near, by” is fairly
frequent, and not only in the idiomatic émi 1ol motapol [i.1,
iii.15,23, viii.1l6, x.15,20,22, xi.l, xvi.25, xxi.24,26,
xxvii.3, xxxviii.8,16, xxxix.20]. At iv.4 it is proleptic.
¢l with the accusative occurs with the same local sense
“near, by” at 1.8,17, xix.9, xxvi.l6, xxvii.29, xxxiv.13,
xxxviii.1l2, xxxix.17,26; at xviii.1l3 it is causal, a sense
in which émi with the dative is common, though émi with the

genitive also occurs [xxix.18, xxxiii.5].

(ii) Numerals.

ﬁgappears to be used for ékaotocat 1.6 (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 1.15, viii.8. It is an ordinal at xxvi.l,

xxix.1,17, xxxi.l, xxxii.l.

(iii) Pronouns and Pronominal Adjectives.

ékdrepog may be used for Ekaotogat i.11,12.

ékﬁvogas an adjective normally refers to a remote
future time, with an ominous undertone.

Adjectival %mpoghas the sense “a different” at xi.19,

x1i.3, xxxiv.23.
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Tooog is used only in the idiomatic mdoov Tiva “About how
much?” at xxvii.33.
TotoUTo¢ forms part of a piece of nonsense auty oU TolaUTh

gotor at xxi.31 [ef. xxi.32].

(b) The General Vocabulary.

(1) Proper Names.

The only notable point is the use at xxiii.1l5 of what
must be construed to be, with an abrupt transition, the
neuter plural XoAdaio in the sense “Chaldaea”. Both con-
tinuity and more normal idiom would be restored if
BoPuhdvog were inserted after XoAdoaiwv. (Some manuscripts
in fact have the word after uidv, but the sequence uioi —
name of people — name of place is more in accordance with
the manner of our text). tigmay be right for yfis, though

four genitive nouns in a row is not impossible’.

(ii) Common Nouns, Adjectives, Verbs and Adverbs.

éymdém 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.

éyﬁacpa has the sense “sanctuary” at xi.16 (but cf.
xx.40 where the meaning is probably rather “thing offered”).

&YKK,—OV is used passim in the neuter plural in the

sense of 1& iepd [xxvii.6, xxviii.18].

™ It will be shown that it is possible to settle the read-
ing on the basis of the Hebrew.
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&Yopd has the sense “merchandise” wherever it occurs
[xxvii.l2 ete.].

éypégis used only to qualify other nouns [xvi.T,
xxxi.13, xxxiii.27, xxxiv.5, xxxvi.30], the usual word for
“country”, as opposed to “town”, being mediov.

dOetéw governs eicwith the accusative at xxxix.23; at
xx11.26 we find the simple accusative vépov.

aipetv v yelpa is used with God as subject at xx.28,42,
xxxvi.7; partly because of the accompanying dgor ¢l with
accusative this does not seem to be the normal idiom with
the sense “vote in favour”. At xxxvi.T7 hostile action is
clearly implied.

aioyyvn is used in the concrete sense of aidoiov at
xvi.36, xxii.10, xxii1i.10,18. The same concrete sense is
probably present in the phrase aioyivn Topveiog oou
[xx111.29], where mopveiag must be equivalent to an adject-
ive “unchaste”.

(ﬁxanuxﬁa is used concretely of a body of captives at
i.1, 111.11,15, xi.24,25, xxxii.o9.

alypalwtevopar means “go into captivity” [vi.9, xii.3,
xxx1x.23]; but cf. the classical idiom aiypdhwtor ayBrcovrar
at xxx.18.

Adverbs with aidv are & aidvog [xxxii.27], elg OV aiddva
[xxvi.21, xxvii.36, xxviii.19, xxxvii.25,26,28], and €éwg
aidvog [xxv.15].

The construction with dkolw seems odd in fikovov aUtol
AohoUvrog Tpdg pe [11.2] and fikovoa Tiig pwviic TGV PAacenpiédv
[xxxv.12].

dAoAdCetv followed by emi of Tf pwvi) altdv 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 x1i.4, Jeremiah x1vii.2 it may be
because none was in use.

dM\Stprog, -ov is always used nominally in the sense
“foreigner”.

The use of &paptdvm 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.

&vaﬁdﬁmo has the sense “enter (the head)” with abstract
subjects at xx.32, xxxviii.1l0; the prepositional phrases
which accompany the verb are also odd idiom. avaPaivw of
persons (&véfnre AMdAnpa yAwoor) at xxxvi.3 is pure gibberish.
The verb is also used of the sea [xxvi.3] and of wrath
[xxiv.8, xxxviii.1l8] “rising”; these idioms are less harsh.
The verb is reasonable with 6&ma as subject [xxxvii.8], but
¢mdvew has an odd ring.

avaPdrar immwv at xxxviii.l5 is strange.

avaPMémtw is always [viii.5 (bis)] used with an otiose
10ig 6pBoApois.

dvdyw is used with odpkagas object at xxxvii.6.

dvaBdMw is transitive [xvii.24].

&vapqwﬁokopct is used passively at xxxiii.13,16.

dvapqwﬂokw always governs the accusative.

The sense of Advootpépopar at iii.15 is unclear. If the
post-Classical meaning attested for éVQOTpo¢ﬁ 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
npégand accusative for the person affected by the behavi-
our.

The present participle passive of dvaoéim is discord-
ant at vi.8,9, vii.1l6, 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.21l.

Katd Avartohdg at xi.l is curious. Tpog Avartohdgat viii.s
is more idiomatic.

&vﬁp is used in the sense “someone, anyone” at xiv.1,
xviii.8, xx.1, xxii.30. ﬁgdvﬁp appears at ix.2 without a
superlative. The coupling of &vip with PBdpPapog [xxi.36],
Motig [xxi1.9] and moleprotig [xxvii.10,27, xxxix.20] is
clumsy.

&vBpakeg Tupdg [1.13, x.2] does not seem to be idiomatic
for “live coals”; even &vBpokes simpliciter would be better.

&vBpwtog is used with abehpdgat xxxiii.30, xxxviii.2l
where an expression with dMAAwv, which is not in use,
might have been expected. At 1v.17 &vBpwog kai adehpds altol
simply means “everyone”. At vii.1l3, xviii.7, xx.11,13,21
it amounts to an indefinite pronoun. It is used pleon-
astically with eic [xxxiii.2] and éxeivoc [xiv.8]. At xiv.4,7
we find it repeated, apparently in a distributive sense.

When dﬁoﬂ“u governs an object the expression as a
whole seems unidiomatic. The verb governs &iaBnknv
[xvi.60,62], Noyov [xiii.6], wowpéva [xxxiv.23, with &
avtols, which is also un-Greek], and ¢utév [xxxiv.29].

dvopéo governs the accusative of the person wronged at

xx1i.11.
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avtihapPdvopar has the usual genitive at xii.14, xx.5,6,
but the accusative yeipa at xvi.49. At xx.5,6 there is an
otiose Tij yepi pov.

amaMotpiéw, always used in the passive, has amé with
the genitive of the person from whom the subject is
estranged [xiv.5,7].

&WOKdenpdl is used only in the present participle in a
quasi-technical sense [xxii.10, xxxvi.1l7].

amokpiBfjvar is used in a Middle sense at xiv.3, xx.3.

améMupt and améMupor tend to have constructions with €€
[vii.26, xxv.7] and &mé [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].

dmooTéM® is used intransitively at vii.3. Twice it
has émi with accusative and a hostile connotation [vii.3,
xxxix.6].

&noorpémn is used both transitively and intransitive-
ly. The transitive use is very common, and few of the
objects seem quite idiomatic. This 1s particularly the
case with abstracts [x1i.23, xvi.53 (quater),
xx111i.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.

&ﬂ001p0¢ﬁ is always found, in accusative or dative,
with the cognate verb.

amotpomidlopar [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.

amogépw is used at xxxii.30 with object Bdoavov 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
épapﬁav apparently with the sense “be paid back for”.

AmdAela 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 &mﬁp@ [v.3, xx.37; c¢f. the variant
at x1i.16] is unidiomatic in itself; at xi1i.16, xx.37 the
wider meaning is obscure even 1f 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 dppovia is used in the sense “pair,
fellow”.

10 v Apxi] Updv at xxxvi.ll is very odd.

doynvoouvn [xvi.8] is used of improper nakedness.

drpig qualified by Bupidparog [viii.11] is perhaps un-
usual, for &rpigis normally a moist vapour.

The meaning of é@Omﬂpégat xx.31,40 is wholly unclear.
Is “fixed rule” intended?

Bookelw is used with a direct object in a causative
sense at xvii.l6. At xx.33 it is used intransitively with
¢mi and the accusative.

BAémw is used of seeing visions at xiii.6.

BdBpog [xxvi.20 etc.] is used to mean “grave”.

Bookw is found with év vépn at xxxiv.1ld instead of the

accusative or simple dative.
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The phrase év Ppoyiovt Uyn\$ at xx.33,34 is nonsense.

Bpéxw T éml Tiva is found at xxxviii.22. The accusative
is normal for the recipient of the precipitation.

widw is oddly curt without an object at xxxi.6.

Yﬁ referring to a particular country is normally
followed by the name not in apposition but in the genitive.
The frequent ¢l Tﬁgyﬁg and the examples with the accus-
ative after émi with a locative sense, are unidiomatic.

The use of the article is often clumsy, for instance at
xxxviii.20, where éml yfjv would be good. What is meant by
Yi &meppippévn at xxxviii.1l? v Cofig [xxvi.20,
xxxii.23,24,26,32] is an “unidiom”.

Ypopw 1is used transitively with émi and accusative at
xxxvii.1l6, intransitively at xxxvii.20 with ¢mi and the
dative. 0dd is the passive with v Ypa@ﬁ at xi1ii.9.

Sakpiw with 10 mWpdowmov as subject [xxvii.35] is highly
unnatural, unless the sense intended is “exude moisture”.

SiafoUliov means “debate” at xi.5.

The idiom with Siakpivw is mpdgand the accusative with
the medio-passive [xx.35,36] and Ava péoov with the genitive
after the intransitive active.

Statropeopar is odd with év mpootdypaoct Twfigat xxxiii.l1s.

SootéMw 1is twice used with &va péoov and the genitive
[xx1i.26 bis].

The perfect participle passive of &aoqﬁ¢w is curious
functioning as complement at xvi.34.

Stotibnpr with object &wabiknv has mpdc 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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SopPeipw with object v émibeowv [xxiii.1l] is unclear
Greek.

There are several strange idioms with &idwpi. Both
Sidwpt with eigof the recipient [iii.3] and the more frequ-
ent Sidwpt eig xeipag are good Greek, though the former is un-
common. Less acceptable are 6idwpt with eig (tiv) xeipa
[xxi.16, xxx.24], with elgkepaliv [xvii.19],” and the very
widespread use in the sense “make” with object and predic-

ate,

and in the sense “put, place”. O&idwp 1@ mupl [xV.6,
cf. xv.4] is not entirely natural. O&idwpt (&pyUplov) €mi TOKOU
[xviii.8], pHd Tokou [xviii.13] are not the proper idiom for
“lend at interest”. What is meant by the expressions at
xxiii.7,49 is obscure.

8ﬁpxopal is construed with a simple accusative [ix.4,
xxix.11], with émi and accusative [v.17, xvi.6], with &i&
and genitive [xiv.17, xvi.8] and, if the text is right,
once with év and dative [xxix.11]. Intransitive use is
normal only of the passage of time, which makes these
latter idioms doubly strange.

SikatooUvn is used in the plural in the sense “righteous
act” [11i.20 (bis), xviii.24, xxxiii.13].

Sikatéw is used in the sense “justify, regard as right-
eous” [xvi.51,52 (bis)].

&Kaﬂupa is used passim in the sense “ordinance”.

avarifnpt or Tpémw would be normal.
76 The construction appears from i1iii B.C., but only in the
sense "appoint".

" Some classical idioms come near to this.
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The usage with 66§a at 1iii.12, x.22 suggests a concrete
sense, or at least a personification.

Soukeia 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.

év Suvaoteig at xx11.25 is unclear and unidiomatic.

¢mt duopag duopdv at xxvii.9 is abnormal.

éyyﬁun besides the construction with the infinitive,
which is of doubtful sense, has mpdg [xx11.5] and émi [ix.6]
with the accusative.

éyyﬁesv is apparently temporal [vii.8].

edapilw has the sense “dash to the ground” [xxxi.l2].

eipi is equivalent to ¢Eepi at xvi.63. While as copula
it is frequently understood, the present participle is
sometimes used unnecessarily [e.g. at 1.25, xviii.6]. epi
is often used as part of a periphrasis which might more
naturally be expressed by a single verb [e.g. xxxiv.6,22].

e elpfivng [xxxviii.8,11,14, xxxix.6,26] is in itself an
acceptable idiom; but the sense “in peacetime” is not
appropriate.

The use of elodéyopar with éx of the source [x1.17,
xx.34,41] is odd.

eloépyopor has the normal mpds and eig, though without
distinction between persons and places. It also has ¢kel
[xi.18, xii.16, xxxvi.20,21,22, xxxvii.21], év [xvi.8], and,
if the prepositional phrase is not attributive, émi with
accusative [xxi.25 (ter)].

eloTopeUopat Tpdg, which refers to legitimate relations,
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is oddly discordant at xxiii.l44. The verb otherwise has eig
or ékel; the isolated accusative at xxvi.l0 probably should
not be read, but dginserted with some manuscripts.

éxel is most commonly used pleonastically in clauses
with ou.

ékeibev seems to mean “of their number” at v.3.

éxCntéw has the sense “demand an account of” at iii.18,
20, xxxiii.6,8, xxxiv.10.

ekkevéw payarpav [v.2,12, xii.1d, xxviii.7, xxx.11] is
without parallel even in the classical ékkevow ioug

¢KAElTT means “remain” at xxiv.11l, and “be sick” at
xxxiv.16,21.

éKnommOw is used with a variety of constructions, some
of which [e.g.at vi.9, xvi.1l6, xxiii.5] suggest motion.

The expression with ékgépw at xxiv.6 is wholly obscure.

ekyUyw is odd with odpf and mvelpa as subject instead of
a physical being [xxi.12].

It is not clear what is meant by the present participle
of éMyyw at 111.26.

The phrase év éAmidt is not idiomatic [xxviii.26 (bis),
xxxiv.28]. éAmwic means “object of hope” at xxix.16, and
possibly at xxxvii.ll.

¢pmailew governs év and the dative [xxii.5].

gpmipmAaparl 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 wuxﬁ as
subject in P. The active with &md at xxvii.33, xxxii.5,6,
and the passive with the accusative materiae at xxxix.20

are doubtful idiom.
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g¢pmopevopar has €v of the material [xxvii.13,21] where the
accusative or dative would be right. [Examples could be
multiplied of the encroachment of év with other verbs as
well].

€ppuodw has not eigbut éml with accusative at xxi.36,
making a different idiom from that at xxxvii.o9.

What is meant by the neuter plural ¢vavtia at xvii.1s,
xviii.18 [ef. Na 1.11]?

évaginut with object Bupév [xx1.22] is without parallel.

gvéyopor with év [xiv.4,7] is of doubtful sense. The use
with the dative at Genesis x1ix.23 is not the same.

émxupdﬁm has a cognate noun for object [xviii.1l6].

The expression ei¢ éviautév at iv.6, though idiomatic in
a temporal sense i.e. “for a whole year”, i1s odd for equi-
valence 7.e. “corresponding to a whole year”. The nearest
parallel is at Genesis i.1h.

éwoxﬁm is used transitively in the sense “strengthen”
[xxvii.9, xxx.25, xxxiv.4,16].

evipémw in the sense “be ashamed” [xxxvi.32] finds its
closest parallel in the use of the middle in P.

gEarpolpar with object wyuyijv in the positive sense
“rescue, save” is odd [xxxiii.5,9].

é&ﬁpw and its middle voice are used intransitively at
1.4,19,20,21. The passive means “be removed” at vi.6,
xvi.42.

€EdNewyic 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”.

¢EamootéMw is used with Boldag [v.16] and ovotépara
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[xxxi.4] and, less idiomatically, with quv [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.
éieydpopat has the bizarre subject npéomnov at xxi.21l.
é&kchopa1, normally used in the sense “make propitiat-

ion

2
>

is used passively at xvi.63 with the dative of the
person concerned and katd with accusative for the offence.

v nﬁgéopuﬁgis used at xxxvi.38 where we should expect
the simple dative.

¢maipw with 6¢BalpoUs [xviii.6] is not guite normal.

émavarmavopar has émi and the accusative at xxix.7.

The meaning of Emapoig qualified by tiig kavyfoews [xxiv.25]
is unclear.

¢mékelva refers to future time at xxxix.22.

émépyopar has Tpog and the dative, unless the preposit-
ional phrase is attributive [xxxix.11].

¢mepwTdw has the accusative of the person consulted and
¢v for the subject of the enquiry [xiv.T7].

¢emPAémw has eigat x.11. The present middle participle
is abrupt at xvii.5.

emBupnpa is qualified by 6¢Bodpdv at xxiv.16,21,25.

émkoAéw has object Svopa at xx.29.

gmkoAUTTT® is used intransitively with émdvw and the
genitive [i.11; but cf. 23].

émkpatéw has émi and the accusative [xxix.T7].

& émikekta [xvii.3,22] is a phrase of uncertain refer-
ence.
emotpépopor with Tpdg and accusative [xxvi.2], though

found in P, is unclear in context in our text.
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¢movviotnut has émi and the accusative [11.6].

énuﬂBaﬂmﬁa is somewhat comically qualified by pdﬁova at
viii.1l5 [but c¢rf. the pl. for “idolatrous practices” in P].

¢mtifepor with emi 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.1ll].

bnwﬁpm has ¢émi and the accusative at XxXv.3,6. The verb
has a negative sense, i.e.one of Schadenfreude.

emyopéw is followed by a somewhat otiose ¢ Todi
[xxv.6].

The phrase &g épyaoiav [xv.3,4,5 bis] is unclear.

The perfect participle passive of Qmpém appears at
xxxiii.24,27, xxxvi.l0, xxxviii.l2 as an otherwise unknown
feminine noun.

gpyopor mpds [xvi.33] is good idiom, but odd in context,
like eloTmopevopor Trpdg.

¢ofiw always has the accusative where the genitive
might have been used.

e’ foydrw [xxxv.5] and ém éoydrwv [xxxviii.l6] are used
in a temporal sense.

écétqwgis only used as an adjective [viii.16, x.3].

f11 is always used as oukémt 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,
&\\ouc is required. £rm is separated from the negative
everywhere except at vii.1l3, xii.23, xxxiv.28.

énnpé@w has object npéownov at iv.3,7, where it must

mean “set”.
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eUpiokw pobov is used at xxvii.33.

eUppaivopar has év at xxiii.4l.

¢pionpt has the sense “put on (the fire)” [xxiv.3].

de is frequently strengthened with the cognate Cwﬂ in
predictions.

Un\dw with &i& and the accusative has the sense “be
zealous for” at xxxix.25.

The future passive of (nréw is used with the dative of
the person concerned [xxxvi.37] in what seems to be a
special sense.

Cuyds is qualified by otoBpiov [v.1].

Covvupt has various constructions [ix.11, xvi.10,

xxiii.15] but never the double accusative.

fikw with the dative is used in a hostile sense
[xxxii.11].

Much of the idiom with mﬁpa is quite abnormal. The
general sense is unclear at xxiv.2, xxxviii.8; but more
remarkable is the frequent dative plural with év, 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].

Bnoaupoug éxhektous [xxvii.24] is unidiomatic.

OMyic has the sense “affliction” [xi1.18, xviii.18].

Opnvéw governs éml with accusative [xxxii.16,18].

euydnw is used, like vidg, with the names of countries
and peoples in the genitive [xvi.28,46,57; cf. xxxii.16].

The expression pera OupoU [viii.18, xiii.13] is odd; the
more idiomatic év Bupd also occurs.

Bupéog is used of a shield [xxiii.2u].

immeiew [xx111.23] is less idiomatic than immdCopot

[xx1i1.6,12] with &’ immdv.
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What is meant by fomnu Tpo mpoowtou Tivég [xxii.30]°?

icxﬁgis used of “produce” at xxxiv.2T7.

amo kapol Ew¢ kaipot [1v.10,11] is odd.

kaim with év of the thing burnt [xxxix.9] is most odd.

év kapdiq 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.

katodéw (A) has the sense “bind up” [xxx.21,
xxxiv.4,16].

katadouléw means “make to serve” [xxix.18, xxxiv.27].

Katakaiw has an otiose Tupl at xxxix.10.

KOTATaTéw seems rather strong at xxvi.ll, xxxii.l3.

Karandtnpa appears to have a concrete sense [xxxvi.l4].

KOTOOKNV®WO1¢ is used concretely [xxxvii.2T7].

quéox&ngmeans “holding fast, possession” [xxxiii.24,
xxxvi.2,3,5,12].

kateuBiveo means “prosper” at xvii.9,10,15.

Kanoxdw has the sense “strengthen” [i1ii.8, xiii.22,
xx.247.

Katolkéw sometimes governs the accusative [e.g. vii.T]
but tends much more to unidiomatic prepositional phrases
[e.g. xxviii.25].

kaTolkilw with eigand accusative is odd [xxvi.20].

kdtw is used only with fwc [1.27, viii.2].

Kauoow is used only in the phrase Gvepog 6 Kauo@v
[xvii.10, xix.12].

Ks¢akk 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
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unclear. The same idiom occurs at Psalms x1.7.

What is intended by the use of Knpbv at xx.6,15°?

Kanowqﬁa has the sense “possession” [xi.15,
xxv.4,10].

KOMZQ is used in the sense “receive the punishment
for” at xvi.58.

kpepdvvupt has émi with accusative [xv.3].

Kﬁpa has the sense “condemnation, sentence” at v.8,
xxiii.25, xxviii.26, xxx.19, and “justice” at xviii.5 etec.

Kﬁvm governs the accusative except at xxxiv.22, where
we find &va pécov kplol TIpOG KPLOv.

Kpotéw has ¢mi and accusative at xxi.l7.

kTdopotr has an otiose oeaut® at v.1l.

kukAGBev is reinforced by kikAw at xxxvii.2.

AAnpa means “byword” at xxiii.1l0, xxxvi.3.

AopBdvew, 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
oeaun@ and the name of some portable article in the accus-
ative [iv.1l etc.] it is perhaps rather violent. AopPdvw
Opflvov émi Twva [xix.1, xxvi.l7, xxvii.2,32, xxviii.l2,
xxx1i.2] 1s not idiom.

Aadg is oddly qualified by aidvocat xxvi.20.

Xéym is more usually followed by npégwith accusative
than by the dative, even when recurrent fixed phrases are
excluded.

AMBog ypnotés is an unique idiom [xxvii.22, xxviii.13].

AMBot xaldlne [xxxviii.22] is strange.
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Mxpdw means “scatter like chaff” [xxvi.l4, xxix.l2,

XXX.23,26, xxxvi.1l9].

Mpéd, &k Mpol, and év Mpd [xxxiv.29; xii.16; v.12,
vi.11,12] all occur. Only the second is not found in P,
but &mwo MipolU there is very close.

The phrase épakp&v [vi.12] is not idiom. The adverb is
used at xii.22 in a temporal sense “far off”.

payaipa always means “sword”.

}myakde has the sense “increase” at xxiv.9.

}myéea modifies a number of adjectives of size [xvii.6,
xxx1.3,10].

}éXogis perhaps over-cheerful in context at 1i.10. koTd
pélog altiic at xxiv.6 is poor idiom.

petapehopol governs émi and the accusative [xiv.22].

pnkUve is used without an object [xi1.25,28] in con-
texts where it does not seem possible to understand the
idiomatic Adyov.

pipvjokopor governs the genitive except at xvi.61, xx.43,
xxxvi.31. It is used passively at iii.20, xviii.22,24.

gév pioer [xx111.29] is an odd phrase.

}umtqﬁﬁw seems to mean “turn up the nose, sneer”
[viii.17].

The plural of pipov is strange [xxvii.17].

The meaning of veiko¢ at 1ii.8 (bis) 1is obscure.

véog is compared at xvi.46,61.

vUpen appears to mean “daughter-in-law” [xxii.11].

The plural of 086¢is frequently used for “way” in the

moral sense.
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oikodopéw is oddly used at xxxvi.33,36 with reference to
places rather than things built.

&v 1§ ofkw [viii.1] is clumsy. oikog dhodng [xxvii.6] is
strange.

OMoMCw is used of a mourning cry, and that on a man’s
part [xxi.17].

S\lupa in the singular [iv.9] is perhaps less than
usual.

Sveidoc means “object of reproach” [xvi.57, xxii.4].

annghas the sense “vision” at 1.1, iii.23, vii.26,
viii.3, 4, xi.24, xii.22,23,24,27, xiii.7, xxi.34.

Opdw ¢wviy at 1ii.13 is very harsh. Opdw is used of
seeing visions at xii.27, xiii.7,9,16, xxii.28.

oopi) is always qualified by ebwdiag [vi.13, xvi.1l9,
xx.28,41] 7i.e. the connotation is pleasant rather than
noisome.

OopBalpol at xx.24 forms part of a piece of nonsense.
O0pBaluog Coofig [vii.13] is odd.

mapoPaive Siabikny [xvi.59, xvii.15,16,18,19] is not
idiom; but of course the idea is not usual either.

ndpaBOXﬁ regularly has the sense “saying, proverb”
[xii.22,23 (bis), xvi.4l, xvii.2, xviii.2,3, xix.1ll, xxi.5,
xxiv.3].

napaKaXéo means “comfort, console” at xxxi.l6,
xxx1i.31.

TTapali® TOV &pov at xxv.9 is odd.

napanﬁnrw governs ei¢and accusative at xx.27.

gv ﬂapdeEH at xxiv.16 is unclear. The noun is used
more conventionally in P.

What is meant by Topoikéw Emi popeaig [xxi.17]?

mopopyilw kopdiav [xxxii.9] is strange.
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Yfigc is coupled with narpk at xxiii.1l5.

mebiov is used passim of the “field” or “country”. év
1¢ mebly at vii.1l5 is a poor substitute for ém dypol, v
aypG-

meibw év at xvi.15 is not idiom.

Tépag ﬁKa at vii.2 has an odd ring; the noun generally
has a local or ideal sense.

Tepidy® Tiva € oUta KukAGBev [xxxvii.2] is not idiom.

n&mﬁdkkm normally has the accusative of the person;
but at iv.2, xxxii.3 we find émi with the accusative of the
person. The accusative of the thing is usual in our text;
but at xvi.1l0 we find the dative. The single accusatives,
for the person or the thing, at xvi.18, xviii.7,16 are most
abnormal.

mepiéyw has év Mip$ at vi.12 where the simple dative
would serve. At xvi.57 it is reinforced by KGKNQ.

nsmks¢qkak1 has a martial connotation [xxvii.10,
xxxviii.4,5].

nemnﬁékm is used in the passive with npégand accusative
[xvii.T7].

nsmﬁenm,has neﬁ with accusative of the thing covered
at xvi.ll.

mikpos is used adverbially at xxvii.30.

nkﬂwacpéghas the sense “usury” [xviii.8,13,17,
xxii.l2].

eig mAnopovily [xxxix.19] is less than idiomatic.

nvdma has the sense “mind”, of the thinking part, at
xi.5, xx.32.

10 Trvelpa T0U vétou [xxvii.26] is clumsy.
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motéw perd is found at xxiii.25. At xxviii.4 the active
is used in the sense “acquire”.

nopabpalis frequently used metaphorically, of
“living” in the ethical sense. With év aiypodwoiq [xii.11,
xxv.3, xxx.17] it is not idiom.”™ The verb has the sense
“flow” at xxxii.ld.

1a mpdBupa tiig MUAg is odd [viii.3, 14, x.19, xi.1],
indeed tautologous.

npownmdm regularly means “plunder, carry away
captive”.

npookdpol governs ¢mmi with accusative at xxxvii.lé6
instead of the usual dative or npégwith accusative, both of
which are found in P [cf. xxxvii.19]. mpdg with accusative
should perhaps be read with most manuscripts.

TpookuVEw governs the dative [viii.16].

The phrase TpéowWTOV KaTd TpéowTov [xx.35] 1s unclear.
Katd TpoowTov naturally conveys “in person”.

Tpopntelw always has éni with accusative for the hearer
and the person or thing prophesied about.

The expression paPdogioylos [xix.12,14] is obscure. An
attributive sense would normally be turned by an adjective.
paPBdog has the sense of Pokmpic at xxix.6.

paivew has émi with accusative for the object besprinkled
[xxxvi.25].

ﬁﬁpa seems to mean “idea” at xxxviii.lo0.

The instrumental dative of ﬁop@akl does not occur; év is

always added.

8 P has a close parallel with &mépyopar.
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04pE qualified by mdoa seems to mean “all living
things” [xxi.4,10,12].

okoMoTnG has a moral connotation [xvi.5].

omévdw has the plural object omovddag [xx.28].

onéppa has the sense “family” at xvii.1l3.

oTevdlw governs éveka [xxi.127.

Gnﬂnypa qualified by &prou [iv.16, v.16, xiv.13] is
obscure.

The repeated use of ompilw with object mpoowrov is
unidiomatic. Some usages in P are near it.

otifapog T yhdoon [11i.6] is un-Greek.

onPifopar somewhat oddly governs OpBalpoisas object
[xxiii.uo0].

ouMopfBdvopar in the sense “be caught” has év [x1i.13,
xix.4,8].

ouvTéAela regularly has the sense “finishing off” i.e.
of destruction. Even in P the sense is more positively
“completion”.

ouvieMéw normally means “destroy” [but cf. vi.l2,
xxii.12 for a play on two senses].

ouokotdlw has a personal subject [xxx.18, xxxi.l5,
xxxii.8] and is transitive at xxxii.7.

1do0w with altov AMovia at xix.5 makes queer sense.

139N has the concrete sense “grave” [xxxii.22].

gi¢ TEAog has the sense “thoroughly”.

ﬁemn frequently governs a predicative dg The use with
object Oo¢Bohpols [xviii.12,15] is clumsy.

Tmooégappears to have a technical sense at xxiii.23.

Uetog evhoyiag [xxxiv.26] is a curious phrase.
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vidg, apart from its use in certain set phrases, is norm
ally not omitted before the father’s name in the genitive
[but c¢rf. the ellipse at viii.ll, xi.1,13].

Utrepkeipar means “excel” [xvi.47].

Onéounngseems to mean “grounds of hope, confidence” at
xix.5.

1 UynAa is of unclear reference at vi.3,6.

Uyow has object ¢wvilv at xxi.27. Other uses with the
passive, notably at xxviii.2,5, xxxi.ll are poor idiom.

geidopar never governs the simple genitive, but has émi
with accusative [xx.17], with dative [xvi.5] and ﬁnép with
genitive [xxiv.21]. The instrumental dative at ix.5 is
strange.

¢deoom is commonly used for “observing” statutes and
so forth; but cf. xviii.l9 for better idiom.

gutov eipivng [xxxiv.29] is a strange phrase.

@mvﬁ frequently means the sound made by an inanimate
object, an idiom which is admissible. But the use 1s very
harsh at xix.7, xxvii.28, since the word in the sense
“sound” 1s normally coupled only with a genitive of the
SOURCE.

1A PO XAptv [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.
Cr. the phrase at Pr vii.5, xv.17.

¥Ookw governs object otopa at 1i.8.

év xeipi is used [xxv.14] as well as the idiomatic &ia
Xapégfor “by the agency of”.

wo¢én, like the compound verb already mentioned, has a

strengthening 16 modi [vi.11].
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Yuypds is qualified by caynvév [xxvi.5,14].

wuxﬁ functions as a reflexive at xxxiii.5. It means
“person” at xiii.1l8 (bis),19 (bis),20 (bis), xvii.lT,
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 1s 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.” Where P
was of no help the idioms which have been noted are of two
kinds, 7i.e. clearly post-Classical, some being found else-
where in the Greek Bible, and (a much larger category)
clearly abnormal, many being unique®.

Of the i1dioms in our text for which P uses a less
correct equivalent only one, wﬁeév sﬁﬁakw, 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:—

" 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.

8o These abnormal idioms are normally best explained as

the desperate measures of the translator, as will be seen.
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amoMotprolpor &wé, a construction found in Polybius.
Sofoihiov “debate” [Polybius; GJ.

Srokpivopar mpds Tvae [111 B.C.; GJ.

The encroachment of elomopelopar [iii-1 B.C.; GJ.
Evexupaopov éveyupdlw [222 B.C.].

¢owtepog only as adjective [1ii B.C.].

Bupéog “shield” [iii B.C.; GJ.

kaTookfNvwoig used concretely [iii B.C.; GJ.

mKpov adv. [Polybius].

wuypégcaynvév [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 &ppoﬁa [xxxvii.7].

The sense of PdBpog [xxvi.20 ete.].

Yf dmeppippévn [xxxviii.11].

yii Cofic [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,25,32].

Sakpiw with mpoowTov as subject [xxvii.35].
Sidwpt pera tékovu [xviii.13].

Temporal éyyubev [vii.8].

EKKEVOw pdyatpav [v.2,12, xii.14, xxviii.7, xxx.11].
EkAelTT “be sick” [xxxiv.16,21].

¢kTropveUm €Tt with accusative [xvi.16].

The use of ékylyw [xxi.l2].

QHﬁanapat with accusative materiae [xxxix.20].
gvagpinpt Bupdv [xxi.22].

The use of évéyopar [xiv.4,7].

The use of €Eeyeipopar [xxi.21].

The idiom with éEihdokopar [xvi.63].

The use of Emapoig [xxiv.25].

emépyopor wpds with dative [xxxix.11].
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The participle of émPMémopar [xvii.5].
The idiom with émkalUmrew [i.117.

The idiom with émkparéw [xxix.7].

The idiom with {nA\dw [xxxix.25].

The use of TnroUpon [xxxvi.37].

Cuyov otoBpiev [v.1].

Bnoauvpot ékhektoi [xxvii.24].

immelw €¢’ immdv [xxiii.23].

amo kapol Ew¢ kaiwpot [1v.10,117.

The idiom with kaiw [xxxix.9].

The use of katamoTtéw [xxvi.ll, xxxii.13].

¢ katw [1.27, viii.2].

The use of knpiov [xx.6, 15].
kUkAGBev kUkAg) [xxxvii.2].

Aaog addvog [xxvi.20].

AMBog xpnotos [xxvii.22, xxviii.13].
Temporal pakpdv [xii.22].

The use of péyeBog [xvii.6, xxxi.3,10].
The idiom with petopelolpor [xiv.22].
v pioer [xxiii.29].

The use of veikog [111.8 bis].
opBohpog Cwfi [vii.13].

TTapoAie (i)pov [xxv.9].

The construction with mapamimtw [xx.27].

TOpoikéw € poppoia [xxi.17].

The use of mépag [vii.2].

The idiom with mepidyw [xxxvii.2].
mepiPdMo T émi mva [iv.2, xxxii.3].
The idiom with mepimAékw [xvii.7].
10 TrveUpa ToU véTou [xxvii.26].
motéw petd [xx1ii.25].

papdog ioyiog [xix.12,14].

The use of okohdtng [xvi.5].

The use of oméppa [xvii.13].

The idiom with otevdlw [xx1.12].
otifapos 1) YAdoon [11i.6].

Uetog tuloyiag [xxxiv.26].

putov eipivng [xxxiv.29].

The idiom with yogéw [vi.11].

PART I:

THE LANGUAGE
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CONCLUSIONS.
(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.® 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”.® 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 x1-x1lviii.

8 See Table 5.
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chapters xxx-xxxix causal 6Tt is unusually frequent in
relation to causal &éti, which practically disappears. Our
text nearly always prefers the laconic form avip TOlews in
dependent genitive phrases; but the form O davijp Tfg TTONEwS
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, xxxi1i, xxxXiv-xxxix. The present infinitive predomin-
ates over the aorist only in i, viii, x, xi, xix, xxix,
xxxXiv; 1in xx, xxX11 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 1is 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 -oocav ending; the lack of a dual; the
usual form of compound numerals;®® the disappearance of the
Attic second declension in -cd¢; the indeclinability of &ud;
the decline of & with the vocative and of 601@; 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
dMAwv; the nearly exclusively adjectival use of ékeivog;
the definite use of §omg; the construction with oU pfj and
the subjunctive; the infinitive of purpose after éyyiuu the
encroachment of &1t upon the infinitive for indirect speech;
certain forms with the infinitive after verbs, nouns and
adjectives; articular infinitives; undetermined head-words
with determined attributes; ﬁgfor Ti¢; the infrequency of
&€, T1e; Erepog in the sense of &Mog; the form O 1ol Seivog with
the genitive determined; the loss of the simple dative and
the encroachment of prepositions in general; local émi with
the accusative; prepositional Emg; 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 mdv, the use of € piv, and causal Avrl ToU with
infinitive; and the last does not appear in secular Greek
until late in that century. The exclusive use of Tade
[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.;%

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 pj with
participles 1s 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.

8t 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.® 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 eicand the dative; ToU with the infinitive not of
purpose; the construction with &pxopal; the shortage of
articles; clauses of the ‘strong denial’ and ‘narrative’
kinds, and clauses with idoU; mdgwith the future; the
preposition of éveka; the preposition of mdg¢; the oU...mdg
form; &mo wpoowtou and the like singular before plural
nouns; the enclitic form of pronouns after prepositions
where no emphasis is intended; conditional év T@; the use of
cognate participles; determination in prepositional
phrases; ﬁgfor “first”; the ‘ominous’ use of ékdvog
probably the order of subordinate clauses; adverbial
npooﬁenw,with the infinitive; prepositions formed with
npécwnov; the large-scale omission of the copula,
especially other than ¢oTiv; lapsus concordiae with Xéywv,
-ovieg; the C&H €yd form; Direct Questions with el; kai after
narrative éyémro. 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; ¢v with the dative,

= 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 Kowﬁ 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; év 1, €lg 16, ToU with infinitive; the use of Méywv;
n&gbefore a determined noun; the attributive rather than
predicative use of oﬂtogand ékdvog; partitive prepositions;
instrumental év; the cognate dative; npég with accusative.
If the somewhat dry topic of order has been dealt with
in fair detail it 1s because at this point we reach the
very bones, so to speak, of our text; it 1s 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 1s 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,®® 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.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

- 106 -

‘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 I

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 i1t 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 1t 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.
(ﬁxpokmtabpct : onab%s [xii.3, xxxix.23, Am, Mi],

nav [vi.9, PJ.

&voMa [passim] : nvwa [P], nws [Ps, Twl, omn [Ps, Ze, Is],
mavin [Jel, nxon [P],
ant [P], 7iv[P], %1y [Ps].

dvépnpa [passim] : 11y [P], mavan [E], vwo [I Sa, Ps].
GTipéw : Arta [xvi.59, xvii.16,18,19, Obl,

%> Ni. [xvi.54, GJ.
&apnyoﬁpsvog :o9 [xi.1], oy [xx1.17,30, xxii.6].
SraoTeipw : wip [xvii.21], mo31 Hi. [xxxii.15],

gavw [xxxiv.6], na1 [xii.14,15, xx.23,
xx11.15, P, Ps, Jel.

66vap@ : 1imn [xxxii.24, GI, Y°n [passim, P]J.
Sdpov : minn [xx.39, Prl, wnv [xxii.l2, P].
£0éAw : pax [11i.7, xx.8, P, G], ¥on [xviii.23,32, P].

£0voc [passim] : o311 [P], oy [P].
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a%an [xviii.7], ban [xviii.1l2,16].
abynbn [xxxvii.8, PJ1, nvwynb [i.27, PJ.
v1> [passim, P], nxa [xx.48, Es].

2°3x [xxxvi.2, xxxix.27, P], 9%
[xxxix. 23, P].

o % x [xvii 13], nin»
[xxiii.6,12,23, Ma, Jel, ,o°%un
[xix.11, IT Ch, Pr, Tw].

naw [v.h, PJ], 9va [xxxix.10].

1790 Ni. [xviii.25 ter], nb%x
xvii.9,10,15, Ju, Ki].

15 [xxxix.4], 11p% [xxxix.17, PJ.

1y [passim PJ], ni1> [xvii.23,
xxxix.4].

wor [xviii.8], nvs [xviii.8, PJ.
11z [P], nv [P].

apiwa vpn [xxxiii.3, Jol, vipna vpn
[vii.1u].

o°v [passim, Am, Jel, 1n1 [xiv.8,
xv.7].

1ny [passim PJ, o°w [xxi.32,

xxv.9, PJ.

o%y Hi. [xiv.3,4,71, 1n1 [passim, PJ,
o°v [passim, PJ.

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:—

5 : Tpég with accusative [xxxi.2],
simple dative [xxxi.2].

nx : Tpog with accusative [xxvi.20], perd
with genitive [xxvi.20].

2 : simple dative [ii1i.18], automatic
¢v with dative [passim].

nx1 “as regards” : év with dative [xx.16], nominative
case [xxxv.10].

X931 : ovd¢ pf [vii.h,9, viii.l8, ix.10], ovd’
&¢ [xvi.47l, ob pn [xxiii.27, xxiv.27],
fva pn [xxxvii.23]'.
1v>  rel. adv. : B’ &v [passim], émedn [xxviii.6].

>n%2% : 10 kabdhov piy [x1ii.3,22, xvii.l4], 10
moapdmav pf [xx.9,14,15,22, x1 ff; eff I
Ki, Ze, Je for the expression].

imo: gk [xxxiv.13], émo [xxxiv.13].

There are many examples in the rendering of ordinary
vocabulary and idiom:—
nax @ €0éhw [iii.7, xx.8, P, G], Povlopar
[passim, P, GJ.

Sox : toBiw [passim, P, G], PiPpodokw [iv.h,
xviii.l5, P, @], xareoBiw [iii.1, P, GJ,
ouvTeMéw [viii.l15].

nix Ni. : xotootevdlw [ix.4, xxi.11, P, Lal,

otevalw [xxi.11,12, Is, Lal.

This construction may, in the light of the Hebrew, be
intended imperativally.
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¥ax nonnn : yfic P&bBog [xxxi.4,18, xxxii.24], Bddn
s yfis [xxvi.20], 10 B&bog ThAg yTg
[xxx11.18], yf [xxxi.16].

112/12 @ Swpmdlew [vii.2l, P, G], okulelw
[xxvi.12, xxix.19, xxxviii.12,13,
xxx1x.10, II Ch], Swapmoyf} [xxi1ii.46,
xxv.7, P, GJ, Trpovopﬁ [xxxiv.28, xxxV.5,
P, GJ.

n°a : oiko¢ [passim, P, G], oikia [xi.3,
xxviii.26, xxxiii.30, P, GJ.

ava Pi. “kindle” : éxkailw [xxi.4, I Ki, Is], kaiw [xxxix.9,
P, GJ].
P12 : oriMwoig [xx1.15,20], &otpamy [1.13, P,
G]J.

TIRY @ q)pxicxypcx [vii.24, xxiv.21, Za, Je],
bmepneavia [vii.20, xvi.49,56, Ps, Pr,
Twl, OPprg [xxx.6,18, xxxii.l2,
xxx1ii.28, P, Jb, Pr, Tw, Is, Je].

723 “be high” : f)wéopou [xix.11, xxx1.5,14, I Sa, Jb,
Is], péyag yilyvopor [xxx1.10].

x°>3 : vam [vi.3, xxxvi.6, Nu xx1.20 (?)],
q)é(potyg [xxxi.12, xxxv.8, G], Xslpdppoug
[xxxvi.4, cf: apdpotyE used just before].

nx 137 : AMdAew mpos mva [11.1, 111.22,24,27,
xx.3, P, G], AMoAéw Tvi [xiv.4, PJ.

ninT : opoiwpa [1.5 and passim, IT Ki, Is],
opoiwoig  [x.22, P, Ps, Dal.

19n : Topeopar [passim, P, G], Podilw [i.9,
iii.b,11, P, GJ.
397 Qal : é&mokteived [ix.6, xxiii.10,47, P, GJ,

Gvaipéw [xxvi.8,11, xxviii.9, P, GJ.

77 Qal : kotookdmTw [xiii.lhs, xvi,39, Ki, Ch, Pr,
Twl, kotofBdMe [xxvi.h,12, Jb xii.14].

711 @ Swaokopmilw [v.2,10, vi.5, Ps, Zal,
Swaomelpw [x11.14,15, xx.23, xx11.15, P,
Ps, Jel.
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Saomeipw [x11.14,15, xx.23, xxii.15, P,
Ps, Jel.

Suvarde [111.8, Ju], paraphrased with
katoyUw [111.8], kpotaiog [111.9, xx.33,34,
P, G], ioyupds [xxx.22, xxxiv.16, P, GJ.

geibopar [v.11, vii.h,9, xxxvi.21l, P, G],
é\efw [viii.18, ix.5,10, Is], mdoyw Tt
[xvi.5].

Bolig [v.16, P, Tw, Jel, TéEevpa [xxxix.3,9,
P, Jel.

gyxepidiov [xx1.8,9,10, PJ, pdyaipa
[passim, P, G, Eipog¢ [xvi.h0, xxi1i1.47,
Jo, Jbl, popgaia [passim, P, GI.

8verdoc [xvi.57, xxii.4, P, GJ,
ovetdiopds [xx1.33, xxxvi.15,30, GI.

yéveoig [xvi.3,4, P, Rul, marpig [xxiii.15,
Je xxii.10].

gmko\UTTTw [1.11,23, P, Ps, Prl, kKoAUTIT®
[vii.18, xvi.8, xxiv.7, xxx.18, xxx1ii.7,
xxxviii.9,16, P, G], ouykahUmrw [x11.6,
P, G, Twl, mepiPdMw [xvi.10,18,
xviii.7,16, P, G], KOTOKOAUTIT®
[xxvi.10,19, xxxii.7, P, GJ].

&mobvijokw [passim, P, G], tehevtdw [x1i.13,
xvii.1l6, xviii.17, P, GJ].

mipmAnp [111.3, ix.7, x.2, P, GI,

mAnpéw [vii.19, G, but cf. Qal in P],
épnipn)\npl [xi.6, xxvii.33, xxxii.5, xxxV.8,
P, GJ].

omdpyw [xxvi.21], edpiokopor [xxviii.ls,
P, G].

kpotéw [vi.ll, xx1.19,22, IT Ki], wmw
[vii.9, P, G], kémrw [1x.5,7,8, P, Jo,
Ju, IT Sa, I Ki, Jel.

éncx{popm [xvii.14, I Ki, but passim for
V1, bydopar [xxix.15, but G for VI.
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émaipopor [xvii.l4, I Ki, but passim for
V1, bydopar [xxix.15, but G for VI.

ywvevopar [xx11.21, Ki, Chl, tokéopar
[xxiv.11, Na].

kukAGOev [passim, G, xikhe [passim, P, GI,
Treplk\ik)\olg [xxxvii.21l, xxxix.7].

Sevdpov [vi.13, P, G], EVdov [xv.2 and
passim, P, GJ.

motéw Tpos [xvii.l7], Tmorw with dative
[vii.27, xx.44]7.

vetNéw [11.10], ékmerdlw [xii.13,
xvii.20, xix.8, P, Pr, Lal, Siametdlw
[xvi.8, Ki, Ch, Ps, Lal].

GoePéw [xviii.2l, Tw, Is, Jel, delomnp
[xx.38, II Ch, Je].

mapamtwpa [xiv.11, xviii.22, Jbl,
GoePeio [xviii.28,30,31, xxi.29, GI,
Gvopnpo [xxxix.24, I Ki, Ps].

Savoiyw [11i.2, xx1.27, Jb, Pr, Zal, évolyw
[iii.27, xxxiii.22, xxxvii.12,13, P, GJ].

Gvotyvupor [1.1, xxxiii.22, P, Jb],
Savoiyvupar [xxiv.27, Na, Za].

pvipa [xxxii.26, xxxvii.l2 bis, P, G],
1a¢og [xxxvii.13 bis, P, G], pvnpelov
[xxxix.11, P, Ne, Is, Je].

eidog [1.26, P, G, 8yig [i.10,
xx111.15, P, GJ.

kepal [passim, P, G], xopupn [xvii.22, P,
GJ.

éYKGGﬁpC(l [xxix.3], Kmpdopm [xxxiv.14, P].

mvebpa [1.4, v.2, xiii.11, xxxvii.9, P, G],
mvor) [xiii.13, Pr, Is].
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257 : immdCopon [xx111.6,12, Jel, immevm
[xxiii.23, II Ki].

I (om) Hithpo‘él : émaipw [x.15, ¢f. P, G for V], perewpilopar
[x.17,19, e¢f. P, G for V].

nav Hi. : karalUw [xxvi.13, Ru, Ps, Jel, &mwoMup
[xxx.10, xxxiv.25 (A), P, Is].

1own : okfjvopa [xxv.4, Jb, Ps, Ca, Tw, Je, Lal,
kaTookNvwols [xxxvii.27].

won Ni. : ouMapBdvopor [x1i.13, P, Ps, Jel,
@Mokopar [xvii.20, xx1.29].

19102 ¥pn : calmlyyw ocdAmyytr [xxxiii.3, Jol,
onpaive cdAmyyr [xxxiii.6, Jel.

These are by no means the only examples, but they may
serve to establish a principle. There 1is 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-



ally with similar or identical originals.
at the root of common
It sometimes gives unfortunate results,

or in some contexts.
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It frequently lies
“unidioms” of the kind noted earlier.

elither in principle

(a) Reasonably Appropriate Renderings.

1n partitivum

by

DITR
ERER
n03123(Y)
T

177

Xav

10U
vowan
Y92 Hi.

739772

Tvn
59D
an®

IT a1y

Yoby

2

¢k [xvi.16,17 bis, P, G passim].

émi with dative [xvi.l15, P, G
passim] .

Edwp? [xxxii.29, PJ.

lop [xiv.14,20, Jb].

Bavaiou [xi.1,13, I Kil.
lFopep [xxxvii.i.6, Hol.

Aebov [xxvii.20, xxxvii.i.13, P, I
Ch, Jel.

YoPo [xxvii.22, xxxvii.i.13, P, GJ.
Yagav [viii.1l, II Ki, II Ch, Jel.
Oapoig [xxvii.1l6, P, G].

SiaotéMw [xxii.26, x1ii.20, P, I Ki].
kAmog [xxxvi.35, P, G] followed by
Tpupfic [P, GI°.

w [iv.11, P, GJ].

Onpidhwrog [iv.4, PJ.

&prog [passim, P, GI.

gykatadeimow [viii.12 ete., P, Gl.

¢mridevpa [xx.43,44, I Sa, Ps, Ze,
I Cch].

This must surely be the text rather than the obviously
corrupt éﬁoenoav, which occurs just above at xxxii.?25.

John
1267.

3 Hardly a “Theodotionic” rendering [Cf. H. St.
Thackeray The Septuagint and Jewish Worship p.
is a conventional response to the Hebrew.

This
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poMPog [xxii.18, xxvii.l2,
P, Jb, Za, Je].

&pyn [xvi.25, P, GJ.
mAf0oc [xxxi.15, P, GJ.
mAnOivew [xi.6,etc., P, GJ.

KOTATOTE®D [xxxiv. 18,

LXX].

Ch, Ps, Is, Da

oelopor [xxvi.10,15, GJ.

Renderings Which are Nowhere Especially Fortunate.

bynA&, & [vi.3,6, Ki, Ps, Tw, Jel.
Odvatoc [v.12 ete., P, GJ.

&vopipviokopar [xxxiii.13,16, P, Jb,
Ps]; ef. mpviokopar [1ii.20,
xviii.22,24, Jb, Ho, Jel.

mpeoPutepog [vii.26 ete., P, GJ.
Tpovpariog [vi.4 ete., P, GI.
mopepPorn [iv.2, P, GJ.

Spupds [xv.2, xxi.2, P, G].
kAnpovopia [x1i.15, xxv.4,10, PJ.

mepikepodaia [xxvii.10, I Ki, II Ch,
Is, Jel.

Tapamikpoivoy [11.5 ete., ¢f. P, G
for nan].

Gpinpr [xvi.39, P, G].

yuy) [xxxiii.6, P, GI.
&pOp [xii.16, PJ.
katadouléw [xxix.18, PJ.
Souleia [xxix.18,18, P, GJ.

koopog [vii.20, xvi.ll, xxiii.lo0,
P, Jel.

arpic Bumdparog [viii.1l, PJ.



vr9o
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Yap
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This too is a chimaera [cf. Thackeray op. cit. p.
for it is traditional, not “Theodotionic?”.
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@moowlopevog [vi.8 ete., Tw, Lal, cf.
P, G Vv for V.

poéxBog [xxxiv. 4, PJ.
Tpaxnlog [xxi.34, P, GJ.

&Opoilw [xxxvi.24, cf. P, Sa, Ki for
Qal, Ni.J."

@y1dlo [xx.12,20, xxxvi.23, xxxvii.28,
P, GJ.

dywov [v.11 and passim, P, GJ.

ouvaywyn [xxvi.7, xxvii.2T7,34,
xxxviii.4,7,13,15, P, Ps, Pr, Jel.

Cn\6¢ [v.13 ete., P, GJ.
paNdkpwpa [vii.18, P, Tw, Is, Jel.
10 mAeovalov [xxiii.32, e¢f. P, G for V].

mheovaopss [xviii.8,13,17, xxii.l2, P,
Pr].

oopd edwdiag [vi.13, xvi.l9, xx.28,41,
P, GJ.

KoTamatéw [xxvi.ll, Ch, Ps, Is, Da LXX].
oglopar [xxxvii.1.20, GI.

KaToToTéw [xxxii.2, II Ch, Ps, Is, Da

LXX].
otepéwpa [1.22 ete., P, Psl.

mAnopov) [xvi.49, xxxix.19, Is, ef. P, G
for V].

olypohwredopar [vi.9, P, I Sal.

&nooqﬁ¢w [xxxvii.i.8, xxxix.27, cf.
P, G for V].

SopBopa [xix.4,8, Jb, Ps, cf. G for V].

125],
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puldoow [x1.20 ete., P, Gl.

kpivw [xx.36 (2), xxxvii.i.22, Ps, Pr,
cf. P, G for V].

Renderings Whilch are Unfortunate in Our Text.

elg [viii.8], é#repog [x1.19, xvii.7,
xxxiv. 237, éMog¢ [xix.5].

¢av [xiv.20, xviii.3], e [xx.31 ete.].
gav pn [xvii.16,19].

6¢ [xvii.1l6 bis].

év [xiv.7, xvi.9,14, xx.8, xxiv.23].
év [xx.40].

accusative case [xxix..4].

katd [viii.ld, xxxvi.17].

katd [xvi.63, xxxvi.23,34], eic
[passim].

ek [xxiv.16].
€k [xv.2].

514 with genitive [xvi.8], perd with the
genitive [xxviii.1l7]; both are close and
accurate in other places.

Aiyumtog [xxix.12, xxx.23,26], Alyvumrtiot
[xxx.U4].

GmoMupar [xxxiv. 4].

Cuyés [v.1, P, G].with otaBpiwv [P, cr.
G for V].

@pd [xvii.13,16].
&vOpwrog [xviii.7,16].
S100TEMw  [xxxix.14].
pyvupr [xiii.11,137.

g¢mokémropon [xxxiv. 11, Le xiii.36].
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peyadive [xxiv.9].
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Uyog [xxx1.2, ef. P, G V for V].

Vetog [xxxiv. 26] with edloylag.

66o¢ [ix.2].

Cnréopon [xxxvi.37, ef. P, G Active for

Qall].

oméppa [xvii.13].
Cofig [1.20,21].

vopipa [xvi.27].

apmdle dpmdypara [xix.3,6,

xxii.25,27].

ENéyxw [111.26].

10 €xmopeudpeva [xxxiii.30].

koOilw [xxxvi.35].

¢rolpdlw [iv.3,7, P, GI.

&vopBobpar [xvi.7, II Sa, I Ch].

ouvieMéw [iv.6,8],

[v.12 ete.].

cf. Passive for Qal

ouvtéhela [x1.13, xiii.13, xx.17].

mrépuE [vi.2, xvi.8].

Tapopyilw [xxxii.o].

dprog [xii.18].

épyaocio [xv.3,4,5 bis].

gvadTiov [xvi.12].

petapehodpar [xiv.22], mapakalodpat

[xxx1i.31].

papdo¢ [xix.12,14, P, G] with ioylog [P,

GJ.

KOTOKOTIT® [v.2].

gEatpodpar [xxxiii.9].
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olpw [xxxvi.7], dvohopPdve [x.19],
Gmopeépw [xxx11.30], AapPdve [iv.4

ete.].

Sidowpt [xxiii.u9].

g¢motpépopar [xxvi.2].

6paoig [i.4,22, viii.2].

Sidyw [xx.37, xxiii.37].

¢ykataleimo [xx.8, xxiii.8].

@voPoive [viii.11].

Cihov [xv.2].

mpoBupa [viii.3,14, x.19, xi.1, P, G]
with mikng [P, GJ.

meproxn [iv.2].

Gviompt [xiii.6, er. P, G for Qall.

kakoloyéw [xxii.7, e¢f. P, G for Pi.].

mépag [vii.2 bis ete.].

apxf [x.117.
mAfBoc [xxx1.6].

mAnBivew [xix.1, cf. P, G for verb].

mvebpa [x1.5, xx.32].

Td00w [xix.5].

This automatic

rendering scarcely supports a sense

“appoint”

&mootpopny [xvi.53 bis, cf.

Vaiw].

gmotpépw [xxxiv.

for the Hebrew.

P,

4,16].

¢EamooTéNw [v.16 etec.].

510 mavrtog [xxxix.147.

(c)

G v for

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 xxviiiare 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.

111 @ Aon\ [xxvii.19], P for bxyn>.
11x @ ‘Hhoumohig [xxx.17], P for j(1)x.
oIx @ Xipa [xvi.57, P, GI.

jva : Baocavitic [xxvii.6, Jo, Tw].

(v)n>a11x> : IeCoviog [viii.ll, xi.l, II Ki, Jel.
wvIo Aieknwg [xxix.10, xxx.4,9, xxxvii.i.5,
P, GJ.

S(1)73n @ Maydwh(ov) [xxix.10, xxx.6, P, Jel.
o(1)ans : IaBolpne [xxix.1d, xxx.1ld, Jel.
1vr : Tavigc [xxx.l4, P, Ps, Is].
1(1)x : Topog [xxviii.l2 ete., GI.
727 : PaPPa® [xxi.25, II Sa, Jel.
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Topdpeia [xvi.46,51,53,55, xxiii.4,33,
G].

Togpvag [xxx.18].

10 aidap [viii.16, I Ki, II Ch].
patoua [xi.2, Ho, Is].

katdhotrrot [xxiii.25 bis, Am].

¢’ €oydtwv [xxxvii.i.16, Pr, Tw].

év Gpedpw [xviii.6, P1, dmroka®npévn
[xxii.10, xxxvi.l7, P, La].

oyupai [xxxvi.35, P, GJ.

aiypdAwtog dyopor [xxx.18]1, Am, Is
for Vabva.

SUvapig [xxxii.24, II Sa, I Ki, Je]l.
SraotéNopar [111.18, II Chl.

mpookelpar [xxxvii.16,17], P, G for
various originals, mpooTiQepar
[xxxvii.1l6], P, G for various
originals.

¢eibopar with dative [xvi.5, P, Is, Jel.

évioyUow [xxvii.9], Ju, Ps, Da TH, Da LXX
for Pi.

¢’ Gpov [xii.6, P, Is].

&pror [iv.9, P, G].°

Udwp [iv.11l etc., P, G].°

papdor [xxxix.9, P, Tw, Is, Jel.

Aeyw mapaPoriv [xii.23, xvii.2, xxiv.3,
II Sal.

° The singular collective would serve quite well here;
but perhaps 6pﬂx was thought of as pre-empted for “food”.

6

The singular is unfortunate at xxvi.1l9, xxvii.26, and

so 1is the accompanying adjective: the rendering is a case
of inappropriate Formulaic Freedom.
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meprriOnu [xvi.11, P, Es, Jb, Jel.
oi Pondoi [xii.14, Ju, Ps, Nal.
meptPdMe [xxxii.3, Ru, II Ki, Pr].

TAdvn and cognate verb
[xxxiii.10,12], P, G for various
originals.

aiypodwoia [xxxix.25, Ps, Twl, cf.
nyav [xxix.14].

éxheimw [xxiv.11, P, I Sa, Ps, Je,
Lal.

(b) Renderings Which are More Literal Elsewhere.

1» privativum in nx%mn [x11.19] becomes ouUv, making the
phrase which is more literal at I Ch xvi.32.

71

vId

x1anm pl. (Q)

nR 727

n°n

annn

7aan pl.

avaIn

Mépgig [xxx.13, Is, Jel, but at Ho
ix.6 for fgm.

APueg [xxvii.10, xxxvii.i.5, Jel,
but for oa% [Ch, Na].

eloodog [xxvii.3], but for singular

[G].

AoAéw with dative [xiv.4, P], but
for the familiar %x idiom [P, GJ].

ékteived [x111.9] with xeipa [er. P,
Gl.

&mokeviéw [xxi.16], but for =p31 [P,

I Sal.

¢d50wn with wrong subject and wrong
dative [ix.5], but more literal at
Ge x1v.20.

¢mbupipora [xxiv.16,21,25, I Ki, Lal,
but literal at Ho ix.16.

N épnpog [xiii.4, xxxvi.33,12, Is,
Jel], but for singular nouns [P, G].

kardoyeolg [xxxiii.24, xxxvi.2,3,5],
but for nrnx [P, G].
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nno> pl. : OMjpa [iv.9], but literal at Ex.ix.32.
2 oxn : Gmwbéw with accusative [v.6,20,
xvi.24, Je], but for transitives
[P, G].
751 Hi. : émdyw [xx1i.13], but for 21w Hi. with

the same object at Am 1.8, Za xiii.T7,
Is i.25; &aondpm [xxxii.15], but for
yap Hi. in similar contexts

[ITs xxiv.2, Ez xxix.1l2 ete. ].

5p1y : Yﬁwopal [viii.1l], but literal passim
in our text.

Tny @ émPaive [x.18], for aby [I Ki, Jel.

vy I 73% : ouykheiw [1v.3, Je], but for 9io

[P, G].

72p pl. : Taen [xxxii.23, Na, Is], but literal
[P, G.

17p Hi. : ovokotdlw intransitive [xxxii.8], but

for Qal, Hithp. [I Ki, Tw, Je].

X 2 witp O dylog Iopank [xxxix.7], but literal in
IT Ki, Is, Je

1°pa : eig 1OV Tolyov [x1ii.5], but literal at I
Sa xix.10.
In one or two cases the syntax has been affected by Formula-

ic Freedom:—

At x1i1.6 the main verb 11n becomes a wrong PAémovres,
the participle being literal at I Ch xxix.29.

At xxxvii.l1l9 the imperative 923 becomes the formulaic
Kol Epelg.

At ix.11 9727 2°wUn becomes the formulaic kal &WEKPWGTO.

(¢) Coinages and Unidiomatic Expressions Which are
More Literal Elsewhere.

"X : G¢’ 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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kotd [vii.27] which is familiar with
186 080UG .

év [xxxiii.1l9, xxxvi.31 bis,
xxxvii.27] making formulae.

Apadior [xxvii.8,11], but singular
for »7111x at Ge x.18.

BiPA (1) pl. [xxvii.9], but BifA(ia)
at I Ki v.32 (A) for n-°%aix.

Iwaxkip [1.2], but more appropriately
elsewhere [II Ki, Ch, Je, Da LXX,
I Es, IT Es].

®altiog [xi.1,13], slightly closer for
novbs at I Ch iii.21, iv.42.

¢ml ThAg YN¢ [xxxiv. 29], very frequent
for yaxn~by.

fikw Tvi [xxxii.11], but for Y x12 at
Ho vi.3, xiii.13.

év mpovopf [xxiv.28, xxxv.5], making
a formula.

peyoduvOioopar [xxxvii.i.23], but for
Qal Imperfect [Ps, Mi, Zal.

Aohéw perd with genitive [111.10],
but formulaic for nx 923 [P, GJ.

o6doi [i111.18, xi.21, xiv.22,23,
xvi.l3 xxii.31], making a formula.

ékmopveiw Gmd [xxxiii.5], but at
Ho iv.12 for nnnn nav.

¢Cwopévog €l with accusative
[xxiii1.15], but the active occurs
with this construction for %y o°w at
I Kixxi.27.

éEakovdopar [xx1.16], but for wvb Pu.
at Ps 1ii.2.

paraphrastic Umép S peidovrar
[xxiv.21], but the Greek construct-
ion occurs at Jn iv.10,11 for

by oin.
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per@ Oupod [x1ii.13, Jel, erf. P, Na,
Is for the phrase, but it is literal
at Dt xxxii.24 for nmn-ov.

(M) Mpnpopévn [xxxiii.24,27], but
the plural stands at Je
xxx111.10 for a Ni. feminine
plural, with moleic close by.

elc 8vedog [xxii.4] making a formula
cf. the treatment of noY%p just below.

év 1oig Mpépaig [xvi.56] making a
formula.

#kdiknoig [v.15], but P, G for Vop:
and Vuouw.

elc ouvtéhelav [xx.17] making a
formula.

ktdopar with reflexive [v.1 (2)],
but for % nip [Je, Ru].

Bavaroopor Bavdrtew [1ii.18, xxxiii.8,
147, but for Ho, with infinitive [P].

éxdikdw éxdiknov [xxv.12] making a
Pentateuchal formula.

1iOnpt 0gBalpois [xviii.12,15], but for
the noun with n°w [Ps xvii.1l1l] and
oo [Je x1.4].

10 &pyvUptov éml Toke Sidwpr [xviii.8],
but literal at Le xxv.37, Ps xv.5.

mapaPaive Srabnknv [xvi.59], but for
n>12 "3y [Jo, II Ki, HoJ.

mopaliw [xxv.9], but for 5w> [Is],
np9 [xxi.12, Je] and nnn [Je], all
with reference to limbs.

10 &v &pyfi [xxxvi.1ll], but more
literally [G].

ﬁnéotaom [xix.5, Ru i.12], for other
words in Ps passages, but at Ps
1xix.3 for the unique Tnyn.
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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
exception’ coinages and hebraizing elements® 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 1is the source of very

There is one curious example of an “unidiom” which can-
not be traced to source: 6&Oetéw el¢ [for a Yynm at xxxix.23]
occurs in I Ki, I Ch, Je, but is never literal. Cr. the
equally unidiomatic and unliteral napanﬁrﬂo ei¢ [xx.27]
which may be modelled on it. One might speculate that
false etymology from C%Tm is at work. Some of the
passages seem to make better sense if “wrong, misbehave
towards” 1s intended.

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 1i.6,
XXVIT.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, 1s very much in the general manner of
the text. There is one equivocal example of a name, where
argument depends on the vocalisation: 13y : ECsp [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.ll4].
Particularly bad examples of slavish literalism are as

follows:—

gyopévn [i11.13].

avtov¢ [v.1], which has no antecedent at all.

kUkA@ oUtfic [v.2], where the termination is wrong in
Greek.

&6 Pdoavog. . .éyéveto [vii.19], where the sense is ob-
scure, the verb disguising neatly the difficulty of identi-
fying a subject.

ér1 [viii.6,13,15].

plo [viii.8].
ob after o0d¢ [xiii.9], reversing the sense

adtd [xvi.18], which must make “you put them on (your-
self)”.

Kol petd of ol memopveUkootv [xvi.34].

kol Omicw 1OV EvBupipatov OV TaTépov adtdv foav ol dpbalpol
avtdv [xvi.24].
avtyv [xxi.32].

avti¢ [xxiv.5 bis] which has no referent; c¢f. xxiv.1ll
for the same case (ter).

mav TARBog é0vedv [xxxi.6]: two articles in Hebrew would

be required to give this sense.
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mavreg ol Trivovreg B6wp [xxxi.14].

kol obk v 6 éxInTdv etc. [xxxiv.6; cf. xxxiv.28, xxxix.26

for the same phenomenon].

ap®d Thv Yelpd pou [xxxvi.7] i.e. “I vote in favour”!

Not all cases of literalism are so intolerable.

(a) The Use
Originals.

hivARE

07> °12

YRpIno

i

7R 12y

o°°nn YA

912

(n)ynmna

2 9yaa Pi.

bviva

0177

by nat

9

of Idiosyncratic Greek for Commoner

Ehoor [xxvii.7], but Eleioa at Ge x.4.

viot Kebep [xxv.4,<10>, Je x1ix.28], but
paraphrased [Ju, Jb, Is].

IeCexinh [1.3, xxiv.24], but Elexn\ at I
Ch xxiv.6.

Yaddar [x.5], but paraphrased elsewhere
[P, G].

MBog xpnotés [xxvii.22, xxviii.13], but
MBog Tiprog [Sa, Ki, Ch, Dal.

YA Cwfg [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,26,32],
but yfA/ydpa Loviwv [Is, Je, Ps, Jb].

BdBpog with word play [xxvi.20 ete.],
but variously rendered in G.

APapo [xx.29 bis], but variously
rendered in G.

kalw €v [xxxix.9], but more idiomatic
[P, GI.

Tehyed [x.13], but normally tpdyog’.

Aopwp [xxi.2], but vérog [Ez x1 ff.,
Jb, Ec].

ékmopveiw émi with accusative [xvi.16],
but 6pyiopor [Ju xix.2].

Tpéxog has, however, just been used.
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BoBuyethog [111.5], but Pabipwvos at Is
xxx1ii.19.

ZnXéw S1d with accusative [xxxix.25],
but more idiomatic [P, GJ].

Oapoig [1.16], but ypuochbog [P].

(b) The Use of Literal Greek for Rare and Unique

Hebrew.

nonx

7a° AR

51113

112%n

REF)

ISE-1

°D15~H 173

wa v173

%1 Pu. ptec.
1pnn
11057 730 *?
nony

o%1y oy
0°19Y% TNy

nyTIy nyn

Yy nmip Hi.

10
“unidiom”,
Part I, pp.

11

12

different.

When the Greek is not original transcription,
it is not found elsewhere in the Greek Bible.

54-60, and Appendix B, Lists 8-10.

This appears at Jb x1ii.17°

Oola [xxiii.l ete.].

OoMPa [xxiii.4 ete.].

Bouli [1i.3].

XeMB(wv) [xxvii.18].

XoPap [1.1 ete.]."

Oappoul [viii.14].
psyakonﬁépuyog [xvii.3,7].
peyohéoapkog [xvi.26].
gmouvetog [xxvi.17].

Noupwvog [xxxiii.32].
BapiyAwooos.

¢ kaTw [1.11, viii.2].

Aaoc afwvog [xxvi.20].

fotnpt mpod mpoowdTou [xx1i.30].
&mo kaipod Ewg kawpod [iv.10,117.

gppuodw €mi [xx1.36].

coinage and
See

(A), for no Hebrew original.

This becomes Ppadiylwooog at Ex iv.10, but the sense is
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GvabdMe transitive [xvii.2d, but er. Si].
Aetorretpian [xxiv.7,8, xxxvi.l,14].
Nratookoréopar [xx1.26].
Popwd® [xxvii.16].
gkkevow payoipav [v.2 ete.].
gmtdpnvog [xxxix.12,14].%

yapokoBoMa [xvii.17], Pokeiv ydpa [xxi.27].

Which are Less Literal Elsewhere.

AePhaBo [vi.14], but for other Hebrew in Je.

Xavva [xxvii.23],

(B).

Yunvn [xxix.10, xxx.6], but for 7o
[xxx.16], and for xao at Is x1iii.3.

but for n%x at Jo xv.51

Yop [xxvi.2 ete., xxvii.2 ete.], but at Je
xx1.13 for Ax¥.

ol mpoonAutor ol mpoonAvreovreg [xiv.7]1," but
the wordplay is less literal at Is 1liv.15.

mapoikeoia [xx.38], but wrongly at Za ix.l12.
éKﬂopvsﬁw ¢v [xvi.17], but not literal at Je
iii.1.

mdmpa [xxxiv.19], but wrongly at II Ki

xix.26.%

okAnpokdpdior [111.7], but not literal
at Pr xvii.20, Si xvi.o9.

13

émtd pfivag, which stands for the Hebrew at I Sa vi.l,

would have been better at xxxix.1l2.

H P and Jo,

which have the Hebrew,

content themselves

with a mpog-prefix for both noun and verb.

The rendering might be derived in either place from the

formulaic rendering of the noun and verb by compounds in
-ToTéw, ~TIATNpA.
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It will be seen that Independent Literalism is not

® at the same time it has no

particularly widespread;"’
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

Grammatical cases are very few: at xiv.13 ff., xxxvi.33 1
is rendered where Greek would omit the conjunction, at
xvii.3, xxxiii.21l, 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.l2 bis, 13 bis, xviii.31l, xx.25,26,
xxx1i1.31] or Subjunctive, as if they were prohibitions
[xxiv.12, xxxvi.1l5, xxxvii.22,23, xxxix.1l0 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.

718 @ pokpav elvor [xii.22], cf. xvii.3, Jb,
Je.

nvab : év EAmIOL [xxviii.26 bis, xxix.16,
xxxiv.28, Ju, Ps, Pr, Tw, Je], cf.
é\mric for nvan [Ps, Pr, Je].

715 Hi. : xpivw [vii.1l4], er. the sense of II
12 adj. [P, G].

nbon : mrdoig [xxvi.1l5,18, xxvii.2T7,
xxxi.13,16, xxxii.1l6], cf. P, G V
for V.

wion : orpwpv [xxvii.7], ef. P, G for
general sense.

219pn ¢ fyyubev [vii.8], er. P, G vV for V.
amTp ¢ Gmévavt [viii.16], er. P, I Sa, Jn.

»31Ip7p ¢ Gmévavtt [x.19], katévavtt [xi.1], cf.
P, I Sa, Jn.

1172w : ouvipiP [xxi.11], ef. P, G V for V.

(b) False Etymology Leading to a Reasonable Result.

nen o prn @ @iNovewkor [111.7], erf. G vikog for
nyy.

9%y nspﬁxw [vi.12, Ps xxxii.T7], probably
connected with the commoner 9°x, 939%.

yp1 : Ggplomu [xx1ii.18,22,28], cf. Ez,
Je for (wp2).

(c) False Etymology Leading to a Weak Result.
IT Yax Hi. : mevBéw [xxxi.15], e¢f. P, G for I YHax.

v1171 : ovuyyevelg [xxii.6], Gnéppa [xxxi.7],
cf. P, G for var1.

Son @ PBéPnrog [xx1.30], erf. P, Sa for bn.

III %%n Pi. : mpodokw [xxviii.T7]l, tpavpatitw
[xxviii.16], cf. %in [I Ki
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xxxi.3], %%®mn [P, Sa, Ki, Ch].
poppaio [xxix.10], ef. P, G for aan.

ouvteNMéw [xx1iii.32], ouviéleia
[xx1i.33],
c¢f. P, G for n%> and cognates'’.

¢Eavolwbioeton [xxxv.15], c¢f. P, G
for n%> Pi.

kopn [xxxviii.13], erf. I Sa, Ca
for a similar V.®®

mapokéw [xx1.17], for 113 P, G.*

okfimrpov [xxx.18], e¢f. I Sa, Hb for
aon L0

&moAhotprodpar [xiv.7, Hol, ef.
xiv.5, Ps for I (a31) Ni.

Suopai [xxvii.9l, ef. P, G,
oUppeiktor [xxvii.27], ef. Ez, Je’'.

mepoyn [x1i.13, xvii.20], cf. Sa,
Ki, Ch for II nixn.?

ktopevog [viii.3], erf. P, G for
71p Qal.

¢mokomny [vii.22], cr. I nox [P,
G].»

¢mPhemopevov [xvii.5], erf. Ps, Mi
for I nox.

Well rendered &éyopor at II Ch vii.7.

The word similarly rendered at Ne vi.2 may be the
source, though it is not quite identical.

(73m) Pi. : xotoppdoow [Ps lxxxix.A45].

nvin : khodg [Je xxvii.2 ete.].

I n1snm receives precisely the same treatment [xxvii.9

ete.].

The same notion reappears at xix.9, Ii.e. ¢dekﬁ stands
for nix¥m. The confusion with 931¥» appears to be endemic

in the Greek Bible

119% @ TG Kekpuppéva [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
items?*, 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.

17> ¢ BMG&¢ [xxvii.13, Is 1xvi.19], cf.
‘EMnv [Tw, Is].?

o>n1> : Kpfiteg [xxv.16, Ze 1i.5].%°

2t “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.

» Iovav 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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Ty

v wan

PART|

anan

102
VAR ]
723 “be haughty”

anIan
IRRE
nivs

I (%an)
ban

n%n Ni.
(1om)
van
EREL)

(nv)

(vp>)

ax> Hi.
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Auvbot [xxvii.10],
AR R I

cf. Je x1vi.9, for

Kapxnﬁévun [xxvii.l2, xxxviii.l1l3], cf.
Is Kopyiidowv.

pohPog [xx1i.18,20, xxvii.l2, Nu
xxxi.22].

gmikektor [xxiii.7, Ex xv.4], T &KkAekT&
[xxi.16, P, Is, Jel.

Sppaka [xviii.2, Is, Je, Jb].
mitug [xxxi.8, Za xi.2].
byoopor [xxviii.2,5,17, II Ch].

BopuPor [vii.7]1, erf. Tapayi [I Sa v.9,
Is xxii.5].

Bpig [vii.l0, Pr, Je], crf. P, Ob
vTepnpavia .

topayf) [xxiii.46], cr. ékotaoig [II Ch
xxix.8].
gveyupdlw [xviii.6, P, Jb].

kuBepvitng [xxvii.8,27,28], wp@peug
[xxvii.29], ecf. mp@peug for %ama 21
[Jn i.6].

oBevéw [xxxiv.l4, Da LXX], c¢f. Ho for

Qal.

SpdE [x.2, Ec iv.6], yelp [x.7, PJ.
tektaivov [xxi.36], cf. Ps, Pr, Si for V.
oppalos [xxxviii.l2, Jul.

Glelpw [x111.10 ete., xxii.28], er.
¢Caleipw [Le xiv.42, I Ch xxix.4].

Gelomnpt [xx1i1.17,18, Jel.

Saotpépw [xiii.22], 6divng [for pte.
xxviii.24], er. P, Ps, Jb for the sense
of the V.

7 71% : AouS [Is 1xvi.19].

0>71Y ¢ Avbep [Ge x.13].

ignorance.

Both renderings may betray



7D1Ix¥N
(ppn) Ni.

a70n

nay Pi.
nna
(yn1) Hi./(71n7)

(12w)

nbo

Y1
nno
napd

I nao Hi.

(nino)
(nxy)

171°%

71% Qal
(o%p) Pi.

28

There seems to be
instead at xxiv.23.
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kidapig [xxi.31, PJ.
tokéopor [1v.17, xxxiii.3,? P, zal.

pérpov [1v.11,16, Le xix.35, I Ch
xxiii.29].

¢éyyos [1.4,13,27, II Ki, Tw].

kepatilew [xxxiv.21, I Ki, Ps, Da LXX,
TH] .

Sryotopnpa [xxiv.4 bis, P], pélog
[xxiv.6, P].

xwvelw/ywvevopor [xx1i.20,22, IT Ki,
II Ch].

otpotnyés [xxiii.6,12,23, Es, Ne, Jel.

oepibohg [xvi.13,19, x1lvi.ld, P, Ki,
chl.

gykpupiag [iv.12, P, Ho, I Kil.
pakog [iv.9, Ge, IT Sal.

ONiyic [xviii.18], karaduvooteia
[xxii.l2, Jel], cf. Am for n’piuy.

kUapov [iv.9, II Sa xvii.28].
Nyoupevog [xx1i1.6,12,23, Ma 1.8].
¢xdiknowg [ix.1, Ho, Mi, Je].

GvoBdMw [xvii.24], cr. &vBéw [JIb
xiv.9], €EavBéw [Ps x1ii.13].

kAdopa [x1i1.19], for n» P, Ju.
kémpog [iv.12], for nxix II Ki, Is.

onpelov [xxxix.15], cf. II Ki xxiii.1l7
OKOTIENOV .

4vOéw [vii.10], for Hi. Ps xc.6.

gpmaifopar [xx11.5], c¢f. katamoilw [IT
Ki 1i.23], évipupdw [Hb 1.10],

no sound reason for printing évtakéopal
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épnmypég for the unique cognate noun
[xxii.u].

29p Pi. : ouwdmiw [xxxvii.l17], ef. @&vakaiopar [Ho
vii.6], mpoohapPBdve [Ps 1xv.5].

vam @ vopn [xxv.5, Ze ii.15].

(n%51) : épmopia [xxviii.5,16,18], er. Vv for v
xxvii.3 ete., I Ki x.15.

I 7°mx : yéhov [xvi.ll, xxiii.d2, P].

nny : &vatohy [xvi.7, xvii.l0, Za, Jel, cf. T&
dvotéMovta [P, Ps].

19% ¢ opnrivy [xxvii.l7, P, Jel.

vailp : méATn [xxiii.2d], cf. I Sa
xvii.38 wepikepalaia.

an1p : mpoég with dative [xxxix.11], c¢rf. Ge
ii.14, iv.16, I Sa xiii.5.

nown : yuypds [xxvi.5,14], cf. P for now.
nibw : evBnvia [xvi.49, Ps, Da TH].
vow Ni. : Swakpivopar [xx.35,36, J1 iv.2].

nvsn : Vaxkiwvboc [xxvii.T7,24], cf. vVoakivbiva
[xxiii.6, P, Es].

(b) Independent Renderings.

X1 : Abomohig [xxx.14,16].
noa > s : BouPootog [xxx.17
anva : @molela [xxvi.ol, xxvii.36, xxviii.19].
1n1 @ kéykpog [iv.9].
T (ax%n) : id¢ [xxiv.6 bis,12 bis].
nay : otéhexos [xix.11].

31D @ kaola [xxvii.17].



PART II: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE

- 139 -

(8) CONTEXTUAL GUESSES.

Guesswork,

logy, but on the context,

with rarer items.

badly astray at times;

As we shall see,

not necessarily dependent on sound philo-

is a common method of dealing
it leads the translator

but here our concern is with fortun-

ate guesses leading to a reasonable result.

°> AR “surely if”:

TaX

I 9Ix

VAP

(qix) Ni.

(poox)

FARS
9 OWX

bma Ni.

(p°2a) Hithpo‘él
(n9p2)

x72 Pi.

pna

913 Ni.

29

our text.

pfy 6m €av [xv.5].

ol mept [xxxviii.6 bis, 9, xxxix.U], ol
perd [xxxviii.22].

mwop [v.2, Is x1iv.16, x1vii.14].

yahalo [xxxviii.22], resulting in an
“unidiom” found at Jo x.11, Si
x1iii.15.

katodyvopar [ix.4].

¢apayE [vi.3, xxxii.6, xxxiv.13,
xxxvi.l,6, Is viii.7].

ayke®v [x1ii.18].
(ol) pobol [xxvii.15].

Topalopar [vii.27], ef. xxi.l2, xxv.9
for the Greek.

epUppar [xvi.6,22].%
Cnréw  [xxxiv.12].
KOTOKeVTE® [xx11.47].
KoTao@alw [xvi.40].

Siapwvéw [xxxvii.1l], ef. Nu xxxi.49
for the Perfect form.

koupeug [v.1].

BoMitov [iv.12,15]; the sound may have
been influential here.

This is a case of unusual Greek for Hebrew unique to
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(oY)
D113

v

(n%7)

1

157 “flow” :

R
hRBE-Ri
I par
ITI 92an Qal “touch” :

IT an adj.
cf. the

S1n Qal

nbnbn

apn Pu. pte.
190 Qal

(%nn) Pu.

binn
(n919m)

(5n3) :
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épmropia [xxvii.24].
Bnoaupot [xxvii.2H4].
¢Eaipw [xvi.27].%°
topdoow [xxxii.2,13].%"

oval [1i1.10]; the sound must have
helped.

poMivopar [vii.17, xxi.l2].
Sieotpappévov [xvi.3U bis].
kMpota [xv.2, P, Nal.
paivew [xxxvi.25].
ouCevyvupor [1.117.

0EUc [v.1l, Is x1lix.2, Ps 1lvii.5];
correct notion for the cognate verb
at xxi.l4,15,21.

dmetfé [1ii.27 bis].?*

topoyy [xxx.4,9], cf. xxx.16 for
Sin.

Srayeypappévog [viii.10].
esppaWopcl [xxiv.11].

omapyavodpar [xvi.4], cf. omoapydvolg
for the Ho. here.®

péhoypa [xxx.21].

¢ pia [xvi.31, & yeyévvnoar [xxi.35].

otPilw [xxiii.4o].?*"

The form of words is difficult: v.11 is the other

place where it occurs.

KOTOTTOTé® at xxxii.

13 (2) seems to be for variety.

The sense “refuse to hear” is special to our text, and

the verb normally has a complement.

33

derived.
34

The active at Jb xxxviii.9 for an unique n%nn may be

The “unidiom” with 6¢BadpoUs reappears at II Ki ix.20

0°1°y 73192 bWwny, perhaps the origin.
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Yi1yon @ edmapupa [xxiii.12].%
715 : dvaBohiy [v.3].
(no>) : mpookepdAatov [xiii.18,20].

(xnn) Pi. : Kporéo [xxv.6], Ps xcviii.8 for the
Qal.

(»)wn : TpryamT-6v or -& [xvi.10,13].%
pinny : yhlukdlov [iii.3].

(n¥x1) : Plaopnpia [xxxv.12], crf. Is verb for
verb.

771 poBdpara [xvi.33].
I (171) : poBodpara [xvi.33].

II (7°03) : d&pywv [xxxii.30, Ps Ixxxiii.ll,
Jo xiii.21].

11%w : okSloy [xxviii.2u].
(nnoon) : émPolaov [x1ii.18,21].

(noya0) : xhadog [xxxi.5], ef. g°vyo [Is
xvii.6], mapagudg [xxxi.6,8].

poo : Kpotéw [xx1.17, Lal.
72y Hi. : &mworpomdopar [xvi.21].

(23y) : émrifepon [xx1ii.5 ete.], ef. Je iv.30
for the sense.

IT gy : Koapém, koopobpon [xvi.11,13, xxiii.4o],
ef. Is 1x1.10 KOTOKOOHE®.

1121y @ Gyopd [xxvii.l2 ete.].
I (avyn) : 10 SaPoiha [x1.5].

II awy Pi.o>Y1na>17 : Samopbeveiw [xxiii.3,8].°7

¥ See note 29 above.
See note 29 above.

31 Perhaps this rendering is less a guess than an attempt to
be more polite.
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Py

7IKRD

795 “spread”
vap Ni.

PwD

(nno) Pu.
sax

(aap)

(qvp)

(%%p) Pilp.
(n9p)
(71°237)

np1 Pi.

y¥9 Ni.

ypa
bR
AR

vIYn
X
XY

VRY/ VIV

38
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éxmélow [xxii.297.

kA&So¢ [xxxi.6,8].

éxtelvo [1.11]; wae [P, G] may have
been in mind in addition.
Sraywpifopar [xxxiv.12].

Sidyw [xvi.25].

mhavdopar [xiv.9], cf. &mardopor [Je
xx.10].3%

gxhektd [vii.20],
Greek phrase.

cf. Ha 1i.7 for the

Yopprdlw [xviii.2].

GrmokviCw [xvii.4,22], er. Dt
xx111.26 oulMéyw.

GvoPpaoow [xxi.26].
éxTéve [xxxvii.6].
K&Oepa [xvi.11].
katomavw [1.24].

O\dopar [xxix.7], ef. Ju, Sa, Ki, Is for

yopéw [vi.11], émyopéw [xxv.6].
mpoywpnpa [xxxii.6].%
BoMBitov [iv.15].

kTN [xxvii.6], cf. komA\dTne for viw
pte. [xxvii.8,26], vivmwan [xxvii.29].

kaBodnyéw [xxxix.2].
Vetoe [xxxviii.o].

Gripdlo [xxviii.24,26, xxxvi.5].

Pr xxv.15 e0odla is curious in the light of these renderings.

See note 29 above.
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I (11v) pte. : €pmopog [xxvii.25].
onw Hi. : dvootpépopar [111.15]."

(yyv) : OpdE [x111.19], erf. yelp at Is
x1l.12]."

(nyqw) : mAjfoc [xxvi.10], cf. Is 1x.6 Gyéhar.
(vpwn) : paraphrastic kaBeotnkds [xxxiv.18].

(»)wv : Plooog [xvi.l0, xxvii.7, P, Pr],
Buoowva [xvi.13, PJ.

(wwv) : ypogic [xxiii.14] with wordplay.

(ynv) : katagureiew [xvii.22,23], ¢urelim
[xix.10,13, Ps].

n>1an : opoiwpa [viii.3, x.8, P, Ps].

(m1n) Hi. : 8wt [ix.4] making a formula with
the object.

10 gtopdlo [xx.6].

1yn : kohedg [xxi.8,9,10, IT Sa, Jel;
Eupév [v.1, P, Ps, Is, Jel.

10 @ iotég [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.

4o This is only reasonable if “be upset, in a daze” be in-

tended. (Cf. pap. &v001p0¢ﬁ “confusion”.

" The rendering is wrong in the Isaiah context.
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(a) Renderings Where the Notion is Not Confined to Our

Text.
0331 advers.
177

(o%x) Ni.

(n73) Pi.
(13)

P

I ant

n1°n IT (7m)

(ow>)

PAR-177-]

nagn (pl.)

IRD

NIRLdN

kal [xvi.28, xx.15,23,

‘PéSior [xxvii.15],

Ps xcv.9].

cf. Ge x.U4 for o 31117

simple misreading is probably not the
origin, in the light of this parallel in P.

&mokwpoopar [111.26, xxiv.27], c¢rf. Ps

xxx1x.3,10 kw¢pdopar. "

mapopyilw [xx.27], ef. P, Is mapolivw.

oopa [xx11i.35, I Ki, Nel.

npo¢UXaKﬁ [xxvi.8], mpopaywvag [iv.2], cf.

mepiteryog [IT Ki xxv.1].

pélog [11.10], ef. Jb xxxvii.2 peherr).

Geoppn [v.7, Ch, Jel.

GoePéw, GoePeia [xvi.27,43,58], d@vopia

[xxiii.21,44,

P].

Sidyopar Sifynpa [xvii.1]l, erf. dujynoig for the

noun [Hb]."*

&eaviCopor [vi.6, xi1.19], ef. the common
rendering of onv [Tw, La, Je]."

0 GoBevédv [xx1.20], e¢f. I Ki, II Ch, Je

v for V."

vmootaolg [xxvi.11], c¢f. I Sa, Na for

the V.

10 Tpiywpa [xxiv.17], ai képar

[xx1v.23], ef. kopn [Le xix.27].

kavxnoiwg [xvi.12 ete., I Ch xix.13, Pr

xvi.31].

b2

LXX x.15.

The right notion is found at Is 1111.7,

Ps xxxii.19, Da

'3 1tpoPaMw TpdPAnpa [Ju xiv.12,13,16] is better.

m

épnpdopar [Ge x1vii.9] is better.

15 okdvbolov [Le xix.14, I Ki, Ps] is better.
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(779) : &mwéMupt [xxxii.l2, Je, Is].
(b) Renderings Reflecting a Notion Which 1is Sound
Elsewhere.

172 @ ékAéyw [xx.38], but correctly at I Ch
xvi.41.

avan @ kepahic [1ii.1,2,3 (er. 11.9), II Es, Ps],
but crf. kepah for vi%x [P, I Ch].

apr1c @ &moAotng [xvii.4], possibly by deduction
from the sense of the participle “babe,
suckling” [P,G].

1p° ¢ mpoi [xxii.25], but correctly in Es, Ps, Da
LXX, Da TH.*

vIn paédw [xxix.18], but correctly for the Ni.
[Le xiii.4o0,41].

n11 Ni. pte. : wAavodpevos [xxxiv.4,16], but correctly at
Dt xxii.l.

2 (no1) : éppuodw eig [xxxvii.9], but correctly at Ge
ii.7.
(c) Idiosyncratic Renderings.

11%x% : paraphrastic é\dmvog [xxvii.6], but Spig
[Am ii.9, Za xi.2]."

71a : oval [vii.26 bis], perhaps partly by reason
of the sound, but TaXanTwpﬂJ [Is x1vii.11].

qwn Ni. : pnkive [x11.25,28], but ypoviCw [Is
xiii.22].%
721y : éNdTn [xxxi.8], but mAdTavog [Ge
xxx.37].

e évripov [Jb xxviii.10] is sound.

4 Is it possible that this curious rendering by a word
unique in the Greek Bible is influenced by ioTd¢ éAdTivog
in 0d. ii.424°?

The “unidiom” with pnkﬁvw reappears at Is x1iv.14 for
b1y Pi., for which it appears unsuitable.

48
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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 i1ts 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, 1t can be shown to have
had difficulty elsewhere, the argument from Septuagintal
silence should be used with caution. The main cases are as

follows:—

215 dm. [xxx.5]; 17y, a proper name which stands alone
only here [xxvii.23]; o ixn &m. [xxiv.12] with its verb;*
aWx “bear punishment” [vi.6], a somewhat harsh combination
with the subject, and poorly rendered elsewhere; (m9aan) d.

[xvii.21]; np17a dm. [v.15]1;°° nabnn [1.24], wretchedly

1o There may be a mechanical cause, however.

o0 Ps x1iv.17, and passages in Ze, Is, might have offered
a hint.
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rendered at Je xi.16; IT ant1 Hi. [xxxiii.7] with its
phrase, a form with which the translation is never quite at
home; 9n1 [viii.2], correctly rendered Xupnpéﬂm at Da TH
xii.3; 9n d&m. [xxx1i1ii.30] with its whole phrase; 23in d&m.
[xviii.7], a%>pin [ii.4] as part of a larger omission;

I %%n Pi. pte. é@m. [xxviii.o9]; oin~%x d&m. [vi.10]; wan III
wan [xxxi.3];° »31°> nyoxan [vii.1l6], a unique phrase;
(np11>) [xvii.22];% an> Hi. [vi.8, xxxix.28], an un-
paralleled intransitive construction; 73> Pol. pass.
[xxviii.13], a near-unique form;°® (%31%on) dmw. [xxvii.24];
1> Pi. [xxii.21, xxxix.28] with its phrase;°' oy> Hi.
[viii.17] without an object; 727p-ov>, [xx.28], an unique
phrase, with the rest of the clause; ay% [xxiii.32] which
is never well rendered elsewhere; nvin [xxxiv.27], never
rightly rendered except at Je xxvii.2 etc.; >ywn Q.
[xvi.4]; n33 Hi. “banish” in a difficult form [iv.13]; nnn
nyy Hi. A [v.13], an Ezekiel idiom never well rendered
[xvi.l2, xxi.22, xxiv.13]; on3i Hithp. [v.13], poorly
rendered at Ge xxvii.l42; niay adj. [vi.13], uniquely with
A%x;°° II 9ny Hi. &m. [xxxv.13] with its whole phrase; (anvy)
Gm. [viii.11];°® IIT nap [xiii.20], a near-unique form; n1p

[xxvii.19]; np a@m. [xvii.5]; vp dm.

ot Spupds [II Ch xxvii.4] is good, but the rendering is
wrong at Is xvii.9.

o2 There are sound renderings at Jb viii.l6, xiv.7, xv.30,
Ho xiv.T7, Ps 1lxxx.12.

o3 kareuBivopar [Ps xxxvii.23] is reasonable.

ot g¢mouvayw [Ps cxlvii.2] is reasonable.

> The adjective is well rendered by SaoUg [Le xxiii.4o,
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. 202-37.
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[xvi.47]; napy adj. [xxiv.11]; nx>x [viii.3]; III Y%y Hi.
. [xxxi.3]; nv°o5% [vii.7,10] with its verb; 27w Po‘él
“entice” [xxxviii.4], poorly rendered at Is x1vii.l0; nxuv
[xxv.6] with its phrase, a word which caused difficulty

[xxv.15, xxxvi.5]; nav “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) TUnsuccessful Guesses.
nx EGYE EGYE [vi.11].

oRY...o0X : misunderstood as a future condition
[ii. 5,7,11], the Hebrew construction
being uncommon.

*> gx “furthermore” : éav 68 kai [xiv.21].

nx1 “as regards” : mopd with accusative [xvi.22] as
though “in addition to”.
nx1771y : fw¢ kal Tadta [xx11i.38]; €wg tolTOU
[xx.27].



0°Tn3
7177
0°1n

2°ax Yn

anax

72X
LER

o%1y na°x

VAR

nYnx

ox
(nvom) dm.

(p>ox)

pwR “sin”
wonm 333
0°723

772

57

59

60

62
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pUNokeg [xxvii.1l].
dtwkopevor [xxv.13].
pupa [xxvii.17].°"

petéwpog kai meptiM@ov [1i1.15], prob-
ably with a%n and 220 in mind.®

elg opdyia [xx1.20], ef. xxi.33 for
navy, oeayn for nav [xxi.20].

éxtoolg [xvii.3].”
maparalig [xvii.21].

£€w¢ aldvog [xxv.15]; the Hebrew syntax
is hard.

metpoPorog [x1ii.11,13].

SatiOnpr with predicate [xvi.30]% for
an unique form.

&pyaiog [xxi.26] for an unique idiom.
&pOpds [xx.37].

mediov [xxi.12], c¢f. the common render-
ing of nvpa.

pvnoikakém [xxv.12].%

KTNVQV €kAekTOV [xxvii.20].

modipng [ix.2,3,11], otod) [x.2,6,7].%
Bouhp [xxvii.9, cf. xxvii.2T7].

Ju x1.33 might have hinted at a proper name. The un-
Greek pﬁpa is literal at Ca iv.10,14, Am vi.6.

Jo viii.28 ydpa might have helped with %n.

Ps 1v.7, Is x1.31 hold the clue; a —nTﬁNyog word had

just been used up,

on the other hand.

Apparently a conscious echo of Ho xi.18 (for 7i1nx

1K) .

The near-unique phrase with the cognate noun is well
rendered at Le v.19.

With the addition of wvdyiav at x.6,7, the latter

makes a P formula.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

- 150 -

1na : SedikaiwTan [xxi.18].

anan : ékoeoopkiopéva [xxiv.4], apparently as
if the text were 3awan.

(a%a) : év Toutorg [xxiii.43].¢
nina : etdwla [xvi.16].

D> wRna : olkoug &Aowddeic [xxvi.6], the adject-
ive probably being intended to
connote idolatry.

yya Pi. “defraud” : ouvieMw [xxii.12] with cognate, cf.
xxii.13.%

vpanb : ékpnypa [xxx.16], ef. P, G, Vv for V.

vxa T Pi. : ém’ &pyi¢ [xxi.24(2)], ecr. P, G, for
wx92.

7v92 ioxupég [xxxiv.20], in spite of a
correct Ppodpa [II Sa].

w113 : kédpog [xxvii.5], probably “coffin”
is meant, cf. @kodopbn; the word is
never well rendered, nsﬁmyog [T Ki]
being the nearest rendering.

D »13 : ékhektoUg [xxvii.24], cf. 173 [I Ch].

913 173 Qal : dvaotpépopar 6pBds [xx1i.30]1; ouvdyw
moipvia [x111.5], ef. 11y [P, GI, 937
[Je xvii.11].°%

(n>3)/(n1x) Hi. : kepatilw [xxxii.2], c¢f. P, G for ai1
in spite of Jb x1.23 TPookpouw.

avy Hi. : émeaivw with wrong cases [xxxix.28],
cf. the rendering of the Qal at Ge
xxx.v.7 and the construction there.

o3 Jo ix.5,44,45 might have been helpful.

This wrong notion of the verb reappears at Pr 1.19, Je
vi.1l3.

Jo xvii.15,18 have ékkabBoipw.

Hints of the right meaning of the two words are found
[P, Ho, Am, La, Jb].



FARS

bya

vi3 Qal
vaan inf.
waan pl.

TART

TnTYx pat Hi. :
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Siavénpa [x1iv.3,4, ef. 4 a.r.], é&vBipnpa
[xiv.5 ete.]; peywotavag [xxx.13], cf. Jn
i1ii.7, Na 1ii.10 for %33, Z.e. ‘brass
hats’ in acontext with a military tone.

okohétng [xvi.5], the unidiomatic moral
tone being apparently derived from the use
of the adjective in P, G.

&nmeoﬁpql [v.11] with an object supplied.
Gpavicar [xxxvi.5].

p6Pw [xxvii.28].

¢vbelo [1v.16, x11.19]1; OMywg [x1i.18].
ouvbéw [1i1.26].

kKoTtaAUwv [xvi.8, xxiii.l17, ef. 21].

vmokalw [xxiv.5] for the unique sense
“pile up”.

Sohdg [xxiv.9].
Behdotaoerg [xvii.17, xxi.27].

év péo@ [1.13] because of the harsh
construction.

mooov Tiva [xxvii.32] with half the word
omitted.

¢dpay§ [xxxviii.20], ef. Is x.29 for
7a9vn.

10 eloaydpeva [xxvii.15].

petd OSivwv [vii.7], probably with some
thought of Vaan.

pete BopuPou [vii.11].

GrmokTeived [vii.1l6] for an unique parti-
cipial form.

@mo Poppd [xxiii.2u].
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II a1 Hi. : mpoomayyéMe [xxx1iii.9]; ¢uldooopar
[xxx111.8]; onpoivew [xxx1ii.3].
ana1 : aidolov [xxiii.29 bis].
(71n) pl. : xordv [viii.l2] in spite of good

renderings at II Sa xiii.10, I Ki
xx.30, J1 ii.16.

11n &m  : €Giomm [xx1.19] with the wrong case.

pvm 10 oG YApiv [x1i.24] for an unusual
figurative sense. Cf. p. 96.

onn Qal : npookabpat[xxiv.ll], an unique form
rendered by an unformulaic word.

oon : imagination is given free rein
xxxix.11].

jon : év Suvooteiq [xx1i.25] making a formula
out of a hard adverbial use.

apn Pu. pte. : €lwypagnpévos [xxiii.ld].

0°y31% 10 @ goPéopar ThHY GmdAeiav [xxvi.167,
Tpocdéyopar TV TI®OV [xxxii.10].

n11n (wab) : €kotaolg with cognate verb [xxvi.16].
79n Ni. : a very weak translation [xv.4,5, cf.
the omission with the subject at
xxiv.10].

01%120 >ni170 : nidpar Parrral [xxiii.15].¢
anv Pu. : Ppéyopor [xxii.2#], crf. P, G for vavnm.
X1%v adj. : pamtég [xvi.16].°°
annx v piv @ 10 TpoavaréMovia [xvii.o9].

773> @ #kloic [xxiii.33], the word being not
frequent and the parallel strange.

(%n>) Pi. : dpyopar [x1ii.6], ecrf. %%n Hi.

o1 The participle might have been guessed from Ex xxvi.l1l3

OUYKOATIT.

o8 This puzzling rendering could be eliminated if we read v

for 1, arriving at the sound rendering of Ge xxx.35.
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7y° Ho.
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otevakt) [v.15] in a hard context.

¢Eeyelpopan [xx1.21], cf. V11y, but Je
xxiv.1 has «xelpar.

¢Eépyopor [xxxviii.8], éEdyw [xiv.22].
katalUopor [xxvi.17].%

&uoﬂﬁ@@ [xiii.22] with a following
omission.

ano Pi. ékyUyw [xxi.12], in spite of Le
x111.6,56 &paupds elvar.
I 59> mepiriOnu [xxvii. b, er. 3].
Y1%5m @ Bodpakag [xxxviii.d].
o%> Ni. gxkMvew [xvi.27] making a formula.
noon @ TepiPolona [xxvii.7] with some etymo-
logizing.
oy> Qal pepipvdw [xvi.42] with a probable
verbal echo of II Sa vii.1lO0.
(192) dm. a wild guess [xvii.7], but cf. Na
i.10, Je x1lvi.l4 for the Greek verb.
bw>y Ni. kakow [xxxiii.l2] with wrong subject,
for vwa Hi. at Is 1.9.

Hi Gtekvow [xxxvi.14], cf. the omission
at xxxvi.1l5. The Greek is a P word
found elsewhere, and normal for Y>v
Pi."™

bywon Bdoavog [111.20 ete.]l, kdhaowg [xiv.3
etec.] in spite of some sound render-
ings [cf. note 45].
3y ¢ koramdtnpo [xxxvi.4l.
np% Hithp. ¢Eaotpamre [1.4], in spite of Ex ix.24
proyilw .
69 This may be a mindless formula rather than a guess:

cf. kata\iw for the Qal [Nu xxv.1].

™ Tpomow [II Ch xxv.8 bis, cf. ok®lov xxviii.23] is

good.
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Aoyyar [xxvi.oJ.

0 TwA\®V [vii.13], ef. P, G for the
Qal, but P, Ne mpaoig.

KOTNAGTNG [xxvii.9,27], émPding
[xxvii.29], in spite of Jn i.5 vauTikoi.

ouykAdw [xxix.7].
mnTe [xxiii.3].

pitpa [xxvi.16] for a near-unique
plural; but II Sa xiii.18 has yiTdv.

10¢ €oprdg [xxiii.34] making a formulaic
pair of words; Is 11.17 renders the
form correctly.

Bupdw [xxi.14], &rorpog elvor
[xx1.16], omdopar [xx1.33].

kotpdopar [xxxii.20], ef. P, G for V
200,

great confusion [xxi.5] leading to
further errors.

mapatatig [xxiv.16], making an
“unidiom” which stands for various
military terms [P, Ju, Kil; P, I Ch
have TAnyT.

mopoakaléw with accusative [xxiv.237,
cf. P, G for Vaoni.

Svuyes [xvii.3,7].
perd omoudfig [vii.11].

mapopyioor [xvi.54] with a wrong
object.

¢mpPhénw [xx1.2,7].

katoafdMe [xxix.5]; there may be some
confusion with wva [Ho, Nal.

otakt [xxvii.16].
omwBfp [1.7].

Gmobixn [xxviii.13].
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hi74-]

pws Hi.

vni Ho.

7310 G,
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119n
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a fanciful rendering [xx.5,6] with
resultant errors.

&popiopog [xx.40], perhaps picked up
from xx.31.

mrrepyooopar [111.13, ef. the omission
at i.23].

katakAdopar [xix.12].

knpog [xviii.ol.

Mkpdo [xxvi.4].

vague paraphrase [xxii.18 bis, 19].
¢mouviotnu [11.6].

Gparpéopor [xxiv.2].

¢Eaipw pte. [1.4, x1i1.11,13], in spite
of (mvedpa) kararyibog [Ps].

&oBevéw [xvii.6].

cogoi [xxviii.3], in spite of Ps 11.8
0 KpUQLa.

kataokiog [xx.287.

SramropevecBar [xx.26]; €v Toig
&popiopoils [xx.31].

vepéhar [xxxi.3,10,14].

yeddog [xxxiii.31], ef. Ps, Jb, Is for
215x, 213; yoAripov [xxxiii.32].

a&ikio [xxi,32].

0¢Balds Cwfic [vii.13], ef. the normal
rendering of j1°v.

poBd¢ [xxvii.27,33].

napakakénmn with the noun misread

[xxiv.17,22], in spite of mepiPdMw [Le

x111.45] and ploto [II Sa xix.25].

KstUHﬁvog [xii.6,7,12], c¢f. Jb, La for
oby Hi.
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madevw [xxviii.3]; Toradton [xxxi.8],
but La 1v.1 &paupdopar for the Ho.

vOv [xxvii.34].
obv 1§ PdAe [xvii.7,10].
utter confusion [xxiii.21].

énapoig [xxiv.25], erf. vVxwi [Ps, Ez],
Vaxw [II Ki, Lal, naxon [Za xii.7].

otéheyog [xxx1.12,13]; dvadevdpdg
[xvii.6], ef. Ps 1xxx.1l0 for this
somewhat technical word.

gwhog [iv.14], missing the ceremonial
connotation caught at Le xix.7, Is
1xv.8.

XoAdaior with suffix omitted
[xx1i1.20] for an unique masculine
sense.

¢9dpm [xvi.52], as if Y%> were read,
in spite of Ps cvi.30.

BapBog [vii.18].

QWOOTpQVVUpal [xxvii.30], in spite of
katamaooopar [Mi, Jel. This hardly

supports a sense “sprinkle” for the
Hebrew.

Gmeppippévn [xxxviii.1l]l, erf. Ps
cxli.7 for a1 Ni.

S1o0TéMw [xxiv.14], ef. Ho xiii.5
for x9p Hi., the absolute use being
unique.

owpéwpa [xiii.5] with a wrong verb,
making a sentence reminiscent of Ge
i.15; the plural noun is not badly

rendered at Am ix.11l by T& TETTOKOTA.

dpulaktedg [vii.22].

éxdikéopar [xix.12].



oo Ni.
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Swaomeipw [xvii.21].
10 oifpov [ix.3,x.4].

gxhektv (YAv) [xxv.9], crf. vii.20,
and the Greek at Za vii.ll, Je
iii.19.

compounds of otpépw [x111.18 bis,
20 bis].

ovotpopr) [xii1i.21] as if from I 1% in
spite of Ps 1xvi.ll woyis.

epﬁvnpq [xxvii.32], a rare word for
the synonym which was thought to be
needed here after the mistranslation
of on 12,

¢hagpal etc. [1.7] in spite of Da x.6

¢EQoTpATITOV .
ouvayw [xvi.31].

tpoyiag [xxvii.19], in spite of Ca

iv.14 kdAapog.

oaméopor [xvii.oJ.

¢Eihaopog [vii.25], c¢f. P for o>ama.
@vaPaive [xxxvii.8], ef. oip.

0 iepd [xxvii.6].

mrepuE [xxix.4].

Baoavog [xii.18], a word used
elsewhere in our text.

mopvela. [xvi.25] in spite of T Sa
xxii.6 Pouvég; the translator con-
centrates on the idea of literal
harlotry in this passage, missing the
intertwined thread of idolatry.

&oBeviic [xxxiv.20], cf. Nu, Jb for
IER

dpparta [xxvii.20] with etymologizing.

teteryiopévy [xvii.4] after oM,
making a formula.
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Anoti¢ [xx1i.9], making a formula with
&vdpeg.

80Kpﬁm [xxvii.35], the unique Qal per-
fect being wrongly connected with
aynI.

65Uvn [x1i.18] for an unique psycho-
logical reference.

Bon [xxi.27].
ékarukmal [xxiv.10] for an unique form.

Copods [xxiv.10], ef. Ju vi.19,20 for
Pan.

Aynpa [xvii.3] for an unique reference
to plumage. May this oddity originate
with Ps 1xviii.27 ryepdves for aman
@mw., a rendering clearly guessed from
context?

(éw with wrong syntax [xxiv.5].
€Ceoe [xxiv.5].

¢k MiMgtou [xxvii.18]; Milesian
woollens were world-famous.

omevdoviec [xxx.9] as if n>¥1 were read.

émikekta [xvii.3,22]1; &pyn
[xxx1.3,10,14].

possibly &mévavti cou [xxvi.9].

komropor [vi.9, xx.43]; mpoooyBifopar
KoTd [xxxvi.31].

(elg) mopdivoty [xxi.15].

kputdg adj. [viii.12] in spite of
hints at Le xxvi.l, Nu xxxiii.52.
¢Elomp ékotdoer [xxvii.35, xxxii.10] in

spite of ¢pittw at Je ii.12 for the
verb.

MaAnpa yAdoon [xxxvi.3] as though 11wb
were in apposition to the subject; the
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phrase is unique.

puﬁopal [xxxvi.3] in spite of
katamatéw [Ps].

opodpoka [vi.9] for a very difficult
use.

Gvtididwpt [xxvii.15], a plausible com-
mercial term chosen for an unique
sense.

Tepiéyw [xvi.57].

éﬂxq¢ovmg [xxv.15] with confusion;
dnpéoavmg [xxxvi.5].

alypodwoia [xxxii.9] for what appears
to be an odd figurative use.
goptilw [xvi.33].

Umepkeipor with object [xvi.47], an
“unidiom” which stands for %y n%y at
Pr xxxi.29."™

N €Eopbeloa [xx1.3] as though W were
read as a relative; Ca viii.6 has
@ASyeg, but this noun had just been
used up.

@vekpovovro [xxiii.42] in spite of
correct renderings of the vV at xvi.l49
[Za, Ps].

tproods [xvi.30], ef. tprocds for wivw
[xxiii.23, T Ki].

owyvalw [xxx11.10], ef. the reason-
able use at xxvi.l6 ete. for the Qal.

Snhaiotée [v.15, xxxiii.28] in spite of
OAeBpog [vi.l4, cr. Is xv.6].

S1¢ mavtog [111.9], cf. P, G for =T°mn.
omatoAdw [xvi.u49].

pconnk for the nominative [xvi.T7],

" There is a pretty irony in this allusion.
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cf. P, G for Viu.
(Ynw) : moalveo [xvii.8,10].

710 : Td Tapiela [xxviii.16] for the rare
non-prepositional use; cf. the con-
fusion at xv.l4.

150 Ni. : karopf6w [xviii.29 ter], ef. I Ch, Ps,
Pr for 731> Ni.
51%n Gm. : kpepdow obTév [xvii.22], erf. P, G for
x%n, ndvn.
(amn) Hi. : Takéopql [xxiv.10] for an unique use.

avn 5x : pf karahdone [xxi.35].

II Ysn : mimIw future [xiii.10,11,14,15,
xx1i.28].

an : Onoaupds [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 1is 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:—

0172 @ &g’ s Npépag [xx.5, xxviii.13].

7in (1) ¢ dpo T® [xxiii.d6e].
onb : 1® Aaud [xxxiv.25].
oax : GvBpwrmor [xxvii.16].

77281 @ Kol ﬁyayé oe [xxviii.1l6], the passage
being construed of rescue.

077x @ ovekpdg [xxxii.18].
ninbx @ 1@ Opdoer [xix.T7].

*ox : €y® [vii.3] with resultant wrong
syntax.

79x : mMjfog [xxxi.T7].
D>73 @ ékAekTd [xix.14].

»32 : ¢Eoubéver [xxi.5].

vra : pdopara [xxxiii.31].
21%3 @ gv péc@ with a wrong suffix [xxi.25].

7737n @ év TAyel [xxix.5], a P phrase with
verbs of destroying.

797 & NMpépar [xxviii.l15].
7%n Hi. : yewdw [xxxvi.l2].

7%n Hithp. : ovotpépopar [1.13] wrongly attached to
the Adprmodes.

317 317 @ omdw pdyapav [xxvi.15].
rn ot paPdog [xxi.26].
axn : 08o¢ [ix.7].
(v1v) Hi. : wipminp [xxxii.4] with wrong syntax.
v o vipw [xix.7].

xx> Hi. : ouvdyw [xxxviii.4]; but er. II Sa
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x.16, where the context is similarly
military.

77> @ TV Yelpd oou [xx1.17], cf. the Greek at
La 1ii.15.

215 Pi. : &mogBéyyopor [x1ii.19], erf. Ps, Mi of
prophecy.

95 : TS Qwvhg [xxxv.12], where dictation is
strongly suggested as a secondary

factor.
na> Pu. : &éw [xvi.s].
noxbm constr. : évémAnoog [xxviii.13].7

XUn : &nyoupevog [xii.10].
Ty : kapog [xxii.4,30].7

v>y : mARBog [xxxix.4].
>1y ¢ Ghikia [xviii.17].

o°%7y @ aldvog [xxxii.27], tpavpari®dv
[xxx1i.29].

Jwyx : fpapreg [xxxv.6].

Tpn Ni. : érowpdfopor [xxxviii.8] with the wrong
person.

v19 : Olooyephs [xxii.30].

pr1x : @dikog [xx1.8,9] in a judgement
passage.

2wp ¢ Mg [xxii.25].
wxy @ mrépuE [1.22].
vav : ylyvopou [xix.2].
I 777 : eivar Theiovag [xxix.15].
n19 ¢ Bupos [xxxix.29].

119y : Onplov [xvii.23] with an extra xai to
make a formula.

IS Dictation must have caused the error at v.6.

IS If this be correct philology at xxii.4 is it not odd

that the sense which results is so weak?
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vap Ni. : wepiotéMo [xxix.5], apparently because of
the sense “bury”.

nTY @ fyoupevog [xxi.2].

Sy oow eb@paﬂopal ¢v [xxiii.41], an “unidiom”
literal at Dt xxvi.ll.

72w Ni. pte. : tetopévog [xxx.22], of a Ppayiwv.
299 Hi. : katowkilw [xxix.147.
(95w) Pi. : Tmipwpéopor [v.17, xiv.15].

oy : Ovopaotév [xxxix.11], ef. the Greek
phrase at Is 1vi.5.

v Hi. : ¢uldoow [xxxiv.16].
onw : Gmpdlopor [xxxvi.3].

won : Thaydlow [xiv.5].

(c) Misconceived Additions and Omissions.

Parallel with the mistranslations of Qﬁ 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:—

kol 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.l2. The slightly heavy
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éYéVHO at 1ii.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 2 [xviii.1l9,20, xxvii.27,
xxxii.29]. 1 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.1l4, xiii.13, xvi.33, xvii.4,23, xviii.1l7, xx.16,
xxxi.4, xxx11i.3,10,26,29, xxxviii.T7].

Other additions of this kind are ei kai at vii.10, opoia
oot [xvi.32], and ai Yuvaﬁ@g by misinterpretation of the verb
ending at xxx.17. Omissions are common, and include non°>p1>33
[1i.8], this subject having been disposed of, as the translator
supposes; nﬁg Técoapot [i.15] because FOUR wheels, not six-
teen, are the total in his view; 0>1>51 [ix.6] with further
mistranslation because of a wrong connection with the preced-
ing passage about idolatry; @>2115%, 231158 [x.7] on the as-
sumption that the w>x is still the subject; > [xii.4] by
literal-mindedness; 9 pv [xiii.22]; »n> 1% [xvi.15]; °%
[xvi.20] because the double entendre was not understood, cf.
oou below; °n1 nawy> [xviii.2l4] because the following clause
was seen as the apodosis; *7°°nx nawnl [xx.22] because the
whole passage 1s thought to deal with judgement, not mercy;
ninbwn [xxiii.40] as otiose in view of the next clause; T9»
[xxvii.14] to make a common formulaic pair; °% vy IUX
[xxix.20] because it was thought to be tautologous, being mis-
understood; &Y [xxx1i.27] because it seems more suitable for

fearsome ones to join the n»93123; n°n> 1°n [xxxiii.13] poss-
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ibly through an obsession with judgement upon the Bkaux;
79172 [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 orqmém is not
merely a natural verb in context, but makes a parallel with
the transitive éumpdﬁw; at xxviii.l2 the omission of xb%n
anon makes a neat pair; at xxx.4 the infinitive is mis-
translated with a tidy result; at xxxi.1ll an easy phrase
with w9y Pi. is dropped; at xxxii.3 small omissions occur;

and at xxxi1i1.30 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 (7nn)
becomes rﬂmvog at vi.4,6; nma becomes ékespa at xvi.24, where
MT has a parallel, and Bdom at xvi.31,39 after mopveiov;
717y becomes xakiot [xvi.37]; namin becomes the imitative
Gppor at xxvii.ll (2); 7°o becomes Xufvn at xxx.16; x1 is
Nﬁp¢m at xxx.15; ©an becomes &qunpov [xxxii.3] after
Siktua; b7 becomes mAjfoc at xxxii.6 after a{pa; 111 becomes
Tpupn at xxxiv.lh after pdvdpor; x°3 is 10 you [xxxix.11,15]

after the punning guess 10 Toluavdpelov.
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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:—

(pax) : mix [xxiv.1l7, xxvi.1l5], cf. ix.l4 etec.
Y193 : naYv Yy [passim, I Kil, cf. xx.U43 etc.

Tnn : Vama [xxiii.6,12,23, e¢f. J1 iv.5 for
Tnnnl, cf. xxiii.T7, xxiv.5.

qwn : qwn [xxx.18], cf. Am, Je.

9595 &m. : as if 9595, which is non-existent
[xxvii.1l6], in spite of Is 1liv.12
faoTic.

99m : 9v9m [1i.3 bis], c¢f. Dt xxxii.lé6,
probably the earliest occurrence of
the Greek verb.

vvl : vy [xxxi.l2], cef. Ho, Na; nvi
[xxxii.4], ef. P, G passim.

710 : Vaoo [xiii.9], ef. P, G.

9y @ vy [xvi.T7], ef. P, G passim.
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A% by ¢ Vaby [xiv.22,23, xxiv.14]; Y1y
[xxxvi.17], ef. P, II Ki, Ez.

n%y Pu. : nquy [xxxi.15], cf. La.
IIT (mad) : n91 [xiii.20 (2)], cf. vi.8.

»ax o°nni  : ax> Hithp. [xxvi.20], e¢f. Nu xxii.o22.™
(29%) Ni. @m. : g¥> [xx1.3], ef. P, G.
nav Hi. : avw Hi. [vii.24, xii.23, xvi.41,

xxiii.27, xxxiv.10, Ho ii.13], cf.
P, G passim.

nyion : n°1an [xxviii.1l2], ef. 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 1.9,14 (possibly through a
misread pra), 24,25,27, ii.2, vi.5, vii.5 axa...ax1, vii.l13
2w ... 7Y, viill4 maimn...05, vii.19 with misreading,
viii.7,18, x.9, xvi.6, xx.26, xx1.28, xxiv.9 [crf. 6 above],
13 with misreading, xxvi.17,18, xxx.13, xxxii.25 (a major

omission), xxxiii.25-27 (a major omission), xxxv.6,15,

™ The version is never happy with »ax. The translator

almost certainly read our text here.
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xxxvi.18, xxxvii.25,26, xxxviii.ld, xxxix.28. Shorter items
are omitted: -°n°y [1i1i.16], wwan [111.18], noan%y [v.14],
ann%1 axa [v.15], oo van [v.16], 3naviy [vi.6], 9i1x [vi.o],
> [vi.13], n9v°oxn axa [vii.7], nymvion [viii.3], 97°pa
[viii. 81,7 =amx>1 [x.2], obxxn[x.16], nvaax [x.21], 7 nx
[xi.15],n%3y [xii.3], on°y vy [xii.4], %> [xii.7], o °bain
[xiii.3], %p>1 [xiii.11], 7v1m [xiii.16], ninaob [xiii.20],
927 [xiv.9], o3 nmowy [xvi.38], wa>n [xvii.9], nyan
[xvii.17], nvxm [xviii.10], on°by [xviii.26], nmy [xix.13],
n>9an [xx.38], x93 [xxi.24], =7°3 [xxi1i.28], o xa10 &m.
[xxiii.42], ov-nx [xxiv.2], nov [xxiv.3], n°nni% [xxiv.6],
nx%n oraixn [xxiv.12], 73 [xxv.4], 127vm [xxv.9], 71%
[xxv.19], 73°x1 [xxvi.21], tmaax [xxvii.l6], 7171
[xxvii.19], nnpay [xxvii.24], o 237 [xxvii.33], a°%%nn 1°n
[xxviii.9], nma s nnbwr [xxviii.23], o°9¥nm %» [xxix.3],
annw [xxix.12], a%sw acnan [xxix.15], 119, 031> 23179
[xxx.3], *319%m [xxx.9], ana no°%pin [xxxii.22], 923vwn
[xxx11.28], 1...%> [xxxii.31], vwa [xxxiii.8], oIx~712 7Anx1
[xxxiii.12], - ny [xxxiii.31], onx nva> x1n [xxxiv.23], onx
[xxxiv.30], Boix [xxxiv.31], B83°x nya [xxxv.5], 31°777°nX
[xxxv.8], nminy [xxxvii.2], °nmy [xxxvii.12], 9nxb
[xxxvii.18], w»wp [xxxvii.23], %373 [xxxix.13], Bo°Ra1n

[xxxix.17], Bo°9ayn-nx [xxxix.1l4].

(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

S Not both occurrences can have been dropped, for the un-

literal &m avtod at 10 below would then have no referent.
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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:—
bx ot év péog [11.6].
xb-ox : &mi with accusative [xxxvi.7].
Twry @ e0Bic [xxiii.lo].
5> ¢ &i6m [vii.o9].

>ax 91 @ Sayubnoeton [xxx.16], a guess helped
by omy>, but springing from the wrong
£kprypa above.

1°¥7 @ kokiog oou [xxii.l2].

vpa : €mkparéw [xxix.7] after the wrong 6m,
and leading in turn to a wrong but
natural Xdp as subject.

0°13 : TS Cwng [xxxi.17] because of the
wrong GITOAOVIO.

72 10m 0vvave¢0povro [xx1i.6], the idea of
debauchery being deduced from a mis-
translation.

S1n @ mrrofopar [11.5,7], évbidwp [11i.11]
making the verbs complementary
because the construction was not
caught.

0172 : G’ Mpépag [xxxii.10].
131 21vn : eboppootéds [xxxiii.32].

o1 : &0Ea [xxvii.7] because the ship
metaphor had already been lost.
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72y : éBaipw [xx.39] making a biblical
commonplace.

n%yn : ovotepa [xxxi.4] because the wrong sub-
ject 1is assumed.

(ny1ma) &m. aipa [xxxii.5] because the tree refer-
had already been lost.

More serious errors are the following:—

At 1.7 a whole noun clause is squeezed out of %%» to
parallel the wrong Trepwrtoi above; at 1.18 kal eidov abtd
results from wrong division; at ii.3 the omission of yw»
has a similar cause; at ii.5 €l oU derives from the mis-
understanding in an optimistic sense of the whole verse; at
iii.6 the wrong construction results from the misunderstood
x%-oy; at v.16 two clauses are dropped because in kal €oovrai
the wrong subject is attributed to 17wx; at vi.6 the last
phrase is dropped because the phrase before is miscon-
strued; at vi.9 1wx is omitted, and there are other errors,
as a result of the dropping of the hard °naniny above; at
vi.1l0 rewriting results from the omission of the unique
nin~by xY at vi.l4 éx and other errors result from the wrong
abstract nouns above; at vii.l0 the wrong condition arises
from the omission; at vii.ll4 the omission of two clauses
results from the wrong imperatives; at vii.1l6 &moktev®d is at
least partly a result of the omission before it; at
viii.6,13 the adjective is made comparative as though 17v
were not temporal; at viii.ll the whole drift is wrong,
largely because the circumstantial clause was not caught;
at 1x.7 mistranslation and omission of the adverbial 9°y2a
result from éknopsuéww01 (ef. the omitted verb); at x.18

1non 1s dropped to make a natural idea; at xi1i.10-12 major
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confusion results from 0 d¢ny0mmvog; at x11.25,27 because
of the wrong pnkde the whole context is askew, prophecy
unfulfilled being turned into longwinded prophecy; at
xi1i.13 émdEw is added because of the initial wrong accus-
ative; at xiv.10 rewriting results from an initial literal
Katd; at xvi.23 7% 1% 1x is dropped through wrong division;
at xvi.29 10¢ &1abfkag and the omission result from Xaldaiwv;
at xvi.31 xY is dropped because of the wrong ovvdyouca; at
Xx.13 nopakoes kai is added because of error just before; at
xx.44 there are additions because of a misconstrued jyn%
*nv¥, and errors ensue; at xxiii.32 wrong sense and syntax
result from the dropping of a hard phrase; at xxiv.4 x%n is
dropped through mistranslation; at xxiv.13 mistranslation
results from éKXth above, for the translator sees the
punishment as a matter of remaining dirty for ever; at
xxiv.17 o °wn is omitted because of wrong division; at
xxiv.18 there is gross mistranslation partly because of the
vague T énneupﬁpara at 16 above; at xxvi.7 the addition of
¢ot1i, and the genitives, result from the wrong nominative;
at xxvi.9 &mévavii oou is added because of wrong division; at
xxvi.1l6 the added adverbial phrase derives from pﬁpag; at
xxvi.17 ﬁ Soboa and the wrong suffix result from an omiss-
ion; at xxvii.7 kal nsmﬁakdv oe 1s added because of the
phrase before; at xxvii.24 qn%>9ma is omitted because of
the previous accusatives; at xxvii.25 é€v abrok results from
wrong division; at xxviii.ll omissions result from the
mistake over nx; at xxviii.24 €ooviou 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 &ﬂxy@ﬁoaal

Udata arises from &kpnypa; at xxxi.4 fjyaye derives from the
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misunderstood nx; at xxxi.15 °no> is dropped because the
verb is not understood; at xxxi.l7 &mwlovio is added after
the wrong participle, for the translator is not expecting a
positive idea here; at xxx1.18 kotdPnbi 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 naniIx above
in 18 not being given due weight; at xxxii.25-26 the
misplaced éxel and other errors derive from wrong division;
at xxxiv.1l4 onx 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.l3
omissions result from a wrong accusative; at xxxviii.4 >wsn
and oY»> disappear because the nouns just before are mis-
translated; at xxxviii.1l8-19 errors result from wrong
division; at xxxix.l4 809ﬁ00vtd1 is added for a similar
reason; at xxxix.l15 a wrong emphasis on totality results

from &1 Taviog 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:—

BSehuypa [v.11], ouvrehobpor [v.13], ouvipiPricovion [vi.4],
kol éEapOioetar T Tepévn Opdv [vi.6], év mior toig PSehiypaotv
avt®dv [vi.9], &ml mdvra Pouvdv dynhdv kol vmokdtw Sévdpou

ouokiou [vi.13], t@v Pdeluypdtwv avtdv [vii.20], d&pywv
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évbioetar Geaviopdv [vii.27], pdraia BSeMiypara [viii.10],

péonv Ty Iepovoalnp [ix.41, &vB’ &v [xiii.1o], TTopVEla
[xvi.22], &v yfi G@vidpe [xviii.13], éEemdpvevoav [xxiii.3],
Gpaviopod [xxiii.33], o006 pf) élefjow [xxiv.14], ovdE pf
KhavoBng [xxiv.16], éxdikfoeg [xxv.17], katehibng

[xxvi.17]," éx mMBous mdong Suvdpecds cou [xxvii.18], mAiBoug
[xxvii.33], émoinoag [xxviii.l], kal glmov [xxix.3], T&
ékhektd [xxx1.16], €pnpov [xxxiii.28], év toig eiddhoig avTdV
[xxxvii.23], xthowv [xxxviii.13], xavoovotwv [xxxix.9].
Probably to be counted here is the very frequent Kdmog 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 o127 is dropped at i1i.4; there is shortening at
x1ii.2-3; a whole line is cut at xiii.7; further descriptions
of signs of mourning disappear at xxvii.31l; at xxxv.1ll ideas
of anger and vengeance are pruned to a phrase; and verbs of
multiplying are dropped at xxxvi.ll. 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 aw> 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:—

kal GvéaPé pe ol €ERpé pe [11.2], 6 dvopog [111.19], kaBdg 7
dpaotg kai [111.23], elmov [vii.2], kal éxoBopoiag [1x.9], kol obrot
[x.16], Vdmokdtw Thg §GENng Oeod Iopank [x.22], pf ouvavapioyeobe
[xx.18], kal év tolg &mmndelpaociv Vpdv [xx1.29], kai todg poyxBous oou
[xx1i1.29], ék 1OV €0vedv [xxvi.16], & mAf0og GpopTid®V Cou
[xxviii.17], kai 6 Bed¢ 1OV marépwv abtdv [xxviii.26], Tod TpwTOU
pnvos [xxxii.171,7" Paoihels [xxxii.31], 10016 €oTv 6 [xxxiii.20],
10 pdPard pou [xxxiv.5], kal év taig dkabopoiog abtev [xxxvi.17],
GvOpwmiveov [xxxvii.l], éAejoeton kai [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 mag.
(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 1is

m 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.1l1l, xvi.1l3, xx.38, xxii.18,20,
xxvii.21, xxviii.23], but longer items may also be exchanged
[e.g. vi.l1l2, ix.5, xix.8,9, xxi.20, xxviii.4]. The most
spectacular example of the impressionistic rendering of a 1list
is at xxviii.l3, 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.11-13.7® 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:—

Yox : ouvieMéw [viii.15]; we might suspect a
misreading as Vn%> were it not that
OUVIEAMéw is so common in famine con-
texts.

nina : Epnpa [xxxvi.z].

SX9W> c127nX ndvn1<ﬁkovlopcnk [xxxvii.21]; erf. ol
viol for yax at xxvii.l7, év Tolc vioig
for nmix~%y [xviii.2]. There is small
support for a theory of abbreviation
here.

(xv)13 (2 wx) : (taEila) 1ob Tapadeicou TS TPUPTS
[xxx1i.9].

. 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 01d 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 1t may have been as a solution to a practical problem.
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mepikepalande [xxxviii.4,5], cf.
xxvii.1l0 for the whole phrase
correctly.

oveidiopa €0veor [xxxvi.3], ef. xxii.l,
which may be the source of the aberrant
wording here, including eic.

év 1ol¢ Gvopiang [xxii.5] in a denunciatory
passage.

yAi lopanh [xxxviii.8].
oltog [xxvii.l1T7].

Cofjg [xxxvii.5].

motme [xxv..4].

&napﬁa with rewriting [xxv.4], the Greek
phrase being closely paralleled in P, Ju.

M &mrokadnpévn év @xabapoiag [xxii.10].
méAtan [xxxviii.5], ef. 730 above.
dyyos ootpdkivov [1v.9], a near-formula.
idov [vii.2].

GmoMupt [xxxix.37.

&bikia [xxii.7,29, Ps].

kipov [xx.6,15]1.7

méAtar [xxxviii.4], kovrol [xxxix.9].
moipviov [xxxiv.31].

Nowpog [vii.21].

Gvopéw [xvi.52].

GvOpaE [x.9].

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:—
110972735 @ @GAGYAwooog (o) otiBapos T yAwoon
[iii.6].
awn dm. : adikia kol dkabopoio [1x.97.
" 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!
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woaivx @ merpoPolog eig Todg Evdéopoug alTdV
[xiii.11], ef. the translation of n°a
at I Ki vi.10.

7°n1131 @ év 10lg Buyarpdotl cou. . .@koddpnoag
[xvi.30-31] after a guess at the unique
form novbw.

m3awn 1ony YT (Yea) o (Omd TV okikv) avtod dvatravoeror kol Té
KAjpata abtod drokoractadiostar [xvii.23].

1imn @ mARBog Thg ioyUog [xxx1.18].
nvay : év éAmid eipivng [xxxiv.27].

(20) RENDERINGS BASED ON SOUND.

912 : BdBpog [xxvii.20 ete.].

II vya : PdpPopog (elvar) [xxi.36].
xy3 @ mhoa N Yy [xxxii.s5].
Tinn @ Gppovia [xxiii.d2].

(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 1s laid on rather thick:—

At iv.5 by the addition of an archaic Tevrikovria kal €kartov,
a form literal at Ge viii.3, the translator connects the
judgement which Egzekiel is to act out with the flood. At
iv.14 Yévang somewhat overemphasizes the prophet’s ritual
purity. At xvi.28 euydﬁpag heightens the depravity by making
lust into perversion. At xxix.ll 60ev éAjpeOnoav overemphasizes
the idea of exile. At xxx.5 the translator softens the note
of judgement with the partitive t®v vidv and other small
changes. At xxxiv.2 pﬁ makes an indignant question. At
XXXV.5 éykaeﬁm and the rest make Edom an even worse villain.
At xxxvii.19 €ml v ¢uliv louda and the wrong louda below
overemphasizes the gains of Judah. At xxxvii.21l, xxxix.1lT7

239301 is expanded to make the idea of a circle of enemies.
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At xxxix.21 év Oplv 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 nyip is not obviously either softened or made
more pointed by the substitution of Aiyumrtog) and xxxv.7. In
both cases foreign nations are involved, and in both the
translator wanders off into formulae, but the rationale 1is
unclear. dnnkuan at xxi.3,9 is curious: does it represent
231 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 n3in° 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 %s-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, vskpég at xxxvii.9, and the

omission of 7nx at xxxvii.l6.
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CONCLUSIONS.

(1) The Question of Unity.

The evidence of the translation technique is at first
sight almost as ambiguous as that of the language.® 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-xx1v 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

81 82

versions [kepohic i1.9 etc.,® OMipa 1v.9,% meployn x11.13,%

" &vaotabfic xxvi.20,% éxhekTouc

elg Tobg évdéopoug x1ii.11,°
xxvii.24,® BiPha xxvii.9,® ‘Pobior xxvii.15,% mrpwokw
xxviii.7,% tpavparilow xxviii.16,” paddw xxix.18,°" okfmrpov

xxx.19%] or as literature [Bavdre Bavarwbiom 1ii.18,% kriom

8o See pp. 100-1. 81 See nYanm p. 145.

82 See b 'mo> p. 124. %  See n7i¥m p. 134.

8t See wraibx p. 177. 85 See »a3x¥ >nni p. 167.

8 See o°m713 p. 150. 87 See Y31 p. 125.

88 See 177 p. 144, 89 See III %%n Pi. pp. 133-4.
o0 As n. 89 supra. ot See nviIIm p. 145.

o2 See nivm p. 134. 93 See nin p. 126.
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ceaut® v.1,”" @eibopar toig 09Balpoils ix.5,% émPaive x.18,%°

98

Paltiog x1.1,%" elg 1OV Tolyov x11.5,%° ékdikdw €xdiknotv

xxv.12,% ’Apddior xxvii.8,11,"° plpa xxvii.l17''], though it

did not invariably use them'®?.

It shows independence of
Psalms,'®® Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Proverbs,°' the
Twelve and Nehemiah'°®. It influenced at least Isaiah, Jeremiah
and Joshua [AefraBa vi.14, ol mpoonhutor ol mpooniutevovreg

xiv. 7,7 6pdf x11i.19,'"" Xavva xxvii.23,'" Xufvn xxix.10'°] and

probably the Psalms version in one place''!

% See Y npYy p. 126. %  See vinm p. 123.

96 See Tny p. 124. 97 See 1n°wvYn p. 125.
%% See vv°pa p. 124, %  See opi Ni. p. 126.
00 See 711X p. 125. 101 See n>im p. 149.

Relationship with most of these texts persists through
our version, and is both philological [see 735> Ni. p. 119,
77v%n p. 134, 992 p. 145, %%n p. 133, x5 p. 144, n33 Ni.
p. 145, (9pa) Pi. p. 118, 9°p>5 p. 134, n%x Hi. p. 150] and
literary [ny3 Hi. B p. 176 a2 7an p. 125, aoan p. 154,

2 (np1) 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.

3 Some of the Psalms must have existed in Greek, for the

translator of Fzekiel A knew Ruth, and Ruth shows the
UmooTaoIg meaning which appears to go back to Ps 1xix.3.
cf. nypn p. 127.

For the complicated relationship of our text with Pro-
verbs see I (mnp) p. 142, 1» nnv Hi. declar. p. 159 and
Appendix C.

See nmavo p. 155, (@%x) Ni. p. 144, msw > pny p. 130, Y13p
p. 156, niay p. 147, 738% p. 134, mym p. 145, v7nm p. 152,
qwn Ni. p. 145, 133 p. 150, yi» pl. p. 156, I n31%nm p. 157,
7198 p. 145, n%nm p. 154, 7575 p. 166, whp Hlthp p. 156,

o no p. 155, II (omy) p. 156, nvim p. 134

See nn%aT p. 131.

104

105

106

107

See 931 ete., p. 131.
See (Yyw) p. 143.

108

109

See 71> p. 131.
See 130 p. 131.

€rolpdlw mpéowtov [1v.3,7] is unidiomatic and not literal at
Ps xxi.l2.



PART III: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE

- 181 -

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

[émPAemopevov xvii.5,""?

fynpa xvii.3'?] and has a verbal echo
of it [tOnp 6¢Badpois xviii.12,15'"]. mapowkeoia at xx.38'"°
seems to have been taken up in the Twelve [Za ix.12].

A third section, or FEzekiel C, consisted of xxi-xxiv
with the omitted xvi. Again knowledge is shown of the Psalms
version [éEakovdopar xxi.16'], but phrases are also picked up

from the Twelve [émdyw xxii.13,"7

geibopar UmEp xxiv.21,"® and
ékmopvei®w Gmo xx1ii.5," and further examples given in Appendix
C], which was used for philology [SiaotTéMw xxiv.14%°]. The

* the Jeremiah

Greek Isaiah appears to be still unknown,'?
version is plainly later [ékmopveiw €v xvi.17,'** éEeyeipopar
xxi.213].

Ezekiel D, as 1t may fairly be termed, consisted of
xxx.20 to xxxix. It shows a philological acquaintance with
the Psalms version [d&meppippévn xxxviii.11™'], the Twelve
[¢dagpilw xxx1.12'?°], Lamentations [ékAjopar xxx1i.15%%] and
Isaiah [¢dpayE xxxviii.20"’], and literary dependence upon

the versions of Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah and Jeremiah

See noydpy p. 134. 3 See nmpa p. 158.
See b 1°y XUl p. 126. 5 See 1vim p. 131.

See 71n Ho. p. 125. See 151 Hi. p. 124.

18 See Ymanm p. 126. 19 See nnmn ni1 p. 125.
20 See III vap p. 156. 21 See n¥m Qal p. 154.
22 See 2 n317 p. 131. 23 See 1y> Ho. p. 153.
2% See (m1ap) p. 156. 25 See wuvi p. 166.

26 See ([g%y) Pu. p. 167. 27 See ma1Im p. 151.
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péhoypa xxx.21,"* fikew Tivi xxxii.11,'®

N fpnpopévn xxxiii.2u,°
peyoluvOioopar xxxviii.23"']. 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-

? There are of course other books which have been

vening.®?
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 i1f the four stages were sufficiently close
in time. Our text is a unity because certain earlier versions
were used throughout, but it 1s 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 %inn p. 140 and Appendix C.

129

See n»a with suffix p. 125.
39 See maan p. 126.
B See %13 Hithp. p. 125.

32 Unless we are to assume that certain books of the Greek

Bible had local currency only.
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OF EVIDENCE for (1) dependence on P and other books
than the whole text (2) dependence on later books and

(3) influence.

ii. 9 kepahig [<P,I Ch]
iii. 18 Bavdry Oavarwdiom [<P]
iv. 9 OMipa [<P] 3,7 £€ropdlw Tmpoéowtov [»Ps xxi]
v 1 kton oeaut® [<«Ru]
vi 14 AeProba [»Je]
ix. 5 ¢eidopar Toig 6¢pBohpoic [<P]
X 18 émPaivew [<«I Ki]
xi. 1 ®ahtiag [«I Ch]
xii. 5 eig 1Ov Tolyov [<I Sal
13 meproy [«Sa,Ki,Ch]
x11i.11 eig tobg €vdéopoug [«I Ki] 19 Spat [»Is]
xiv 7 ol mpoonhutor kth. [»Is]
xvi. 7 &vopBodpor [<«II Sa,I Ch] 17 ékmopvelw €v [»Je]
47 Umepkelpar [«Pr xxxi]
xvii.20 meproy [<Sa,Ki,Ch] 3 fynpa [«Ps 1xviii]
5 émPAemopevov [«Ps,Mi]

xviii. 12,15 tiOnp 0gBalpois [«Ps xvii]
xix 5 Vmootaois [<«(Ru) Ps 1xix]
XX 38 éxhéyw [<«I Ch] 6,15 kijpiov [«Ps xix]

38 mapoikeoia [»Tw]
xxi. 30 BéPnrog [<P,sal 16 éEokovdopar [«Ps 1ii]
xxii. 20 ouvayw [<«II Ki] 13 émdyw [<«Tw]
xx111.15 éCwopévog €mi [«I Ki] 5 ékmopveiw &méd [<«Tw]
xxiv. 16 mapdrafig [«P,Ki] 14 SaotEM® [«Tw]

17

Tpiwpa [<P] peibopor vmEp [«Tw]
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XXV. 12 éxdikdw €xdiknolv [«P]
xxvi. 20 é&vootaBfic [<P]
xxvii.8,11 Apddior [«P]

15 ‘PSSior [«P]

9 BiPha [«I Ki]

17 pipa [«Ca,Am]

24 éxhektoUc [<I Ch] 23 Xavva [*»Jo]
xxviii. 7 mrpwokw [«I Ki]

16 tpavpariCem [«I Ki]
xxix. 18 poddw [<«P] 10 Zufvn [»Is]
XXX . 19 oxkfmipov [<I Ki]
xxxi. 12 £8o¢ilw [«Tw]

15 éxA\Uopor [<La]

xxxii. 11 fkw Tivi [«Tw]
xxxiii. 24 M npnpopévn [«Je]

xxxiv.4,16
11
XxxXvii. 9

xxxviii.1l3

xxxix. 28

Aavapevog [«P]
gmokéntopor [«P]
gppuodw eig [«P]

kopn [«I Sa,Cal

é¢mipaive [«P]

11
23
20

&meppippévn [«Ps cx1i]
peyohuvbioopar [«Ps, Tw]
eapayf [«Is]
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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 1limit of a century or so
given by the linguistic evidence'®. 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 FEcclesiasticus. FEzekiel
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-xxx'. 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
corpus’® is unfortunately no proof of the writer’s cultured
Hellenization, for some acquaintance with it was inevitable
where Greek was the Iingua 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

33 ¢r. pp. 101-103.
134 See p. 138.

See p. 145 for the possible link between xxvii.6 and Od.
ii.hoy.

135
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tradition which they all share'*®. Ezekiel C might be Egyptian
in the light of é&mnhidtng [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.®” 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 FEzekiel A must be attributed much which is
shared with, say, the Twelve'3®. The version is a brave at-
tempt, but extremely unreliable in detail.

Ezekiel B 1s 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 [6ppaka xviii.2, ONMywgc xviii.18, &Siakpivopar xx.35,36,
oﬁkgﬂx xix.11],'® 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 [topayi xxiii.46, deiotnm xxiii.17,18,
otpatnyos xx1ii.6 ete.]™ 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

37 This is a quite sufficient explanation of the peculiar-
ities of chapters xxvii-xxviii, 7.e. Zop and the aspects
noted on pp. 120-1, 127-8. The language is tough, the trans-
lator was raw.

See pp. 135-8.
139 See pp. 135-8.
o See pp. 135-8.

138
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that it 1is 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 1s 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 llI

THE BEARING ON THE HEBREW TEXT

It will already be clear from numerous examples in Part
ITI 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 i1t 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.'

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.

i1.7 oikog, vii.1l0 10 mépag, viii.1l2 aUtdv, xi.13 oippot,
x1.22 aUt@v, x1ii.10 elpivn (2), x1ii.18 mdoav, xiv.22 18

kakd, xxi.32 toiautn, xxii.9 évool, xxii.l12 €vool, xxiii.l0

For the Greek text see especially Katz in Biblica 35
(1954) pp. 29-39.
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eig tdg Ouyatépag, xxvi.l0 oUtod bis, xxvii.l2 cod, xxviii.l5
gyeviOng, xxviii.18 ood, xxx.5 évaUT, xxXx.22 oUTOD, xxx11.26
both névmg and Tpauparku, xxx111.29 autdyv, xxxiv.10 pou,
xxxiv.21 UpQv, xxxvii.1l7 oeaut®d, xxxviii.l2 moM®v, xxxix.13
adToug.

(b) Omissions by Haplography.

At viii.5 there is an intolerably harsh anacolouthon, the
construction with idoU 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 a&rdg could easily have dropped out before
aﬂnﬁg. At xxiii.1l5 the explanation of the difficulty in the
Greek noted earlier? must be that BoaPuldvog stood after uidv

[er. vioi BaPuh@vog just below].

(c) Wrong Readings.

Inner-Greek contamination could well account for the
following:—

11.6 mwpoowmou, vii.2,6 fker 10 mépag misplaced, viii.l
mepTTTe, ix.3, x.2,4 1OV YepouPv plural, xvi.l46 Updv, xxiii.T
avUtiis, xxix.18 émi Tipov, xxxiii.16 évaltoig, xxxvi.31l oUT®V.

Other probable wrong readings are:—

iv.5,9 évevijkovia kol £katov: 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

tecoapdkovia Mpépag in 6 tally with the wrong number inserted

See p. 75.
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in 4 above [cf. tdg &Uo &bikiag (sic!)]. The atticizing form
suggests late scribal activity.?® Read Tmakookx Kal
éveviikovia with some mss. at 5.

xviii.4 bis, xxxv.10 €pai: read épol to conform with the
usage of our text.

xx. 4 el ékdikow avtoug €kdiknoer: read el ékdiknoelg
aytoUg, &kdiknoELg.

xx.21 ¢ altoug év TR épfipg: read évTh épflpg after the

SECOND £m’ altoug.

xx.28 1oi¢ Oeoic: read tag Buoiag.
xx1i.9 @vooia: read Gvopiav, ¢f. xxiii.21,44.
xxv.15 ¢Eavéomnoav: read £Eediknoav with some mss., for

the translator has the Niphal right at 12 above.

xxix.18 (ém Tupov) kai Tiig Souleiag: read (é&md Tupou)
S1d thg Souleiag .

xxx1i.16 Opnviioeig: read BOpnvioouotv.

xxx111.21 Swdekdrw: read Sekdry.

(2) PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY SHOW A DIFFERENT TEXT.!

There remain some outstanding cases where the possibility
of differences between the lVoriliage 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.

For this section and section (3) below c¢f. Driver in
Biblica 35 (1954) pp. 145 ff., 299 ff.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

- 192 -

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.®

xii.27: oix 13 Yie avBpodmou
>anx x> n>a oikog Iopank O mapoTikpaivwv
Aéyovreg Aéyouotv
The formulaic Xéyovmg 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 >3Imnn which has dropped out next to the
similar n°9nx? It is possible. At the same time the Greek
might be an echo of 1i.5 ete., x11.25 above, an inner-Greek
dittograph, or even an attempt at a double rendering of ao>1anx.
xxiv.14: 7°51975  xatd T8¢ 05oUc oou
90919951 Ji0s0  Kkal kard T& évBupipard cou kpvd ot

7180 C¥IX oX3 Aéyer KUplog.

Aia 10UTO KpIVd COF KATA IA
aipard gou koi kara 1a EvBuprip-
ard gou kpwv@d oce 1} dkdBoprog 1
ovopaotr) kol oA} 10U mapa-

miKpaivev.
Inner-Greek dittography coupled with a double translation of

773975 by katd 1 oipard cov 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.h,
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 ﬁ
dkdeapux 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: Y3158 XYymn IUR DR
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 Yo5x 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: anm
That the translator knew this root in the kind of sense re-
quired here is clear from nmpévat 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
¢voppfi and very similar in sense to the Hebrew phrase which

follows 1it.
viii.16: nwnn
That the translator did not have this number before him is no

more likely than that he wrote down eikoor as an approximation
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fully warranted by ég. Probably he did not grasp the use of 2

to introduce numerals.

x.12: oawa %51
So many words hereabouts end in o 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: 9wt 3D...70KY 0 31D AVIIXI
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.

x1.12: 9wx...on° vy
Causal 93vwx does not seem to have been well understood else-
where [vi.1ll, 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: 9wx Yy» >3 IA°nIR° 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 &vTn nsmoxﬁ

autod? Once a human siege rather than a divine snare were in
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mind the rest will have seemed incongruous.

xviii.32: 12 way 10om
A quite sufficient explanation here is the desire to edit away
an essentially repetitive passage which spoils the finality of

the incantatory Méyer kuptog

xx111.38,39: o1°a x31an
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: Yip
The translator of this section is wedded to formulae. It is
therefore very likely that even if he read 7% here he would
have dropped it to obtain a classical narrative clause with

KOl EYEVETO.

(c) Passages Where the Version May Show a Variant Text

of Similar Length.

i.8: 171 DI kol Xelp avBpwou
It is hard to know what was read here. Especially in the
light of oOpolwpa &vBpdmou 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: 7inx1 kai Oroopad oe
nainY asny  eig épnpov
WX 0’1332 niavav kol 1a¢ Buyarépas gou kUkAg ocou

REFAPEIRE RS A gvadTriov Tavtog S1odevovtog
If the translator read our text this i1s 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 eﬁoopai(m eic épnpov. The
translator misses the idea of the nation publicly disgraced
among the gentiles, and envisages simply a group of defence-

less females.

vii.ll: op omna kKai ouvipiye

yWI aunY  oTApLypa Gvépou

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 o9n,

rendered similarly in P, in his mind; and the end-product 1is

alliterative as well as plausible sense.

vii.23: WY pINIA KOl TOLIOOUCL PUPHGV
It would be wrong to argue for 3Jbyy 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 1t was only
natural to put a fourth, and to add a Kai.®

viii.2: wx"axInd nint  Opoiwpa dvdpdg

Whether or not w°x is right here, it is not clear that it was

g 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 WX was a defectively written UK.

viii.5: 7i9¥m m1a1 kol idou &md Poppd lem.
nagnn 1YWy Em TV UMV Iv Ipo¢ Avatoldc
It i1s 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 Hebrew’.

ix.9: p°n7 paxa xbsn1 Om émMjoBn 1§ yf Aadv modMédv
aun Axbm v0ynr kal ) mOMG émAnoBn &bikiag
kai dxaBapoiag

At vii.23 we find Aa@v for MT n>nm3 wvdpwn, probably by deduction
after &i6m from the guessed ¢uppév. In this passage om is
wrong, and probably an echo of vii.23, and Aa®v TToM®v may
easily be a case of Consequential Error,® the increase in sin
being viewed as a direct result of population pressure. cr.
xxx1i.6 for another possible case of confusion between o3 and

oy.

x.1: ¥yopInbx  EIAve TOD OTEPEDHATOS

0221757 WRIYY X ToD UTEp Kepahils TOV yepoufiv
In the light of passages such as 1.25 something like &mdvw
would almost certainly have been written here whether or not

by were read.

See pp. 160-163.
See pp. 168 a.r.-172.
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x.8: 0°2175% Xx1°1  Kkod eidov & xepouPiv
That nx3Ixy1 was read is possible, but not necessarily so. The
passage 1s an account of things seen and heard by the prophet
[ef. x.9 below] and an active verb would be an easy ad sensum

change here.

x.21: ©°3D AYAIR AVAIR  TEOOOPA TIPOOWTA TG Evi
TnxY
TnxY 0°p315 YaIxa Kal OKTI® TITEPUYES TG &vi

It is not necessarily special pleading to argue that OxTI®
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 [1.15]. What is written here gives a symmetrical
result, with two wings per face. The translator may also have

taken the dual o°p15> to mean “pairs of wings”.

xii.2: »ananca 102 &v péo TGOV AdIKLOV aUTQOVY
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 oikou 100 &Sikou

[er. doePrig at xx.38 for 71m.

xvii.22: wxIm 1°nop1> £k KOpUQPT|g
77 qopx kapdiag alTdV GITOKVIR
The substantival use of 79 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 31°n3ip1> had been simply dropped. 22%3"77 1s a phrase
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found at Dt xx.8, II Ch xiii.7, and rendered 6ehdg Tf kapdic.

Might this have been the basis for a desperate guess here?

xviii.10-11: 70911 Kol €&v yevvinon
D1 JoW y>1872  Uidv Aowpdv ékyfovia aipa

aYXn TARD DX APYY Kol TOLoUVIG QuApTAPGTO

awy &% abxvonx X1 Vi) 08¢ 10U marpds altol 1ol

M 1OV

Sikaiou ouk gmopeubn

&paprﬁpara looks very like a guess at a confused text, probab-
ly with nxvn 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.1l: 71°p X Anx1 kol ou A&Pe Bpfjvov
LRIWS CROWIKX ¢m 10v dpyovia Tob lopanh

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 FEzekiel A before him, he will have
been familiar with passages in xxv ff. where SINGLE rulers are

denounced [e.g. xxviii.l2].

xxvii.19: 11°7 Y1ixn  kai olvov...2E Aonh
Y192 oidnpog
That 71 is the right reading here has been convincingly

argued.’ At the same time it need not have been the trans-

lator’s text, for we have seen far more drastic cases of mis-

K By A.R. Millard ‘A Note on Ez. xxvii.l9’ JSS 7 (1962),
pp. 201-3.
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reading than this'®. He had olvo¢ in his context one line
earlier.

The order in € Aon\ oidnpog is most untypical'’ 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. &£E AonX probably slipped from

after olvovbecause it conveyed no clear idea to the scribe.

XXX.5: 71%7 vivy wis  [époar kai Kpfjres kol Aifueg
Allowing for the kind of small change in order of which we
have seen other examples' only two items merit discussion
here. Both wis [xxix.10, xxx.4,9] and 31 [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.1l0, and possibly an element of false contrast with

Aibiomia just above.

xxx1i.1: "1 Kal €yéveto

*nva Ay MY év 1§ Evdekdrg Eter

—_———

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 °nwy here.

o 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 1 was intended.

. cr. pp. 19 a.r.-21.
2 See p. 174 a.r. ff.
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ékel ol dpyovreg 100 Boppd

TdvTeg oTpatnyoi Acooup

where very free rewriting took
is quite as 1likely that the

as that he read a text dif-

ferent from ours.®

xxxiv.29 vom DAY cnnpal kAl GvaoTHow OUTOLS PUTOV

)

vy ELPTVE

BH3 and others cheerfully rewrite with o%w. There is indeed a
certain abruptness about the prepositional phrase' which
renders the suggestion attractive. However, not only does
elpfivig stand in a context where eipijvn has already been used
more than once to render nwa, 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 *® 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”.

3 Acooup here is probably the source by contamination of
the odd Aoooup at 19 above. It has been argued elsewhere
that E6wp originally stood there [p. 115].

.5, Ne vi.1l3, Is 1v.13, Je

stand late in the clause.
ow% in Temple-building con-

14

It has parallels at I Ch xxii
xxx111.9, Ze 1ii.20; it tends to
It is clearly distinct from nin-°
texts.

o To make interpretation of these few examples harder, the

sense of ov is not always positive. It may mean “byword”.
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5 s

xxxvii.17: Tnx povb e pdPdov piav 100 Sfjcar altdg

77732 ©°InXY 1°A1 kol Eocovrar gv T yepl oou

100 Sfjloar aUtdg 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, n°3nx%. He need not

have READ this order of items.

xxxviii.21l: 1°%y >nxap1 kol koAéow &1 aUTOV
270 caavsy  mav edfov
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. 373n becomes
@oBéopal at xxvi.1l6, a passage which this translator should

have known.

(3) PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY PRESERVE SOUND TRADITION.

In three cases, all in FEzekiel A, plausible renderings
are given for words of doubtful meaning:—
Ymon : [1.4,27, viii.2].
pina : uppds [vii.23].
oW @ gapérpa [xxvii.1l, Jel.
To suggest that %m»wn can hardly be amber (or electrum) because
amber does not give forth a sparkle in fire!® seems a little

prosaic. At the same time this rendering, together with the

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.'’

MT n>2a becomes vuioi at iii.1, iv.3, xii.24, xxxvii.lé6.
MT >312 becomes oﬁ«x at 11.3, xxxv.5.
Kﬁmog appears, with no equivalent in MT, after a ° at

xi.2, xxxvii.23, xxxviii.20.

717° has no equivalent at xxvi.ll4 after MT ->1x.

Yxaw> has no equivalent at xxxvi.8 after MT ->ny.
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.!® But other parts of
our version treat loosely certain common phrases,' and make

small additions and omissions.

o See especially Driver in Textus 1 (1960), pp. 112-131, 4
(1964), pp. T76-94.

8 ¢f. the comment on louba at xxvii.l9 on p. 178.

9 Cf. Yxaw> *31anx on p. 175.
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CONCLUSION.

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. TIts 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 01d Greek of chapters i-xxxix of the Book of FEzekiel 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 IT
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 i1s no precedent for the culmin-
ating stage of the work, the scrutiny of the residual apparent
Massoretic-01d 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



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I—-XXXIX

- 206 -

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
0old theories about unity. The “unidiom” which 1is 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, 1t 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. 1In 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 FEzekiel 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 FEcclesiasticus 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. 1In 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, FEzekiel 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 FEzekiel 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 (e¢. 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 1is 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, 1s 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
xxx1, 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 1s 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 0ld Greek books. Daniel
is a case in point. Meanwhile Hebraists may note that those
who rendered FEzekiel 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 0ld 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 1is ‘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, 1-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 1s 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 01d
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. FEzekiel 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 01d Greek version of chapters i-xxxix of the
Book of Ezekiel, with a view to a cautious assessment of its
value for 0ld 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, 1t 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 0l1d 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
ITI. 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 0l1d Greek have been pioneered. If some
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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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APPENDIXA. The Limited Inventories.

Prepositions.

Qv pécov
avti

GvwBev
AmévavTL
amé

Qmd TPOCWTOV
Su&

gyyos

elg

elg péoov
€l¢ TpOoWTOV
éK

¢k S&ELwv
€K péoov
£umpoobev
év

évavtiov
gvek-a, -gv
év péow
EVTILOV

€€ evWVOWV
EmGvw

émi

€Tl TIPOOWTIOV
g

KOT&

KAT& TPOoWwTOV
KATEVAVTL
Katomobev
KOKA®

HETH

omiow

Tapa

Tapes

mepi
TEPIKUKAW
Tpo

Tpdg

oLV

VTép
VTEPAVW
Vmepdvwbev
Vo
UTIOKATW
UTokdTwhev

APPENDICES
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List 2. Pronouns and pronominal adjectives.

avTog
¢autol
£y
£KaoTog
EKATEPOG
£xelvog
énautod
€106
£tepog

oVTtog
TO060G
oeavTol
ol

Tig

TG
Tololtog
VUETG
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APPENDIXB. The 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 0ld Greek version of one or
more of the remaining books.

E: occurs only in FEzekiel 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.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

- 220



APPENDICES

- 221 -

List 1. A 1list 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.

ABpaap m.s. [xxxiii.24] P, G.

Aop m.s. [xxxiii.24] P, G.

*ouAap pl. [viii.16] G IIT Ki, II Ch.

Appwv m. or n.s. [xxi.25,33, xxv.2,3,5,5,10,10] P, G.
AonA [xxvii,19] E; TH Za xiv.12.

Acpovd [xxv.9] P, G.

Accoup m. or n.s. [xvi.28, xxvii.23, =xxxi.3,

xxx11.22,29,30] P, G.
Boult m.s. [1.3] E.

*yau n.s. [xxxix.11,15] P, G.
Tedyed s. or n.pl. [x.13] E; AQ, SM Jo xii.23.
Topep m.s. [xxxviii.6] G Ho i.3 [f.s.].

(TwPeAwv  em.) [xxvii.4] E.
Twy m.s [xxxviii.2,14,17,18, xxxix.1,1,6,11,11,11,15]

P, G.

AavinA m.s. [xiv.14,20, xxviii.3] G I Ch, II Es, Da LXX,
Da TH, Bel, I Ma, IIT Ma, IV Ma.

Aapwp [xxi.2] E.

Aauld m.s. [xxxiv.23,24,25, xxxvii.24,25] G passim.

Aefraba [vi.14] G Je.

AeSav [xxvii.20, xxxviii.13] P, G.

*ECep m.s. [xi.1] G I Ch.

EAloo [xxvii.7] E.

E@paw xxxvii.16,19] P, G.
#*@appov! m.s. [viii.14] E; HEB, SYR ibidem.

Bapolg [i.16, xxvii.16] P, G.

Oeypapoe  m. or n.s. [xxvii.ld, xxxviii.6 em.] P, G.

QoBer [xxxii.26, xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.l1l] P, G.

lakwp m.s. [xx.5, xxviii.25, xxxvii.25, xxxix.25] P, G.

[eCexinA m.s. [1.3, xxiv.24] G Si, IV Ma.
lepovoaAnu f.s. [passim, some 25 times] P, G.

*Lv m. or n.s. [iv.11] P.

[opoamA m.s. [passim, some 140 times] P, G.
lwoakip m.s. [i.2] G IV Ki, Ch, Je, Da LXX, I Es, II Es.
o m.s. [xiv.14,20] G Jb.

lwone m.s. [xxxvii.1l6,19] P, G.

Kebep [xxv.4,10] G Je.

Knéap [xxvii.21] P, G.

Kove [xxiii.23] E; SM, TH ibidem.

*Maywy m. or n.s. [xxxviii.2] P, G.

Moooy [xxxii.26, xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.l1l] P, G.
Mwaf m.s. [xxv.8,9,10] P, G.

NaBouvyxodovocop m.s. [xxvi.7, xxix.18,19, xxx.10] G passim.
vayep [xx1.2,3] G Jo, Ob, Je.
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Nw§ m.s. [xiv.14,20] P, G.
PafBad [xx1.25] G II Ki, Je.
Paypa [xxvii.22] P, G.
Papw6 [xxvii.16] P, G.
Pwg [xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.1].
Zafa [xxvii.22, xxxviii.1l3] P, G.
Zaddat m.s. [x.5] E.
Tavip [xxvii.5] P, G.
*Tapav m.s. [viii.11] G Jo, IV Ki, II Ch, Je.
Inip [xxxv.2,3,7,15] P, G.
Yop f.s. [xxvi.2,3,4,7,15, xxvii.2,3,3,8,32] G Je.
Yove [xxiii.23] E.

Tagvag [xxx.18] G Je, Ju.
dakovd [xxiii.23] E; SM, TH ibidem.

Dapaw m.s. [xxvii.l7, =xxix.2,3, xxx.21,22,25, xxxi.2,18,
xxxii.2,31,32] P, G.
Xavaav [xvi.3, xvii.4] P, G.

Xappav m.s. [xxvii.23] E.

Xappav m.s. [xxvii.23] P, G.

XepouB, -wv 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.l4,16] P, G.

#(Xetiv em.) pl. [xxvii.6] P, G.

*XoBap m. or n.s. [1.1,3, iii.15,23, x.15,20,22] E; TH Ez
x.22.

Xopxop [xxvii.1l6] E.
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List 2. A 1ist of hellenized names and other words,
including some of semitic or other foreign
origin. A note of number and gender in our
text 1s added where these are deducible.
Terminations as they appear in our text are
indicated; nominative forms which do not
occur appear 1n brackets. The singular form
is quoted unless only the plural occurs in
our text. An asterisk 1ndicates that the
word is always determined.

aBap-a f.s. or n.pl. [xx.29,29].
Altyvmti-ot, -oug, -wv m.pl. [xxix.13,14, xxx.4,10].

Atyvmt-(og), -ov, -ouv f.s. [passim].
Aiblom-¢g, -wv m.pl. [xxix.10, xxxviii.5].
*A{OOT- (la), -wav, - f.s. [xxx.4,9].

’Apoppai-og adj. [xvi.3,45].

*’Apadi-ot, -wv m.pl. [xxvii.8,11].

’Acovpt-(ot), -oug, -wv m.pl. [xxiii.5,7,9,12,23].
BaBuAdv, -®dva, -®dvog s. [passim].

#*Bavai-(0g), -ov m.s. [xi.1,13].

*Bacavit-(1g) , -1do¢ f.s. [xxvii.6].

BoUBaot-(0g), -ou s. [xxx.17].

BUOBA- (), -wv pl. [xxvii.9].

BVoo-o¢ s. [xvi.l0, xxvii.T7].

Aapook-0¢ s. [xxvii.18].

Abomor- (1g) , -eu f.s. [xxx.14,16].

*EMag f.s. [xxvii.l8].

‘HAoUmoA-(1§) , -ewg f.s. [xxx.17].

Qaip-(ag), -av s. [xxi.1].

#[§ovpaia, -av, -o f.s. [xxv.12,13,14,14, xxxv.15, xxxvi.5].
'le¢ov-iag, -loav m.s. [viii.ll, xi.1].

*#*Tovdatl(a), -av f.s. [xxi.25].

lovd-ag, -av, -a m.s. [passim].

KaunA-(ot), -ovg, -wv m.pl. [xxv.5, xxvii.21l].
Kapyndévi-ot m.pl. [xxvii.l2,25, xxxviii.1l3].
koo- (la), -fag s. [xxvii.17].

Kpfit-g¢, -a¢ m.pl. [xxv.16, xxx.5].

KUTIApLo6-0G. -ov, -ot f.s. and pl. [xxvii.5, xxxi.3,8].
#AiBav-og, -ov, -ovu, -w m.s. [xxvii.5, xxxi.3,15,16].
Alfu-e¢ m.pl. [xxvii.l0, xxx.5, xxxviii.5].

AVS-oL m.pl. [xxvii.lO0, xxx.5].

MéySwA-(ov), -ov s. [xxix.10, xxx.6].

Mépe-(1g), -ewg f.s. [xxx.13,15].

MiAnt-(og), -ov s. [xxvii.18].

’00A-a, -av f.s. [xxiii.4,4,5,36,44].

‘OoAB-a, -av f.s. [xxiii.4,4,11,22,36,44].
Mabovp-(n), -ng f.s. [xxix.ld, xxx.14].

Mépo-ar m.pl. [xxvii.lO0, xxx.5, xxxviii.5].
‘P6S1-(o1), -wv m.pl. [xxvii.l5].

oaffat-a, -wv n.pl. [passim].

2a-(1g), -w f.s. [xxx.15].

Tapapet-a, -ag f.s. [xvi.46,51,53,55, xxiii.4,33].
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oamep-(og), -ov, -ov s. [i.26, ix.2, x.1, xxviii.1l3].
26-(wv), -®dva s. [xxvii.8, xxviii.21,22].

olkA- (o), -oug m.pl. [iv.10].

Todop-a, -wv n.pl. [xvi.s6,48,49,53,55,56].
Tuiv-n, -n¢ f.s. [xxix.10, xxx.6,16].

opt-(a), -ag f.s. [xvi.57].

Tav-(1g), w f.s. [xxx.14].

Top-(og), ov, -ov s. [xxviii.l2, xxix.18,18,20].
dadti-ag, -av m.s. [xi.1,13].

XaASai-(ot), -ovg, -wv m.pl. [passim].

Xévv-a f.s. or n.pl. [xxvii.23].

XeAB-(a), -wv pl. [xxvii.18].

Xettod- (og) adj. [xvi.3,45].
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the mid-third century B.C.

ayabog adj. P.
Qyamaw P.
ayyehia G.
dyyelog P.
&yyog P.
aylalw P.
dylog P.
dyxiotpov G.
AYKWOV G .
ayopa G.
Aaypog P.

ayw P.
adeden P.
ASeEAPOG P .
<§28ng P.
adikéw P.
adiknua P.
adwia P.
QETOG P
aBpotlw P.
aidolov E.
aipa P.
alpetilw P.
aipw P.
aioxOvn G.
aioyvvw P.
aiypoAwoio P.
aiypdAwtog adj. P.
alwv P.
aiwviogadj. P.*
akaBapoia P.
ak&Baptog adj. P.
dkovOa P.
akon P.
AKoAOVBOEW P.
akoVw P.
dkpog adj. P.
AKkpwTpLov P.
GAaAGlw P .
deipw P.
Allw (B) P.
aAlokopat P.

aAoyAwooog adj. G.

a\\dtplog adj. P.
aAO@UAoG adj. P.
dAoupn P.

GAG P.

aAowdng adj. G.

AADOTNE G .
duo adv. P.
AUapTvw P .
apdpua P.
apaptio P
AUapTwAdG adj. P.
apébuotog P.
Auvog P
apmeAog P.
AUTTEAQV P .
Guwpog adj. P.
avafaivw P.
avafBdatng P.
avafiBalw P.
avaPrénw P.
avafBodw P.
avafoAn G.
avaBpaoow G.
avayyéw P.
avayw P.
avadevdpdg G .
avapéw P .
avaxkaiw G.
avakpalw G .
avakpovw G .
avadappave P.
avodiokw P.
Aavédwoig P.
avaptyvout G.
Avappviokw P .
avamavw P.
avamtw G.
AavaoTtpéPw P .
avaocwiw P.
AVATEMW P.
AvaToAn P.
ava@épw P.
Aveléw E .
Gvepog P
avip P.
avBéw P.
GvBog P.
GvBpag P.

avBpomwvog adj. P.

&vBpwTog P.
aviomuL P.
avolyw P.
avopéw P.

APPENDICES

at least as early as
and surviving in the
at least as late as

avounua P.
Gvopia P.
Gvopog adj. P.
avopBow G .
avoolog adj. G.
avTSidwuL G.
avtlapBdvopot P.
dvudpog adj. P.
GvwBev adv. P.
amaipw P.
AmaAAOTPLOW G .
AmaAOTNG P
amaptia P.
amapyn P.

dmag adj. P.
amel®éw P.
amedadvw G.
amepeidopat G.
améyw P.
amnAoTng P.
AamoSiSwuL P.
amoBnKn P.
amoBvriokw P.
amokadnpot P .
amoxabiotnuL P.
amokaAVTTW P.
AmokevTéw P.
amokvilw P.
amokpivw P.
amokteivw P .
AmOAVUL P
amom 8w G .
amomAUvw G.
amoppintw P.
ATOOTENW P
AmooTpéPw P.
amootpoen P.
amotivw P.
amoépw P.
amo@Béyyopar G.
amo@Oeypa P.
dmropatl P.
dnwdiw G,
AmwAex P
AmWOPUE E.

apa P.

dpyvpog P.
apyvpovg adj. P.
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AplOpog P
aplotepog adj . P.
dppa P.
appovia E .
apmalw P.
aptog P.

dpxn P.
apxopat P
Gpxwv P.
acéBela P.
aoeBéw P.
doePigadj. P.
aoBeviw G .
acBeviic adj. P.
Gotparm P.
dotpov P.
AOXMUOVEW P .
aoynpoovvn P.
atpalw P.
atuplo G.
ATOW G .
Atuig P.

avAn P.
AQapéw P.
apavitw P.
APAVIoNOG P .
Gpedpog P.
agnyéopat P.
A@inuLP.
a@liomuL P.
agoppn G.

A@uAdktws adv. E.

axamg P.
Badi¢w P.
B&6og G.

BaBVg adj. P.
BédAAw P.
Bamtég adj. E.
BapBapog adj. G.
Baplvw P.
B&oavog G .
Baowela P.
Baowetg P.
Baoebw P.
Bdowg P.
BéPnAogadj. P.
BBAlov P.
BBpwokw P.
BAaotog P.
Bracenpia G.
BAémw P.

Bon P.

BonBéw P.
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Bonboégadj. P.
66pog G.
BoABitov G.
Bopéag P.
Bookw P.
BovAevw P.
BouAn P.
BovAopal P.
Bouvog P.
Bolg P.
Bpayiwv P.
Bpéxw P.
Bpdpa P.

Bvoowog adj. P.

BaAog G.
YaAa P.
yoAedypa E .
Yéveoig P.
yévnua P
Yevwaw P.
ylj P.

yiyag P.
yiyvopar P.
YyVookw P

yAumtog adj. P.

YAG®GoQ P
yvo@og P.
Yvwpilw P.

yvwotog adj. P.

ypagn P.
Ypa@Ls P.
Ypbow P.
yupvog adj. P.
yuvn P.
SakpOw G.
SaAOG P

Sel P.

Seikvopl P
8évSpov P.
Seflogadj. P.
Séppa P
Seopdg P

Séw (A) P.
Staypaew G.
Suayw G.
Swabnkn P.
Stoupew P
Stakpivw P.

Stapaptopopat P.

Stavonpa G.
Stdvola P
Stavoilyw P.

Suamapbevevw E .

Suameéw G.
Slametdvvoul G.
Stamopevopat P.
Swaprayn P.
Stapmdlw P .
StappnyvuuL P.
Swaomeipw P.
StaotéMw P.
Slnotpépw P.
Staowlw P.
Swatdoow G.
SwatibnuL P.
StpBelpw G.
Sta@Bopd G .
Slpwvéw P
Stoyéw P
Staxwpllw P.
SI8wUL P.
Sie€épyopan G.
Stépxopat P.
Suyygopad P.
StlotuL P.
Sikawog adj. P.
Sikatoovvn P.
Swcadw P
Swcaiwpa P.
Sikn P.
Stktvov G.
S108ebw P.
Sopoow G.
SimAaolalw E .
Slwbéw G.
Suokw P.
80Aog P.

Sopa P.

86 P.
So&alw P.
Soveia P.
SovAedw P.
SoUAog P.
Spaxwv P.
Spa& P.
Spupdg P.
SUvapal P.
Svvapg P.
Suvaoteia P.
Svvatogadj. P.
Svoun P.
S&pov P.
gyyilw P.
€yyUbev adv. G.
€yyvg adv. P.
éyelpw P.
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éykaBnpan P. NGt P émawvetog adj. B
£ykaBiCw G. é\atwvog adj. G. émalpw P.
éyKkataleinw P. Elattow P. émdvw adv. P.
éyrheiw G. élappodgadj. P. éndvwBev adv. P.
£ykpuoplag sc. aptog P. €\eyxog G. émapolg P.
£YKpOQW G . EXEYXW P. Ema@inu G.
£yxepidov P. EleEw P émékewva adv. P.
éyxéw P. #\eog P émépyopal P.
£8apilw G. éledvtvog adj. G. EMEPpWTAW P
£0éAw /B¢ w P. ENEQag G . émPBaivw P.
£Qvog P. EATIIG P EmPaTng G.

£180G P. £uBdAdw P. ¢mBAéTw P
eidwAov P. éumailw P. ETUYLYVOOK® P .
elkwv P. EpTipnmAnpuL P émifeoig G.

elul P. umipmpnuL P. EmBvUNpa P
elpnvn P. éumopevopat P. émBbuuntég adj. G
eloqyw P. éumopia G. émkadi{w P.
elookovw P . éumoplov P. émucaréw P.
elodexopa G . éumopog P. émkaAVTw P.
eloépxopat P. éumpocBev adv. P. émkpatéw P.
elco8og P. éumupog adj. G. EmAapupave P.
elomopevopat P. £upuodw P. émidektog adj. P.
EKSIKEW P évavtiogadj. P. EmA0w P.
k80w P. évBengadj. P. empelyvout G.
éxeladv. P. évbela P. émumopevopal P.
ékelbev adv. P. évBéw P. ETOKETTW P
EkNTéw P £vSISwuL P. émoTi) P."
EKOABw P. évélw P. émiotapal P.
éxkaiw P. évexupalw P. émotiun P.
£KKEVOW P . &vOUunpa G. émoTpépw P.
éxkAnoia P. £VIoTOog P émovvioTuL P.
EKKAvw P évioyVw P. émtdoow P.
EKkAéyw P. évtélopaL P émutSevpa P
€Kdelnw P. Evinkw G. EmTiOnuL P.
éxdextog adj. P. €VTOAN P. émpaivow P.
&Avoig G. évtpémopal P myaipw G.
EKk\Ow P. évidTiov P épaotig G.
EKTIETAVVUL P . €Edyw P. épyalopar P.
ExmiElw G. Eapéw P épyacia P.
éxmopevopat P. £aipw P. épyov P.

Expnyna E. eEadelow P. épnpia G.
EKoTIAW G . éEavadiokw P. épnuog adj. P.”°
#éxotaoig P. EavioTnu P épnuow P.
EKOTPEQW P. Eamtw P. éplov P.

#KTaolg G. eEeyelpw P. gprietdg adj. P.°
éxtelvo P. £Eepnpuow P. £pmw P.
EKTPEQPW P. £EépxopaL P. épxopat P.
EKQEpw P EEnveyka P.° é€00iw P.
ék@oBéw P. b Goxopal P . gomépa P.
EkQLoaw G. EElouL P. ¢otdg pte. G.7
ekyéw P. € whev adv. P. éoyatogadj. P.
Exoyw G. ¢opt P. éow adv. P.

#\aov P émayw P.° fowbev adv. P.
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étradv. P.

£Tolpndlw P.
£€towwogadj. P.

£10G P.

e adv. P.
evappootog adj. G.
evBavia P.

evbvg adj. and adv. P.

eVAoyéw P.
evAoyia P.
evmpémewa G .
eVplokw P.
eO@paivopat P.
eb@poovvn P.
ebwdia P.
evGvupog adj . P.°
éplouL P.
£popaw G .
€xOpa P.
€x0pog P

&w P.

fPw P.
£wAogadj. E.
{Gw P.

Céw P.

(fidog P.
Adw P.
Mtéw P.

Cuyog P.
{wypapéw G.
Com P.

{hvvuuL P
(®ov P.
nyéopat P.
févopa P.
fikw P.
nAextpov E.
fAlog P.
Nuépa P.
fiuovg adj. P.°
novxélw P.
nouvyia G.
OdAacoa P.
04pBog G.
Bdavatog P.
Bavatow P.
0dmtw P.
O¢€tov (A) P.
Bepédiov P.
0ebg P.
Beppaivw G.
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Onplov P.
Onoavpog P.
OAGw G.
OABw P.
OATYG P.
06puBog G.
Opdcog G.
Bpadw P.
Opnvéw G.
Opfivog G.
0piE P.
Bpovog P.
Buydmnp P.
Bupiapa P.

Bupatiplov G.

Bupdg P.
Oupodpo P.
0Vpa P.
Bupéog G.
Bupia P.

6w (A) P.
Odpag G.
oG G.
{aoTig P.
Slogadj. P.
lepevg P
tepdgadj. G.

ikavog adj. P.

ipdtiov P
{HaTopog P
66 (C) G.
tmmadopat G.
inmedw G.
e P
{mmog P.
o P.
L0T06 G .

loyupdg adj. P

loxOg P.
x00g P.
fxvog P.
kaBapéw P.
kaBapilw P.

kaBapogadj. P.

Kk&Bapotg P.
KkaB£lopan P
kabepa G.
KaBevlw P.
KaOnkw P.
K&Onpat P.
kaBilw P.
KaBlouL P.

kaBoAov adv. P.*°

Kawog adj. P.
Kapog P

Kalw P.

Kakia P.
KAKOAOYEW P .
Kakog adj. P.
Kakow P.

Kak®G adv.
KOAGWLVOG P .
KoAéw P.
KGAAOG P

KoAOG adj. P.
KOAUTITW P
K&uwog P
kopdia P.
Kopmog P
Kaooitepog P.
katafaivw P.
Katafadw G.
katafBBalw P.
katafLBpwokw P.
Katayw P.
katadéw (A) P, (2)G.
Katadovddw P.
katadvvaotevw P.
Kataoxvvw G .
Katakaiw P.
KOUTOKOAUTITW P
KOTAKEVTEW G .
KatakAaw E .
KatokAVlw G .
KOTOKOTITW P
Katadeinw P.
Kataiowmog adj. P.
KOToAVw P.
Katamatéw G.
Kkatamadw P.
KOTAOKATTW P.
KATAOKNVOW P .
katdokog adj. G.
Katao@alw G.
Katdoyeoig P.
katepydlopar P.
Kkateobiow P.
Katevbuvw G.
Katéxw P.
KaTtwoxvw P.
Katowéw P.
Katowia P.
Katowilw P.
KatopBow G.
Katopvoow P.
Kkdtw adv. P.



Kavynots G.
KEYKPOG G .
KESpPOG P.
Képag P.
KEQOAN P.
KEQOAIG P .
KNuog G.

KNToG P.
Kknpiov G.
Kibapig P.
KAGSOG P
KAalw /KAGw P.
KAfqpa P
KAnpovopéw P.
KAnpovoplia P.
KANpog P.
KAlvn P.

Kol P.
Kolwdw P.
kol P.
KoLty P.
KOANOLG G .
KOun P.

KopiCw P.
KOVIOPTOG P .
KovTog G .
KOTpoG P .
KOTITW P.
Kopuen P.
kdouog P.
KOOUEW G .
Koupevs (A) G.
Kp&lw P.
kpatawdg adj. P.
Kkpatéw P.
Kkpauyn P.
kpéag adj. P.[P.

Kpelttwyv adj. comp.

KPEUAVVULUL P .
KpLO P.
kpiBwogadj. P.
Kpipa P.

Kkpivw P.

KpLOG P.

kploig P.

KPOTéW G .
KpUTITW P.
Kpumtog adj. P.
kplotallog P.
Ktdopat P.

KTivn ta P.
Kthiolwg P.

KTi{w P.
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KOapog G.
KuBepvn TG G.
KUKAGOev adv. P.
KkOKAoG P.**

KOpa P

kumaploowog adj. G.

KUpLog P.
KwAw P
Koun P.

Ko E.

AoAéw P.
AdAnpa G .
AapBavw P.
AQUTIGG P
Aaog P
Aatpevw P.
AEBNg P.

Aéyw P.
Aertovpyia P.
Aéwv P.
Anotig P.
ABwog adj. P.
AiBog P.
AKpGw G.
Awog P
Aoyilopat P.
Aoylouog G.
AdYyog P.

Adyyn (A) G.
Aowmog adj. P.
Aovw P.

AVKoG P.
Avpaivopal P
ATéw P
poddw P
paxkpav adv. P.
pakpég adj. P.
puéAaypa G.
uéavépa G.
uavOdvw P.
povtelo P
poavtevopat P.
HaoToS P
pdtaog adj. P.
patmv adj. G.
péxapa P .
peyodauyéw G.
peyoAvvw P.
péyag adj. P.
uéyebog P.
peylotav G.
ueom G.

WEALP.

APPENDICES

pélog P
UEPLUVAW P .
Hépog P

pécog adj. P.
pueotog adj. G.
petaperodpal P.
petewpifopat G.
HETEWPOG G .
pétpov P.
péTwToV P
undapeg adv. P.
UNKOVWD G .

unv P.

HNpoG P

pnmp P.

punTpa P.
paivew P
ploopa P
pkpog adj . P.
Jpvrokopal P .
wotw P.
wobog P.
picbwpa P.
uioog G.

pitpa P

pveio P

MvApe P
pvnueiov P.
pvnotkakéw P.
poxevw P .
uoAvBSog P
poAvvopat Act .
puoévog adj. P.
nooxog P.
povokog adj. P.
uox0og P.
HoxA6G P
pukthp P.
puktnpilw G.
popov P.

vaog G .

vémm P.
VEQVIOKOG P . 2
VEIKoG G .
VEKPOG P.

vépw P
véogadj. P.
vedTng P.
velpov P.
ve@éAn P.
vAmog adj . P.
oG G.
vijoog P.
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vopr P.
vouog adj. P.
vopog P.
voooevw G .
vOTOG P
vouunvia P.
vouen P.

viv adv. P.
v®OTOG P.
npaivw P.
Enpaocia G.
&npogadj. P.
Elpog G.

E0Aov P.

Eupov P.

080G P.

0800G P.

o8vvn P.

olkéw P.
olknua G.

oikia P.
oikoSopéw P.
01KOG P.

oivog P.
6Aebpog G .
OAlyog adj. P.
O0AOKANpog adj. P.
6logadj. P.
6Avpa P
Spvout P
O6polog adj. P.
opolwpa P.
opoiwg adv. G.
opolwolg P.
Opopéw G.
Op@alds G.
Sp@ag G.
Gveldog P.
Gvopa P.
ovouaotog adj. P.
6vog P.

OvuE P.

ovoylov P.
ofUvw G.

680G adj. G.
6mobe(v) adv. P.
omioOlog adj. P.
OTAY P.

OmAov G.
Opaoig P.

Opaw P.

Opyn P.

0pBog adj. G.
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0pBdG adv. P.
Oplov P.

opur P.

oppog P.

Gpveov P.

6pog P.

oplioow P.
Op@avog P.

oopun P.

ootéov P.
ootpakwvog adj. P
00@UG P.
ovkétLadv. P.
ovpavig P.

oUG P.

oUtw(g) adv. P.
opeilw P.
0POOANOG P
OxAog P.

Oxvp6s P

Oy P.

moudela P.
madevw P.
Tapafaivw P.
TapaoAr P.
Tapadeixvout P.
Tap&Seoog P
mapadiSwput P, G.

mapabardoolog ad] .

TapakaAéw P.
Tapalio P.
TAPGAVOIG E .
TapoAvw P.
mapamay adv. G.
Tapatintw G.
Tapatais P.
Tapateivw P.
TapePoAn P.
TapOévog P.
Tapodedw G.
TIOPOLKEW P .
Tapopyilw P.
magadj. P.
Tdooaiog P.
T&oxw G.
Tatp P.
TaTplg P.
maxvg adj. G.
mediov P.
melbw P.
TEWAwW P.
AT E.
mévg adj. P.

TevOéw P

mévOog P

mépag G.

TEPLayw G.
mepBaiiw P.
meptBoratov P.
mepLEpxopa G .
TEPLEXW G .
TePL{OVVL L
mepike@oAaia, 1 G.
TEPKUKAQ adv. P.
TIEPLOLKOSOUEW G .
meploxn G.
TEPUAEK® G .
mepumotoDpat P
meploTaoig G.
TEPLOTEN W G .
mepLTiOnuL P.
metewogadj. P13
métopal P.

TETpaL P
metpoBolrog adj. G.
™yn P.

Twpla P.
TKpog adj. P.
TUTAN W P
v P.

ToOmg P.
TimTw P.

TG G.

Tiwv P.
mAavdw P.
TAGVN G .

mAatela (sc.) 086G P.

mAatug adj. P.
TAgovalw P.
TAEOVAOUOG P .
TIAEOVEKTEW G .
TAgoveEia G.
TAgLpA P.
TIAELPOV P
TAfi6og P.
TANOYvVW P.
mAnpng adj. P.
TANPOW P.
mApwpa G.
TANPWOLG P.
mAnotov adv. P. "
TANGpovY P.
TAlvOog P.
mAolov P.
mAovTi{w P.



mvedua P.

Tvon P.

ToSNpNG P.

oW P.

oAl P.
molkApa G.
mowidog adj. P.
Topaivw P
oV P.

Toipviov P.
TIOAEMKOG adj . P.
ToAeptotg adj . P.

TOAEpHOG P

TOAG P
moAAax®G adv. G.
moAvg adj . P.

Tovnpog adj. P.
TovoG P.
TopgvopaL P.
Topveia P.
Topvelov G.
Topvedw P.
Topvn P.
Top@Lpa P.
TOTANOG P .
ToThpLov P.
ToTi{w P.

molg P.

TPaoctg P
mpeoButepog adj. P
TPOVATEM W E .
mpoBatov P.
mpdOupov P.
Tpovoun P.
TpocAyw P.
mpoodEyopal P.
TPooSidwuL P.
Tpookaiw E .
TpOoKEHaL P.
TPOoKEPEAQLOV G .
TIPOCKOAAGW P.
TIPOOKUVEW P .
mpdoTaypa P.
TpooTiONUL P.

Tpoo@Aatws adv. G.

mpbowTov P.
mpopnTeEVW P.
TpoPG P.
TPO@UAQKN P.
mpwladv. P.
TpwpeLs G .
mp®dtogadj. P.
TTépuE P.
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mtepVocopaL E.
TTeEpWTOG adj. P.

mtoéw P.
mTtdoLg P.
TTWYOG P.
TOAN P.
TUAWYV P.
mop P.
Topyos P.

mopwog adj. G.

Tupo6S P
TWYwv P.
TWAEw P
paBsog P.
paivw P.

pamtog adj. E.

péw P.
pNyvupL P.
pRiHa P
pntivn P.
piCa P.
pimtw P.
pop@aa P.
pvopat P.
OAKKOG P.
oaATtiyE P.
oaATtilw P.
oavig G.
oapSlov P.

odprwog adj. G.

oapg P.

oBévvupL P.

OEONOG G .
oelw G.
oeAvn P.

OEUISOALG G .

onuaivw P
onuelov P.

onuepov adv. P.

onmw G.
olay®v G.
oidnpog P.

ownpovg adj. P.

olydog P.
oltog P.

OKELOG P
OKETM P
okedog P.

oKNvwpa P.
okfimtpov G.

OKL& G .

OKOAMOTNG E.

oKOAOY P.

APPENDICES

OKOTIOG P
oKkopTiiog P.
OKOTOG P .
okuAgbw P.
okUAov P.
oKUOUVOG P.
opapaydog P .12
co@ogadj. P.
oTapyovow G.
omdw P.
omeipw P.
oTévéw P.
oTépua P
omevdw P.
ommnAatov P.
omwonp G.
omo86¢ P.
otmovén P.
omoudn P.
otaduiov P.
oTaBpoG P
oTaKt P.
OTAPUAN P.
otéap P.
oTéAEXOG P .
OTEVAYHOG P
otevalw G.
oTEPEOW G .
otepéwpa P
OTEQPAVOG G .
oTAn P.
ompLypa G.
ompilw P.
oTBapogadj. E.
oTiABw G.
OTOAN P.
otoua P.
oTpatnyos G.
oTpEéPw P.
oTpwpvy P.
OTPWOVVULL G .
ouvyyeviigadj. P.
OUYKQAUTITW P
OLYKAGQW G .
ouyKAelw P.
oUyKpaol§ E.
ocvAAapBave P.
oUpfovAog G.
ovppiktog adj . G.
obumag adj. G.
cupmepAapupavw G.
ovptintw P.
OUUTIAEK®W P
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oupmopevopat P.

ouUVAyw P.
ouvaywyn P.
OUVATTW P.
ouvdéw P.
ouvEpyopaL P
oLUVEXW P.
ouvTédewx P.
ouvtedéw P.
ouvTNPéw G.
ouvtpifw P.
oupilw G.
ouppdmTw G.

ovoklog adj. G.

ovokotalw G.
ovoTENX P
ovotpépw P.
ovotpogn G.
o@ayn P.
o@alw P.

o@6Spa adv. P.

oxowiov G.
owlw P.
odpa P.
Tawia E.
TapLElov P.

Tamewog adj. P.

Tamewow P.
Tapdoow P.
Tapayn G.
Tdoow P.
TGN P.
Ta@og P.
Téyog P.
Telvw G.
Teilw P.
TEOG P
TeEAEWOW P.
TEAEVTAW P.
TéAOG P
TEUEVOG G .
TEPAG P
Tyavov P.
™mMKw P.
Tapa G.
TN P.
TikTw P.
T P.
TIHWPEW G.
TITPWOKW P.

Tolobtog adj. P.

TOlYX0G P.
TOKOG P.
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To€evpa P
To¢ov P.

TOTOG P

tote adv. P.
Tpameda P
Tpadpa P.
Tpavpatiag P.
Tpovpatilw G.
TPAYNAOG P.
Tploco6gadj. G.
Tploo®G adv. G.
TPYATTOG E .
Tplxwpa G.
TpOTOG P
TPOXOG G .

TPLEN P.

Wntw P.

vakivlwog adj. P

VAKWOoG P.
UBpg P
vypaoia G.
VSwp P.

VETOG P.

viog P.
VTIApYw P.
vTepn@avia P.
vTépkelat G .
VTIEpopaw P.
VTVOW P.
VTOSEW G.
VTOSpHa P.
vTokaiw G.
UTIOOTAOIG P
VTTOGTPWVVLIL G .
velomuL P.
VYmAdg adj. P.
Uog P.

VPow P.
@aivw P.
PaKOG P

@oAakpoG adj. P.

@dpayE P.
@apétpa P.
PEYYOGS G .
peldopat P.
Pépw P.
@Belpw P.

@Uovelkog adj. E.

PAOE P.
@oBéw P.
@optilw E.
©poVNoLS G.
@poaypa G.

@UAaKN P.
@OAag P.
(PUAGoow P.
QU P.
@Vpopat G.
@utela G.
@utedw P.
UTOV P.

@Ow P.

@wvn P.

POG P.

Xalpw P.

XéAado P.
XOAKOG P
XaAkobg adj. P.
XG&po§ P .

XGpig P.

XGoKw P.

X€Mog P.
xelpappog adj. P.
xelp P.

Xéw G.

xNpa P.

XGs P

XAwpoég adj. P.
olg P.

xpnowog adj. P.
xpnotogadj. G.
Xxpiw P.

Xpuoiov P.

xopa P.

Xwvedw P.

Xopa P.
Paimptov P.
Pédov P.
Pevdngadj. P.
Pebdog G.
Yopéw E.

ljmxr’l P.

Ywulw P.

®8c adv. Jloc. P.
Wi P.

®HOG P
wpvopat G.
wg adv. P.*°
g adv. G.



List 4.

A list of words first attested in secular sources
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of the third century B.C.

aibpov G.'7
amévavtt adv. P.
amepituntogadj. P.
amoo@paywopa G.
Sujynpa G.

éxBepa G.
éklavonv E.
é\dfooav P.
évexupaopuog E.
ddewig G.
Eamootéw P.
£toudevow G.
émpopéw E.
éomtepogadj. G.
etolpacOoopatl G.
qunv P.

iotavw E.
Kat@Avpa P.
KATaokvwotg G.
Katapdyopar P, G.*
katévavtt adv. P.?°
pakpoBev adv. P.
petowkeoia G.**
oikodopn G.
Tpovopevw P.
ouveoxébmv P.
ouvtedéow P.*°
ouvtpPn P.

Yuyuds P.

18

APPENDICES



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX

- 234 -

List 5. A 1list of words first attested in the Greek

Pentateuch.

&Bvocog N G.*3 Tapatikpaivw G. >3
ocguxcua G. TEPLoTOMIOV G .
dBetéw G. miecar G.3"
aiypodwtevopat G. 2" Tpoceyyilw G.
amoxabnuévn, 1 G. 0 G
apmaypa G. TPOONAVTOG & -
atekvow G. mpoooxBilw G.
BSéAvypa G. oBecbioopat G.*
Bepnrow G. Tétaptov, tO sc. pépogG.3°
BnpvAdiov E. Tomalov G.

BoAig G. @éyopat G.37

SeSkaiwpat G.
Swaokopmilw, -iw G.
Siotopnpa E.
elonABooav G.
ékdiknolg G.
éxmopvedw G.

Ekye® G.
évéotdlopatr, -aocOnoopar G.
éveyvpaoua E.
€Eaopnos G.
éEodeBpevw G.
éwtepogadj. G.
émavamavopat G.
EmamootéMw G.
fmBAEYw G.*°
émipeiktogadj. G.
émokom G.
¢mAovtioa G.°°
fyywa G.°7

nAbooav G.
nuaptoocav G.
OnpéAwtogadj. E.*2°
fwnowaiogadj. G.2°
Buolactiplov G.
kaBaplobroopat G.?°
KataBpwpa G.
katadvvaotela G.
KatakAnpovopéw G.
kataotevdlw G.°
KATaUTEL® G.
Katoduvdw G.
Kavowv G.3'
kepatilw G.

KAdopa G.

AyOplov E.
ABoBoréw G.
OAyootog adj. G.*?
mapadetypatilow G.

paraxpopa G.
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List 6. A 1ist of words first attested in the second
century B.C.

Berdotaog G Je, I Ma.

yopupualw G Si.

SwBovAov G Ps, Wi, Si, Ho.
Sitaokopmiopds G Je; Da TH.

dmvola G IV Ki, Jb, Pr, Ho, Za, Is, La, II Ma.
élappavoocav E.

éumoypdés G Ps, Wi, Si, II Ma, III Ma.
¢Eovdevéw G passim.?®

émBoratov G Jd.

tnmonoopar G Ps, Wi, Si.¥

ndaepoa G Ho.

KoTnA&ms E.

olooxep®ds adv. G I Es.

ovellopds G passim.

mapdntwpa G Jb, Ps, Wi, Za; Da TH.
mépoSog, 6 (A) G II Ki, Wi; Sy.|
molvavdpelov, t0 G Je, II Ma, IV Ma.
okAnpokapdiog adj. G Pr, Si.

omataAdw G Si.

ocwpatomoiew E.

@ayeoar 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.

¢véeopog G ITT Ki, Pr, III Ma.
£Eatiwodopal E. 1O

éEoAébpevolg G Jd, Ps, I Ma.
Aeometpla E.

Aowds adj. G passim.'
peyoadopnuovéw G Jd, Ps, Ob.
Tapolotpdw G Ho.

otBifopar G IV Ki.

oUYKAglopog G IT Ki, Jb, Ho, Mi, I Ma.
Tektaivw G Ps, Pr, Ba.'
@upuods E.
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List 8. A list of words first attested in the first
century A.D.

qveilnoa E."
¢mtdunvog, 1N E."
¢oVploa G La."
kaBodnyéw G Jb, Je.
poyoAis G Pr, Ho, Ma.
poydopatr G Je.*®
opkwpooia G I Es.
TapakoAvTtw G Is.'7
mEAVE G Je.

mAaydlw G Is.

caynvn G Ec, Hb, Is.
otiABwolg G Ps.
otuyvdlw E.
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List 9. A 1list 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.

dAordEw [xxvii.30] G Is, Je;'® Arr. ii A.D.
aAAopwvog adj . [iii.é] E; (Sm). ugii/iii A.D., Hsch. V
.D. (7).

w‘ts}\aom [xxxiv.12] E

amokw@dopor [111.26, xxiv.27] GMi; Arr. 1ii A.D.,
Eus., Leont. B.

amotpomidlopat [xvi.21] E; P. Oxy. ii a.r./iii a.i.
A.D., Thd., Phleg., Or., Synes.,
Aristaenet., Sch. A.

apmopat [xviii.7] G Ho.”

B(XGUXE[}\OgadJ [iii.5] E; Or. iii A.D., Cyr.>*

Bapuy?«»ooogadg [iii.5] E; Or. iii A.D., Nonn.”

Bpgtw [xxxviii.22] G Ps, Am, J1.°°

dndaiotos adj. [v.15] Ej ® Hseh. v A.D. (2).

éxoapkifw [xxiv.4] E.

¢gaxovdopar [xx1.16] G Ps.”

éaotpamtw [1.4, 7] G Na, Da LXX; Ev. Luc., Zos. Alch.
iii/iv A.D. Tryph

gbmapva, T& [xxiii.12] E; 56 Phot .

ymw( xvii.3] E; Inscr. Perg ii A.D., Phot.®

vopovoav [xxii. ll] E.

Tatookoméopal [xxi. 26] E.

ncGooav [xxii.9] E.

katamdmua [xxxvi.4] G MI, Is, La, Da LXX; Eus. iv
A.D., 151d Pel., Cyr., Gregent.

peyodomtépuyogadj. [xvii.3, 7] E.

usya)\ooapKogadJ [xvi.26] E; Or. (?) iii A.D.”

usya)\uvenco [xxxv111 23] G Ps, Mi, Za; Da TH.

T[OtpOlKSO'l(X xx.38] G za;® Theophl Ant. 1i A.D.

métnpa [xxxiv. 19] G IV Ki; Aret. ii A.D., pap. 1ii
A.D., Geoponlca

T[E(pU‘tEUK‘.(X [xix.10, 13] G Ps, Ec, Da LXX.

me@UTeEVKaY [x1x. 131 E.

motoBoopar [xxxii.6] E.®

mpoonAvtevw [x1iv.7] E; Aqg., Al.

mpoxwpnpa [xxxii.6] E.

oteatoopot [xxxix.18] E; Hlpplatrlka ix A.D.

otpw [xiv.8] G Si, Am Je.

ouvavapioyw [xx.18] E;® Thd., Steph. vii A.D.

ovvava@Upopat [xxxii.6] E; Luc. ii A.D., Gal.,
Hermes, P. Holm.

tpoxiag [xxvii.19] E; Poll. ii A.D., Hsch., Phot.

vmootpwoopat [xxvii.30] E.

xapaxoforia [xvii.17] E.
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List 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.

akovoOnoopat [xxxvi.15] G Is, Je.

GvaBddMw [xvii.24] G Ps, Wi, Si, Ho; Ael. ii A.D.

avtiompypa [xxx.6] G Ps, Si; Hp.

agpopopds [xx.31, 40] E; Gal. 200 A.D., Alex. Aphr., Thd.

YAvk&lw [1ii.3] E; Hierocl. i/ii A.D., Epict., Ath.
Gramm., Plot.

aBAGobnv [xxix.7] E; Hp., Alex., Theoc.; Dion. C.
ii/iii A.D.

akémyéopar [xii.16] G Jb, Ps, Si, Hb; Hp., Arist.

avainuu [xxi.22] E; pap. ii A.D.

épyacOnoopar [xxxvi.34] E; S., Isoc.

¢oBéoOnv [xxxii.7] G Jb, Wi, Si, Is; App. Philostr.

N8v@wvog [xxx111.32] E; Sapph., Pratin. Lyr.;
Aristaenet. v A.D. a.rf. at earliest.

NAlebnv [xvi.4] E; Emp., Hdt.

Opfvnua®’ [xxvii.32] E; E.

kaBeSodpo®® [xxvi.16] G Je; Luc. ii A.D., Phot.

katepyaobfioopatr [xxxvi.9] E; Isoc.

KkoAe6¢*® [xxi.8, 9, 10] G II Ki, I Ch, Je; Hsch. v

A.D. (2).
0AoAOlw [xxi.17] G Ho, Am, Za, Is, Je; Luc. ii A.D.,
H1ld.

oveldlopa [xxxvi.3] E; HAt.®

mayls [xxix.4] G passim.

mopauag [xvii.2l, xxxi.3,5,6,8] G Ps, IV Ma; Thphr.,
Arist.; Plot. iii A.D., Stob.

mopvikdg adj. [xvi.24] G Pr; Vett. Val. ii A.D.

mpoanayyéMw [xxx111.9] E; Aen. Tact.; Dion. C.
ii/iii A.D.

mpopaxwv [iv.2] G To, Je; Hdt.; Hsch v A.D. (?).

omapyavov [xvi.4] G Wi; Luc., S. E. ii A.D.

otevaktog adj. [v.15] E; S., E.

@poaypa [vii.24, xxiv.21] G Ho, Za, Je, III Ma; A.,
E., X.; Luc. ii A.D., Philostr.

opatdmg [xvi.14] G Ps, Is; X.; Xen. Eph. ii A.D. (?),
Hld.
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NOTES ON APPENDIX B.

Once [xxxvii.2] of three terminations. Classical usage
is hard to determine; in a papyrus of 99 B.C. ai®viov
X&pw 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.

This -a 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 -4unv are found.

Aor. éﬂﬁyayov, the more usual classical form, with the
possible exception of émd€w at xii.13; this might,
however, be future. P has the regular classical form
throughout; &wén<<cbe>> appears in a papyrus of 112 B.C.

The form appears in Theognis, but -acat and -o were
classical. P has this form, which is normal in the
Ptolemaic papyri, -aocat being rare.

Appears both as adjective and as substantive 1 €pnuog
(yR) in our text; the latter too is classical as well as
being found later.

As n. pl. substantive at xxxviii.20; cf. the classical
language and P.

The form is classical and appears in the first century
B.C. The Egyptian kowrn of the third and second centur-
ies B.C. almost always has €otnk®G, which is universal in
Attic inscriptions of the same date and in P. The later
LXX shows both.

Only in the adverbial phrase €f gbwvOpwv, which is
classical.

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.

Only adverbially with td, 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”.

Only in the dative, as an adverb or preposition. For the
prepositional use see “Syntax”.

This is much more frequent in the Greek Bible than vsawdg
which P never has.

Normally as a neuter substantive, but an adjective at
xxx1.17. Both uses are classical; only the former ap-
pears in P.

Only in the classical phrase, which appears in P, 0
mAnciov (sc. @v). The adverb occurs in the papyri in the
second century B.C. and later.

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 p91.

I.e. modifying a cardinal number; the usage is classical.

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”. 1In

some LXX books 1t appears as a m. in -o0g,

The occurrence in a non-Jewish papyrus of 257 B.C. has
not found its way into the lexica, though noted by
Mayser.

The papyri exhibit no Future form.
The classical forms are in -iov and -ia.

There seems to be no semantic distinction between this
form and the classical petowia I.

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 i1s apparent in the post-
Ptolemaic papyri.
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The adjective is classical; the noun reappears in two
post-Christian papyri. The Ptolemaic papyri show several
new formations of this type.

Perhaps simply a variant of the Hellenistic aixpodwtilopat.

The Middle is classical; the papyri show no future.

The classical language has no Aorist, probably an accid-
ent of preservation.

The First Aorist Active is found in Aristotle, the
Present Active in a papyrus of the third century B.C.

Apparently always used as a neuter substantive.

Other passive tenses are classical; a Future Middle in -
obpat is found in Hippocrates. The papyri show no
alternative.

The classical form is KATAOTEVW.

There seems no good reason for not accenting this word
Kauo®v, i.e. making it a participle, throughout our text.

The word is a v.1. in some codices of classical authors.

The simple verb is classical in the Passive; mpooTikpavOeig
occurs in a papyrus of the third century B.C.

The form can hardly be original; but the papyri show no
Future for this verb at all.

The form does not reappear until the second century A.D.,
but there is no classical or post-Classical alternative.

The phrase is classical, but in a (temporal) adverbial
sense.

Classical &8opat. The papyri have no Future form.

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 -déw. It
is included here because of its apparent occurrence in I7
Maccabees.
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A Future Passive of this verb is most suitable to an 01ld
Testament text; perhaps the paradigm is ‘hebraic’ at
least in the first person.

A variant of classical €fatipudlw.

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 Aowd¢ in the sense of a
metaphorical ‘pest’ is found in Demosthenes: perhaps the
LXX use 1s best explained as appositional rather than
adjectival. Polybius has a perfectly serviceable Aolkdg
in a figurative sense. In early patristic writers Aowdg
has become a true adjective, capable of comparison.

Only Middle, sometimes with Passive sense, in the class-
ical language.

The form is found in Plutarch. The Passive 1s classical,
the simple form found in the LXX.

The adjective is classical; nouns from analogous compound
adjectives consisting of a cardinal plus -pnvogare found
throughout our period.

Classical éovpia. There is no papyrus form.
Only the Active 1is classical.
Only the Middle is classical.

The classical future was probably Middle: c¢f. the v.I.
for the present Middle at E. Ba. 593. But a future can-
not often have been required.

In our text the form of this word is appropriate, its
content not particularly so; in Symmachus’ rendering of
Psalm cxiv.l the content i1s rather weak, though correct,
the form clearly not based on that of the Vorliage. The
case for a coinage by either translator is bad. This
must be a lost secular word, as the mention in Hesychius
might suggest.

This future stands as a v.I1. at Leviticus xix.1l3. The
Classical form is d&pmdoopar, 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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apmaynioopat, which appears sometimes in the Greek Bible.
Editorial consistency is perhaps desirable though cert-
ainty is probably unattainable.

Sophocles’ “thick-lipped” is a lexicographical curiosity.

L.-S.-J. give the fanciful meaning “grievous of tongue”.

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.

This is for all practical purposes simply an orthographic
variant of the classical 8eldaogwhich recurs in a late
papyrus.

Hatch and Redpath cannot be right to make this an Active
in -éw.
Photius appears to be quoting the form found in our text,

which he treats as a neuter adjective.

Photius’ interpretation “BouAn, yvoun” fits our text but
not the Pergamum inscription.

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 ( )ecO-.

Delightfully rendered “corpulent” in Sophocles!

A variant of the classical mapowia.

The sigmatic future, both of the simple active and of the
passive of émmotilw, 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.

The classical form is in -iw.

The -uplyvoput form is found in G and Philodemus.

Little reliance can be placed on this isolated form: it

might be an Atticizing correction of Bpfvwpa, 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 katecOnoopar while the
form from the second century A.D. at least was kateSfoopat.

(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
Kown, much of which is derived from classical Tonic.
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APPENDIXC. Minor Indications of Literary Relationship.

(1) Dependence (2) 1Influence
iv.13 akdBapta <P iii.7 oxAnpokdpdiog»>Pr, Si
vi.8, xiii.20 Swxokopmiopdg
»Je xxiv.9
viii.1l5 émmdedpata <P
X.7 TV oTtOAnV TNV &yiav <P
xii.24 T mpog xapw »Pr vii.5

xvi.5 mhoxw TL <Am vi.6

30 Swtibnu with pred. <Ho xi.8
38 powaiic «Ho, Ma

42 pepyvaw ktA. <«II Sa vii.l1l0

xvii.6 avadevdpdg <«Ps 1xxx.10
xvii.lh,
xviii.18 évavtia <«Na i.11

xx1.17 kpdtnoov Emi Thv xxii.1l1l &vopéw with acc.
Xelp& oov <La 11.15 »Da TH xi.32

xx111.37 8U éumbipwv <Am iv.2

41 edpaivopar év <P

45 éxSwknoel poyodidog «xvi.38

xxv. 4 év 1 amaptie avt@v <P
xxvii.6 €\dtwogerf. 0d. ii.L24
xxvii.23 xappav cr. P,

I Ch xappet
Xxx.6 T& Gvriotnplypata

<Ps xviii.18

xxx.21 pddaypo <Is i.6
xxx1.3 Talg mapapuaot

«Ps 1xxx.1l1

xxxii.9 moapopyilw kapdiav
»S1 iv.3

xxx111.12 kakéw <«Is 1.9
xxxiv.4,16 xatadéw cfr.

Is i.6 katadeopovg
xxxix.11 Ovopactdév <Is 1vi.5
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