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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 0ld Greek to Hebrew
text and interpretation combined to produce a pyramidal
structure, in which study of the Greek of the version in Part
I is the foundation upon which study of renditional method in
Part II is based, and study of the bearing upon the Hebrew
text in Part III rests on both together. It is also shown
that at each stage there were few if any precedents for such
an approach to an Old Greek text.

PART I: THE LANGUAGE.

The body of the argument begins with a preamble explain-
ing the peculiar exigencies of language study in the case of
translation Greek. It has some remarks about the limitations
which these impose on the use of normal method. The Greek
language is then described as follows:—

(1) Grammar, a section which notes (a) morphological phenom-
ena deviating from classical forms and (b) the syntax
of the phrase, the clause and the larger unit, includ-

ing matters of order and the relative frequency of
word-classes.
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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.

(2)

Idiom, Usage and Semantics,
account of the more remarkable cases. It is pointed
out that abnormal idiom is exceptional, and usually
derived from the Greek Pentateuch. Late and abnormal
idioms not thus derived are listed.

a section which gives an

(3)

It is concluded (1) that the text is not homogeneous, but
(2) that
and was written between c.
(3) that the idio-
direct

that the disunity cannot be said to show a pattern,
the text is clearly post-Classical,
150 and c¢c. 50 B.C.,
syncrasies of the text are a result of the influence,

possibly in Egypt,
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 guestion of unity but
also to establish sound method in the use of the version for

criticism of the Hebrew text.
Greek vocabulary is much more
inal, diversity of rendering
translation technique is then

following headings:—

Independent Literalism
Correct Philology (8)
Weak Philology (10)

Items (11) Contextual Errors (12)
Roots (13) Careless Omissions (14)
(15) Portmanteau Renderings (16)

texts (17)
ic Renderings (19)
ings Based on Sound (21)
(22)

Standardising Renderings (2)
Formulaic Literalism (&)

Interpretative Additions (18)
Paraphrastic Expansions (20)
Tendentious Mistranslation
Gratuitous Concessions to Greek Style.

It is noted that, because the
extensive than that of the orig-
The
exposed in detail under the

is bound to be the rule.

Multiple Renderings
Formulaic Freedom

(6) Etymologizing
Contextual Guesses

The Outright Omission of Rare

Drastic Confusion of
Consequential Errors
Editing of Longer Con-
Impressionist-
Render-

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

emphasized and documented.

It is concluded (1) that the version has a certain unity
which results from the pervasive influence of the Greek Penta-
teuch 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 1I, and reference is made to characteristics of the Greek
language established in PART I.

It is concluded that in view of the nature of the trans-
lation it is of very doubtful value for the solution of dif-
ficulties, and has at best a limited corroborative function.

The GENERAL CONCLUSIONS draw together and restate the cumul-
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ative results of the argument in Parts I, II and III. These

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 lit-
eral in one context but not in another has led to new know-
ledge about relative dating and the inner history of the Sept-
uagintal corpus. So has careful investigation of the source
of idiosyncratic philology originating in or borrowed by the
text. It is clear on both stylistic and philological grounds
that i-xxxix was rendered in four distinct stages. This is
the reason why the translation falls into four sections each
differently related by dependence and influence to other 0l1d
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 technigue 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 xl1-xlviii as its core) included by
way of introduction only those parts of i-xxxix which survived
a careful process of bowdlerization. Beginning with xvi,
large amounts of text of a highly scatological nature, and
full of negative references to Egypt and to her réle in the
apostasy of Israel and Judah, were deliberately censored out.

4,7
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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. 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. 1If
there were only two, Ezekiel xl-xlviii, with i-xv and xxv-
xxx.19 as extended introduction, occupied something of a mid-
dle position in the second bout. If on the other hand there
were three such bouts of activity, the original Alexandrian
Ezekiel was even more signally a pioneering work, marking the
earliest engagement on the part of would-be translators with
the Latter Prophets and virtually all the Writings. It is
interesting that the linguistic evidence so rigorously assess-
ed in Part I leads to a date reasonably consistent with the
completion of the Greek Bible by the late Second Century B.C.

A tentative reconstruction of the inner history of the
last stage, or last two stages, of translation work produces
the following sequence. Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth and
Canticles were certainly available to those who made Ezekiel
A. Ezekiel A influenced the versions of Joshua, Isaiah,
Jeremiah and Psalms. Ezekiel xvii-xx, or B, borrowed from the
Psalms version, but was still early enough to have influenced
the Twelve. Ezekiel xvi with xxi-xxiv, or C, was influenced
by the Psalms version, and, significantly, by the Twelve. It
shows no sign that the Isaiah version existed, but was plainly
known to the Jeremiah translator(s) at two points. It picks

up a striking “unidiom” from Proverbs xxxi, providing a clear
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back-allusion to what may have been a ‘floating’ or ‘purple
passage’ piece of selective translation. Ezehiel xxx.20 to
xxxix, or D, was made later than Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah,
Jeremiah and Lamentations. Thus we arrive at Samuel, Kings, I
Chronicles, Ruth and Canticles; Ezekiel A; Joshua and Psalms;
Ezekiel B; the Twelve, Proverbs (xxv to) xxxi; Ezekiel C;
Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lamentations; Ezekiel D; possibly the
bulk of Proverbs; and Ecclesiasticus. Much more in the way of
firm dating, both relative and absolute, would emerge if the
methods employed in the present study were applied with simil-
ar precision to other 0ld 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 guality 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

6/7
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steadily widening gulf between the standard demanded by the
difficulty of the original and the standard attainable by the
grasp of those who sought to render it. Throughout i-xxxix
the method was atomistic, and did not lend itself to reflect-
ion, let alone correction. Whatever the cause, no part of the
version was done at sufficient leisure for a Tendenz or
Tendenzen to develop: there is an abundance of misinterpreted
detail, but nothing that might suggest a sustained interpret-
ative effort. It is nevertheless possible to go some way to-
wards identifying the community which commissioned or at least
required an edited version of Ezekiel i-xxxix, and its reasons
for doing so: namely, Jewish people in exile from the Jeru-
salem Temple, and needing their devotion to and hope in God to
be reinforced with vision but with minimal offence to their
pagan neighbours in Egypt. A case could perhaps be made for a
desire on the part of that community to distance and dissoci-
ate itself from the idolatrous pollutions and compromises of
the Palestinian past.

Where the detail of Part I is not directly relevant to
the rest of the work, it may at least serve as some contrib-
ution to the neglected field of Septuagint grammar and lexico-
graphy. The Hebraist's interest is different. In Part III no
unequivocal cases of the version’'s yielding new Hebrew text or
interpretation could be found. It remains the case that in
this study methods for the application of the 0l1d 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:—

§A. General Background and Septuagint Origins.

§B. Greek Text and Language.

§C. Translation Theory and Practice.
§D. Hebrew Text and Language.
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FOREWORD
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A NOTE ON REFERENCES AND ABBREVIATIONS

Where the conventional chapter-and-verse

references in

printed editions of the Massoretic Text and of the Septuagint

differ, the former system is used.

The names of ancient books, common grammatical terms and

periodicals are given their normal abbreviations.

The following abbreviations occur in the

thesis:—

P : The Greek Pentateuch.
The 01d Greek of other biblical books.
: The 0ld Greek of Ezekiel i-xxxix.

G
E
Tw : The 0ld Greek of the Twelve Prophets.

Ge : Genesis. Ec : Ecclesiastes. Ze
Ex : Exodus. Is : Isaiah. Za
Le : Leviticus. Je : Jeremiah. Ma
Nu : Numbers. La : Lamentations. Ca :
Dt : Deuteronomy. Ez : Ezekiel. Pr: £
Jo : Joshua. Da : Daniel. Si
Ju : Judges. Ho : Hosea.

Ru : Ruth. Jl : Joel.

Sa : Samuel. Am : Amos.

Ki : Kings. Ob : Obadiah.

Ch : Chronicles. Jn : Jonah.

Es : Esdras. Mi : Micah.

Ne : Nehemiah. Na : Nahum.

Jb : Job. Hb : Habakkuk.

Ps : Psalms. Ha : Haggai.

body of the

Zephaniah.
Zechariah.
Malachi.
Canticles.
Proverbs.

Ecclesiasticus.
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1
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 0l1d 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 Sect-
ion in each instance. Items by the same author which fall
within the same section are differentiated by date.

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

Oour knowledge is beginning to be both enriched and com-
plicated at some points by manuscript discoveries at Qumran.
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it appeared to contaminate attitudes to all modern conserv-
ative critical editions of the Septuagintal corpus. Perfectly
normal texts, with which it would not occur to the Classicist
to do anything other than to use them with intelligence, were
routinely dubbed “eclectic”, and dismissed in favour of the
most manifestly corrupt lectiones, so long as these had one or
more uncials behind them. The implication was that ab initio
textual criticism was of the essence of Septuagint study.
This remained the case whether or not scholars were impressed
by more extreme 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 0ld 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.s 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 0Old Greek book as a whole and in a fresh way. It is strong
on the version as Midrash, arguing more or less plausibly for
certain semi-overt interpretations by the translator(s) of the
original in terms of known places and events. To its plea on
pp. 2-3 for a book-by-book programme of Septuagint “mono-
graphies”ﬁ. 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

Readers of Seeligmann need to understand that in order to
share the fruits of his labours, bequn 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 Goéttingen 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 sug-
gestions 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 Atticizing
and revising tendencies). In general he appears to take the
commonsensical view that the textual tradition cannot be as-
sumed to be free of the effects of revising activity at any
point.a 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.

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].

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
exanples, 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-
ations that something of an atmosphere of defensiveness to-
wards both the Palestinian religious authorities and the
Egyptian government surrounded the rendering of the Torah;9
did the Ezekiel translator(s) work in the same tradition? Did
they aim for one-for-one consistency in their renderings, or
was fidelity viewed as compatible with variation? Did they
make verbal allusions to the work of their predecessors? How
large a Greek vocabulary did they have, or feel that it was
appropriate to use? Must we reckon with multiple authorship,
so that there may be variations in manner and method? What is

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

See §A Bickerman, Gooding, Hanhart, Tcherikover (1958).
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a case of it? What is to be said of idiosyncratic Greek which
is not literal in a given passage? What kind of Greek is
idiosyncratic in the relevant period? Was there a form of
‘Jewish Greek'? How paraphrastic must a rendering be before
we postulate a new original or perhaps some degree of inter-
pretative activity? What kind of data must be discounted or
given less weight because of their vulnerability to scribal or
revising activity? It was evident that no firrm 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 guem 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

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

10 It seems clear that the rendering of the Pentateuch was
the first major task to be undertaken, but parts of other
translations might date from before this time, and in the
case of our text some at least of the internal evidence is
not inconsistent with such a dating. At the other end of
the scale it might be argued that our earliest direct cit-
ations of a Greek Ezekiel [Epistle of Clement to the
Corinthians viii.2, printed in J.B. Lightfoot The Apostolic
Fathers Vol.II, pp. 39-44] are too slight a kind of evid-
ence to provide a terminus ante quem for the translation,
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language of secular literature may not be without importance,
not least because the value of any information which can be
gleaned about the text fror which the version was made is
clearly enhanced if we have some notion of the date at which
the work was done. Such a dating would of course need to be
followed up by similar analyses of other parts of the Sept-
uagint, and the results collated, before the whole sequence of
events could be established.!' There has been a tacit assumpt-
ion that the Former and Latter Prophets and the Writings were
translated in Egypt for the use of the Jewish community there,
but it has not been tested against the facts of the language
itself in the light of modern knowledge. The question of
unity, however much canvassed in the past, has been approached
on a large scale only from the angle of translation techn-

ique;12 but it is clear that strictly speaking linguistic

especially as the context and other evidence show that there
may have been an apocryphal Ezekiel; while the earliest
textual witness of any length, Chester Beatty-Scheide 967,
is sometimes dated late enough to place the version fair and
square in the period of the Attic Revival. It is a pity
that Philo, whose Greek Bible is known to have been Septua-
gint in other books, has no more than a doubtful allusion to
Ezekiel [Spec. Leg. I1II.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.

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
ndpodoc 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 xoiLvfj Greek. That is to say nothing
of the surprising failure to note the classical &8oindpoc in
the very next clause after the post-Classical “solecism” at



xi INTRODUCT 10N

habits and translating habits are different things, each of
which may have its bearing upon the question of unity. Sup-
posing that analysis were to show that these chapters fall
into parts, each clearly distinct in respect both of language
and translation technique, it would certainly require an ex-
planation. But if such a coincidence of two types of evidence
did not occur, disunity from the point of view of translation
technique would not weigh absolutely if it were counterbalanc-
ed by massive linguistic unity. Indeed, the former might
sometimes be explicable in terms of the latter: a translator
who is more conscious of the language into which he is trans-
lating than of his original may combine inconsistency of rend-
ering with marked linguistic consistency.13 It may even be
that linguistic habits, as opposed to translation technique,
will have light to shed upon certain mistranslations, if these
can be shown to represent a variation in favour of an habitual
structure or idiom. This is the rationale for the tabulation
on pp. 65-72 of all the identifiable sets of Greek synonyms
which are likely to have been left untouched by scribal inter-
ference and cannot, because as alternatives they occur too far
apart, be regarded as a matter of normal stylistic variation.

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

2 This is perhaps especially likely where the original is

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

most part very old,”

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.l6 It remains the case that students of Septuagintal
Greek, particularly of individual books, in effect wander in a
trackless wilderness. It is striking how frequently their
resources will be found if at all in the “Langue grecque”
section of L’Année Philologique. They must, unlike those
handling Classical and post-Classical secular texts, to say
nothing of New Testament and Byzantine scholars, write their
own modern grammar and lexicon. They must pioneer work of the
kind upon which, completed generations ago for a multiplicity
of texts, the great standard works such as the lexicon of
Liddell-Scott-Jones rest for all their data. Even the papyro-
logist, looking at very little in the way of longer connected
material which is post-Classical, is better equipped.17 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.

1S See §B for an extensive listing of the relevant History

of (secular) Greek Language material.

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

16

b 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 a-
vocation for Hebraists.

There is a dearth of studies of Septuagint language which
move beyond description into analysis. Facts have been
gathered but little has emerged in the way of significant con-
clusions. Even the more substantial surveys labour under one
or more major disadvantages: some have failed to look at the
data diachronically, others must be termed long on description
but short on correlation with the secular evidence, while very
few have come to terms with the specifics of individual books.
Attempts at language study, whether large-scale or small, have
tended to be beset with ambiguity: it has been thought obvious
that to study Greek of this kind one must know at least some
Hebrew, with the result that students have normally never re-
solved the question of whether their study was of language or
of translation. For them the additional occupational hazard
of the too regular reading of biblical Greek is the failure to
give one’'s sense of style a rinse with Greek of other kinds.
Phenomena which no sound Hellenist could term normal for any
period have gone unremarked. This student therefore arrived
at a second policy decision. An effort must be made to write
a linguistic description of these chapters which should, with-
in the scope of the present dissertation, be as complete as
possible. It should be without compromise a Hellenist's de-
scription, seeking so far as possible to lay aside by a pro-

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

14 This approach was abandoned on pp. 54-8 for the discuss-

ion of probable coinages and their dating, relative and
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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

° but concentrate on what had never been exam-

every Hellenist,’
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 i-xxxix
virtually all the observations are new. They include the
major phenomena which fall into the category of ‘hebraisms’,
that is to say which cannot in the present state of knowledge

be explained as normal features of the history of the Greek

absolute: reference to Hebrew was unavoidable at that point.

9 See p. 11 n. 17. Without this discipline Part I alone

would rapidly have burgeoned to the point of pressing
against the limits of an Oxford doctoral dissertation.

20 To be found in classified form in Appendices A and B.
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language or ascribed to other influences.? an attempt is made
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

22 1n addition the indications of date,

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

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

a It has proved possible to present the most striking of

these in graphical form in Tables 1-5.

@ The guestion of how one may legitimately isolate a

‘hebraism’ has been much discussed. Helbing thought of
Hellenistic Greek as something so flexible that virtually no
linguistic phenomenon could be regarded as strictly a
foreign body; thus his definition of ‘hebraism’ is hedged
about with many qualifications: see the Einleitung to his
Kasussyntax pp. VI-X. A slightly different view is that if
a phenomenon is documented at any stage in the history of
the Greek language the onus is always upon those who wish to
prove a hebraism. Its best known exponent is J. Psichari,
who in his ‘Essai sur le Grec de la Septante’ in JEJ 55
(1908), 161-208 sought to claim a great many remarkable
Septuagint features for his own lanquage. 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
present 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 [§Aa].
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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 unityn, 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 0ld 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 IIX.

aUTog 6 vopog xal ol mpoenTeicl kol TA AOLTA TOV PBLBAtlwev
did not find their way into Greek in a cultural and literary

vacuum. The practical obstacles to making texts of any length

. It is highly significant in this connection that the dis-

tribution of the maximally large number of sets of synonyms
presented on pp. 65-72 resisted the most determined efforts
to reduce it to graphical form.
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were many. The codex book-form, with all its conveniences,
was almost certainly developed early in the Second Century
A.D., under the same sort of compulsion to come to terms with
the very words of the Greek Bible as that which lay at the
root of the original Jewish translation-impulse; there is,
however, no sign that it gained any appreciable foothold in
the pagan world until two centuries later.?

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

2 See §A C.H. Roberts.

= See §A Skeat.
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reference and quotation. Memory is also likely to have been
by modern standards very reliable. 1In Ptolemaic Egypt, where
Homer was as much copied as all other authors put together,
and formed the backbone of the curriculum,26 it was not un-
common for the whole corpus to be known by heart.?” 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; it
was to function similarly in due course throughout the Roman
Empire. In his day Tertullian, who had a complete orator’s
training but was not a native speaker of Greek, is known to
have produced both texts termed by contemporaries translation,
and accurate paraphrase, of long sections of Plato. He may
have had texts to hand, which he simply chose not to use, but
it is quite as probable that when it came to an old Greek
author he lived on his large educational hump.

When those who first clothed the Law in Greek went to
work, it is clear that what they produced is in modern terms a
‘stained glass’29 version of the Hebrew. It had been made for
the use of Alexandrian Jewry and for urgent practical relig-

[}

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

2% gSee §A 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.

27

20 It is worth noting that what is everybody's second langu-

age is not always spoken and written quite as anybody’'s nat-
ive language.

= 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
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lage characterized this attempt that Philo of Alexandria felt
obliged to apologize obliguely to his contemporaries for its
barbaric Greek.” Thus he admits that it eschews the refine-
ments of both metaphrasis and paraphrasis [De Vita Mos.
II.38].32 It is unclear what precedents they had for turning
so much continuous text, whether prose or poetry, into a non-
cognate33 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.l7-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.35 Some form of Targuming or
written Midrash in extenso, even if that had been among their
conventions, would not have served their turn. The translat-
ors saw it as their task to make their épunveia, which is

probably rightly rendered “translation and interpretation",“

the Hellenistic world.

3 This was at a time when Roman belles-lettres were in full

bloon.

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

The relatedness or otherwise of languages was not well
understood in antiquity. 1In 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).

See §C Humbert.
See especially §A Bickerman, Gooding, Marcus, Meechan.
So Gooding [§A].

32

33

34

35
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as faithful to the “plain sense” as possible;37 and in their
circumstances fidelity nearly always meant a conscientious
literalism (with or without formulaic consistency and whether
or not they had in fact lost the philological key). They al-
legedly £tpénovio mMpog THAV aveyvedoiv (“reading out”) xai Tnv
éxdotou BLacdpnorv (“piecemeal elucidation” or perhaps
“piecemeal rendering” of each item).38 An atomistic fidelity
of method was bound to result in a radical infidelity to the
sense; in addition it would, like some great boulder fallen
into a river, change Greek forever, to say nothing of the ef-
fects by way of daughter versions on other 1anguages”. 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

o As we see from the

incontrovertible accuracy of the version.
nervousness®’ expressed by Ben Sira’'s grandson in the preamble
to his own translation-attempt, he recognised that all trans-

lation is interpretation [15-35]}. According to our only reli-

3 It is significant that there is no single Greek term for

“translation” and cognates; the same holds for Latin.

& 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.

4 E.g. Eng. “Gentile” from the sense of gentes and cogn-

ates found in the Vetus Latina and the Vulgata.

a0 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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able traditions about the origins of the Septuagint proper,
strict accuracy in conveying the sense without expansion or
contraction 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. 1I1.26-44]. 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
geometry or logic [De Vita Mos. 1I.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 [Ant. X.218, cf.
I.1}.

Pagan society, by contrast, does not seem to have de-
veloped translation-methods of its own at any stage. Whatever
the theory, it is not possible to document any idiomatic ad
sensum rendering of foreign literature or long texts of any
kind. The contrast with the sophisticated stylistic and
rhetorical analysis inherited by any Latin prose writer, and
in particular two who claimed to be translators on a large

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

% The choice of subjects is not fortuitous: if Hellenistic

culture was on the receiving end at all, it must have been
in certain technical areas where Egypt had the older trad-
ition.
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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.
11.94, 10], and regqularly 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. 1I1.119-200]. 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 &mniyovoi

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

[discussed at Ad Att. II.l1l.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.8.8-11, 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.‘ls 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 moiuntnc. 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

o 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 capt-
am cepit.”

See Bowie [§C].

46

47
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and on the need for one’s work to be both utile and dulce, was
not lacking here either. Even under Imperial patronage and
censorship poets were in the habit of reflecting aloud upon
their work.

A third strand in pagan tradition was that of a semi-
popularising free adaptation of technical philosophy. This is
perhaps the right category for Cicero's quite extended, though
at its closest highly paraphrastic and heavily editea®®, pre-
sentation of the cosmological Timaeus. Though the work man-
ages to achieve loose paraphrase, it is only in patches."s
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 [Ad Att. XIII.l16, 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. 1In about 51 he embarked on an
ambitious programme whose aim was to ‘open up’' Greek philo-
sophical discourse to Latin readers “...ut nullum philosophiae
locum esse pateremur, qui non Latinis litteris inlustratus
pateret” [Acad. I.7]. Parts of it gave him a lot of trouble,
nor did he claim originality for his adaptations, which he

termed andypaga [Ad Att. XII.52.3]. Significantly, as so

8 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.

s For an inadequate and selective analysis of the approach

to the Greek see Blatt [§C]. His terminology is confused:
verbally translation may be free in the extreme, but it must
surely show a minimal semasiological obedience to the
Vorlage as a continuum in order to qualify.
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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 lingu-
istically accessible, but unless copied not physically so. 1In
spite of this disclaimer, his output, particularly in 45-4, is
impressive not merely for its bulk but for its creativity as
literary and linguistic adaptation. Cicero may well have
sought personal consolation in the activity after Tullia’s
death early in 4S; he will also have hoped to be read; what is
quite certain is that he neither aimed at nor achieved trans-
lation in any real sense of the term. Far from his feeling
any nervousness about “traduttore traditore”, straight trans-
lation would have been as dull for him to do as it was super-
fluous for readers who took at least a passive knowledge of
Greek for granted.

By virtue of training, experience and achievement
Apuleius stands squarely within Roman traditional culture. He
went East for an orator's education [Apol. 1lxxii, Flor. xx],
at a time when Greek rhetoric was more developed than in
Cicero’s day. He drank, if not deeply, of all the téxvar
[Flor. xx.4-10]. If his claims, explicit and implicit, are to
be believed [Apol. xv.9,10, xxxvi.3-8, 1lv.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. X1.29-30]. 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.so

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

0 cf. Raby [§C] pp. 21-22.
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simultaneous translator, but wholly incompatible with
latinitas. (His own free handling of syntactical order, as
opposed to the order of ideas, suggests that slavish imitation
in this respect was a part of what he meant by being an
“interpres indisertus”.) Nor do we get the impression that
fidelity, in some sense, to an original of any appreciable
length in its integrity was viewed as an ideal,ﬁ or that the
technical obstacles were given any thorough analysis. To make
beautiful and refined Latin evocative of equally subtle and
refined Greek was the challenge. The remark put into Scipio’s
mouth at Cic. Rep. 1.42.20 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. 1IX.9.1 ff.], need imply no knowledge of a develop-
ed tradition independent of Horace [Ars Poet. 133 ff.].
Translation was not, it seems, a recognised téxvn. The regul-
ar 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

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. I.42-43];
not that one should necessarily acquit him of drawing on old
exercise-material for the purpose.
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practitioner52 or the process are rare to non—existent,53 and
cases where we have the means of setting Vorlage side by side
with version reduce themselves, when they are not school text-
pook 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 Oept
xbopovu.

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. 11.9.5]), but this is lost. Other
philosophical and scientific versions or adaptations have been

lost. Perhaps the choice of a cosmological work has something

2 Interpres seems to be a term which reguires qualific-

ation.

53 . : : v zp T »
Horace is perhaps echoing Cicero’s “verbum pro verbo

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

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

S8
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to do with Cicero’s example; however, all being grist to
Apuleius’ mill, a text devoid of human or ethical reference
will not have struck him as inapposite. Apuleius will scarce-
ly have been immune to the normal urge of the littérateur to
be writing something. Furthermore he uses his original to
make propaganda for his own brand of Platonism.®® 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-

See Hijmans [§C].
See Miller [§C].

Thus rendering himself trilingual. Cf. Apol. passim,
esp. xxxviii.5, 7-8, lxxxii.2, lxxxvii.5, xcviii.é-8.
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aries, was apparently cut off, because it was necessarily en-
countered only in its Biblical form. I see no reason to doubt
Tertullian’'s assertion at Test. An. 1.2 ff. that no pagan saw
a Bible until converted. Tertullian's floruit was probably
very close to that of Apuleius. If Apuleius knew the Greek
Bible we see no sign of it. The hydra-headed phenomenon known
as the Vetus Latina was not circulating as an entity. For
what it is worth, the unfavourable reference at Met. IX.14
suggests an outsider's complete incomprehension of either
Judaism or Christianity.

For the Septuagint translators, pioneering in Greek as
they undoubtedly were, pagan society thus had little or no-
thing to offer by way of translation theory or practice. It
seems probable that if they had had access to such approaches
both they and those who stood in their succession would have
been horrified by them, at least when it came to the Penta-
teuch. The aims were by devout standards frivolous, the
methods irreverent. Philo was undoubtedly partisan, but his
attitude to their version was perhaps partly informed by such
comparisons. They could rely on only one ancient convention,
that of the pedantically literalistic handling of l1aw®® 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-

S8 Rome must have taken over from older empires this ap-

proach 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.6c

55 Perhaps its most obvious large-scale peculiarity, as I

shall demonstrate in detail, is a rigidly un-Greek order.
Cf. Dover [§B] for an account of basic regularities in
order.

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. Renditions which
are neither idiomatic nor literal in a given context, or are
plainly based on a notion of the sense which is appropriate
in one passage but not in another, must be original in the
textual sense. It is inconceivable that such phenomena
would have originated with Atticizing scribes or scrupulous
revisers; on the contrary, scribal and revising activity
would tend to eliminate them.

60
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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 enployed 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 xl1. He has no difficulty in assembling
evidence of such variety of rendering within the putative two
sections that inconsistency can be termed both pervasive and
deliberate. This is in spite of the fact that his mind is
open to the possibility that the version is a blend of several
pre-existent written strata of varying age. He then arqgues
that his translator tended to avoid literalism and to aim for
good Greek style. He reinforces the point by a comparison
with eight renderings of the parallel material in II Ki xviii-
xX, concurring with Thackeray that the language is “good
xoLv]” [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
nunber 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
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“strikingly free”. He finds some Aramaisms in his text. He
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 Y19, M™N and other words more traceable
elsewhere in the Septuagint such as ]¥27R. He shows that
there is some confusion of Hebrew roots. The translator is
shown to be both inconsistent and careless in his rendering of
specifically Hebrew grammatical forms, leading to the conclus-
ion that his grammatical grasp was not as good as his lexical.
Seeligmann then moves on to discuss in a brief and tentative
way61 the relation of the version to the Hebrew text.
Seeligmann’'s third chapter, in which he takes up his real
subject, the matter of the translator as a contemporising
interpreter, begins with the assertion that his version con-
tains strata from different periods [(p. 70]. He then moves on
to attempt a relative dating of certain books on the basis of
certain “renderings”; it is concluded on the basis of seven
Psalms passages, four from the Twelve and several from Ezekiel
[xvi.25, xxiii.19, xxv.16, the recurrent phrase &ni Ta npPoOuLPa

in ch. viii} that the version is later than all these 0ld

st I make no comment on these not very productive few pages

except to say that they are vitiated by a paucity of ex-
amples and weak argumentation. Seeligmann commits himself
to a principle which is precisely wrong, that “correction
consciously applied is inconsistent with misunderstanding of
the original”. For every scribe, and, as I shall show, for
more than one translator, omne ignotum pro errato is the
rule. The question of the relation to the Hebrew text is
not the only point at which he appears to be feeling his way
methodologically.
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Greek texts. Evidence is also adduced that it influenced the
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 Aaywv at xlvi.l,
‘ApaBia at x.9, xi.l1l, "Appevia at xxxvii.3s, Oepodv at
x1ix.12. Historical reminiscences are found in viii.23 and
xiv.18-20, where there are ‘“‘clear” references to Antiochus
Epiphanes 1V [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].“
arropiAwy at xi.14 may reflect Jonathan's capture of Philist-
ine coast-cities and the subsequent Jewish use of their fleet;
or this may be an echo of the rendering at I Sa v.6 [p. 86].
The date of the version may be fixed by means of these indic-
ations at or about 140 ante [pp. 86-7]. Distortion of x.5-6
DM DT RITTIOOY BR Y3Y TWR M

> 13 1%, Shw SSeb vwr nnaop op-So unbur e wma
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so as to make the passage favourable to the people of God, and
the inclusion of the phrase £6vog dvoupov, make a reference to
Seleucid Syria [pp. 87-8]. xxiii.1l1-12 and the addition of
kel @8ixeiv reflect the anti-Jewish movement in Phoenicia dur-

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

2 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.

Though Seeligmann cites the 0ld 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.

63
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éndyerv. .. "Apafac reflect knowledge of the expansion of the
Nabatzan 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 xUpLocg, aléviocg, dlkaroc, dixdLoouvn and &ieoc the use of
which in context emphasize God's intimate care for his people
against the Hebrew [pp. 97-8). There are traces of a polemic
against heathen deities: the sense is reversed by @noouciv
adTd xal ol xLvnehcoviar® for vw &b bop rDﬂ5 at x1i.7, the
Hellenistic cult of ("Ayu8d¢) Aafpwv and TUxn is attacked at
1xv.11l, oeLphveg occurs in the possible sense “demons of

death” for MY M2 at xiii.21, xxxiv.13, x1iii.20 and

o4 The argument is somewhat weakened by the fact that

xLvetoBat is perfectly good Greek for being shaken by
earthquake or other disturbance.
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£wopdpog, connected with the festivities in honour of Alex-
ander, stands for L5m at xiv.12 {pp. 98-100]. There are two
original cases of a form derived from Jewish ceremony and lit-
urgy: Nuépav peyéinv, later the name for B> DY, at i.13,

and dyiLog coupled with £v Uynioig at xxxiii.5 [101-2].

eVoEBNC [xxiv.6, xxvi.7 bis] and eVoéfera [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 51.1(&1.00\')\)7165 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.é [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 Mm% as a just punishment at xxxiii.12,
X.20, 1i.23, xxv.l ff., xxxv.8 [pp. 111-13]). Zion and Jeru-
salem as national symbols are introduced at i.26, xviii.4,
Xxxxi.9, 1xiii.17-18, the idea of deliverance from exile at
1i.14, i.27, xxxiii.20, xxxviii.l11l, 1ii.10, x.22, x.20,
xxxvii.32, vi.12, xxiv.14, iv.2 [pp. 113-16]. There is an
expectation that the Remnant will increase and an identific-
ation of that Remnant with the community in Egypt at xi.16,
xix.24-5, xiv.2, 1lvi.8 [pp. 116-17)]. x1i.25, xli.la, x1lv.1l6b,
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]. 1ix.6

65 Here I cannot follow in view of the standard use of the

noun from Socrates on.
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possibly, and certainly xi.4, speak of Messiah and of univers-
al peace [pp. 118-19]. The translator’s Weltanschauung shows
very little sign of Hellenization. A major implication is
that all books of the Septuagint must be studied and viewed
“as ancient testimonies of the Jewish exegesis” [pp. 120-1].
It would be unjust to the author not to grant that he has
adumbrated, particularly in his effort at relative dating, a
method which has been found extraordinarily fruitful in the
present study. It is intelligent to seek to uncover the roots
of major divergences between the version and the original.
His demonstration of diversity of rendering is useful. On
balance he has, in my view, established in Chapter Three that
there are deliberate references to events and situations in
Palestine and Egypt in the mid-Second Century B.C. as seen in
Heliopolis. In Chapter Four he maintains a smaller number of
conclusions but his evidence is stronger. As an early review-
er noted, he did his work at an exceptionally difficult time. %
However, a chain is as strong as its weakest link; and an in-
sensitivity to the importance of the Greek of his text as
Greek vitiates much of his work. It is insufficient, for ex-
ample, to speak of a large vocabulary when no effort is made
to compare the scale with that of any other text. If he had
grasped the significance of stylistic features which, whether
literal or unliteral as renderings, require an explanation as
language, he could have been much more certain of the validity
or otherwise of some of his examples. He has no sense that

mere verbal coincidence leads nowhere unless the Greek is

66 See Otto Eiffeldt [§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 interpret-

ations.

One cannot be happy with the confident assertion that at
viii.23 ol Aotnol ol TNV mupar{av xatoiLxolvieg was “liter-
ally taken over from” Ez xxv.16, and that this is a case of
a conscious interpretation of the text in terms of the
Seleucid domination of the “technical formulation” napaiic.
The Greek phrase as a whole is clearly different from Tou¢
xaTaroi moue Tolg kaToiLkoLvTag tﬁv napailayv, its order is
more idiomatic, and it is at least as likely to be a direct
reminiscence of the original in that place, quite independ—
ent or even an echo of Jo ix.1 ol &v nucn tﬁ napaxtq THC
fardoonc TG peyaknq, Dt i.7 ... mévrtac ToUg mepioixoug
ApaBa ... mpodc A{Ba xatl maperiav, Ju v.17 Aonp £xd@Oicev
napariav Beiacodv or their respective Vorlagen., which are
all geographical catalogues. In the second place, Td pépn
tfic Iovdaleg 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 Iovdalag
pépn for Ammd WR at I Sa xxx. 14, another geographical
context. Only the immediately intervening xal népav tol
Iopdivou, TFairrcia Tdv €6vdv, is left to bear the weight of
the argument. This is one exanple only of how easily somne
of Seeligmann’'s evidence may dissolve away.
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Perhaps the root defect of Seeligmann's study is its very
narrow evidentiary base. The reader of the foregoing summary
is bound to notice how frequently, particularly in his longer
Chapter Three, assertions about interpretative activity are
based on one example only. That one example is sometimes weak
or ambiguous. There is a vagueness about the technical princ-
iples on which the translators operated.68 Given the large
amount of text in the whole book, the body of phenomena which
are examined in any detail is very slender. It is left to the
reader, for example, to guess or assess how many more “excess-
ively free renderings” there may be than those which are dis-
cussed, and to ask himself whether interpretative activity is
the exception or the rule in these. Nor is it pedantic to
expect a scholar to develop a more precise way of designating
conspicuously free recasting and creative writing than the
term “rendering”: in many of the cases so termed there is by
no stretch of the imagination any relation between the Greek
and even a hypothetical Vorlage. Before one credits translat-
ors 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.65

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

isticated commentary on problems of methodology in such ana-

68 There is a similar vagueness about whether they consider-

ed anachronistic interpretation a desperate expedient, a
legitimate application of religious truth or an inspired
composition.

69 It is my own impression that in the case of the Isaiah

version their Hebrew was normally unegual to the task.



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX x1

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 Anthropomorphisms....' [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.72 It
is in effect still regnant. It is indicative of how neglected
the subject is that this should be so, whereas Cornill’'s once
equally authoritative survey of the manuscript tradition in
pp. 13-95 has been superseded by more recent work. Working on
the basis of fewer published manuscripts and far fewer critic-
al editions, as well as much less ample Greek Language re-
sources than modern students, he sought to discover how the
individual whom he called “der Grieche” went about his work.
With some sporadic exceptions which he could not explain, he

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

70 §C.

See §D, pp. 96-103 ‘Die LXX als textkritische Zeuge'.
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
deliberately avoided; word-order and syntax in general were
forced into a literal and un-Greek shape; xai stood for Y how-
ever unhappy the result; pronouns were retained or omitted
precisely 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 complete-
ly reliable witness to the Hebrew current in Alexandria when
it was made.

Since Cornill’s classic commentary the concentration has
been on a possibility first mooted early in this centur)/73 by
H. St. John Thackeray, and fully developed in Appendix III of
his Schweich lectures of 1920 °. 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.

74
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Septuagint properﬁ, he proposed that the book was divided
between them, one having completed i-xxvii, which he called
a(i) and x1-x1lviii, or «(ii), and the other xxviii-xxxix (with
the omission of a short section of xxxvi), which he called B.u
He tabulated in section (1) a total of 13 contrasts between
his two main translators, &peic and €{mdév for NN,

(&nL ) yvdo(ovtar) OTL/3loTL €yw Kiprog and yvdo(ovtalr)

811 /8loTL €yd elpur K¥prog for MM "R > ..., £6p and Tipoc

for 7%, M3, N oupnace kal TA napaTelvovia and Mbéooy xal

©oféA for “Tubal and Mesech”, ol QVTILAauBavOpEvoL /MapdTaZic
and ol nepi/ol uerd for L'BIR, agavilfelv/dpaviopdc and
epmuotiv/Epnuog/epnuia/anbisia for NANY, OMY and cognates,
dLapnaeilv/drapnayf and oxuieeLv/okUiov for 13, M3 and cogn-
ates, Sidoxopnileiv/dLacnelperv/oxopniletv and iixpdav for ™,
£&v3éxeoBaL and ouviyelv for P3P, kaidc and dyabdc for IW,
xAfua and xAddoc for ST etc., kpatoLdsc/duvvatdc and ioyxupdc
for TP, P, and lastly Umeprnpavia and UBpig for W). He
then stated that the B portion had “many other peculiar-
ities"77, e.g. (i) of syntax about 30 occurrences chiefly in
prepositional usage, (ii) a handful of items of general voc-

abulary, and (iii) the relatively rare placing of a dependent

There is, I believe, a more straightforward explanation
of the tradition that the workers operated in pairs. For
Epiphanius’ note to this effect see Swete [§A] i.1l4.

76 As I have already suggested, the gquestion of the unity or

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

7 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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genitive before its governing noun, which also occurs but even
more rarely in «. His remaining examples in section (1) are
“rarer” ones of 23 agreements in renderings, which with other
“sporadic” examples he attributed to “chance or to co-oper-
ation”.

In section (2) he listed renderings common to the two
portions of a but absent from . These total 30, of which
four are peculiar to the book as words or renderings. He
stated that the “instances abound”, although a careful count
shows that the majority occur infrequently, some only twice.
He found over against “this habitual agreement of the two
parts of Ez. o” an apparent discrepancy in the treatment of
the double divine name. The evidence had been set out in full
in 1913 in an essay78 on the Divine Names in Ezekiel by J.
Herrmann, who believed that xl-xlviii was translated by a
third hand, and noted independently that somewhere about ch.
xxvii there was some intermingling of styles. Thackeray con-
cluded that the inconsistency of practice in the treatment of
the double divine name lay in the Vorlage.

Less relevant to the present study is Thackeray'’'s section
(3), in which he tabulates 39 renderings common to his «
portion and I Kings. The Hebrew is often doubtful, the sense
sometimes technical and the text not always at all certain in
either language. Some renderings are peculiar to these two
books in the 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. xl1. 1In section (4) the

S Unfortunately never accessible to ne.
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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 MR and T MR 'D. oxopniZerv is almost certainly
spurious at v.12 and there is confusion in the tradition over
its synonyms. Between the Atticizing scribe and the standard-
ising reviser prepositional usage and order in general, unless
they are either passable Greek or literal rendering, are
peculiarly liable to be ‘improved’ one way or another. The
discrepant renderings of place-names look suspiciously like
the results of revising activity, which is surely quite as
likely as translation to have been associated with the neat
bisection of books. In the second place, much work has been
done on xoLvn Greek since Thackeray suggested his division of
the text. The rarity of items of general vocabulary in the
Septuagintal corpus is not significant when, as is nearly al-
ways the case, there is attestation both in the Greek Penta-
teuch and in secular Greek of the period.79 It is hard to see
why a translator should not introduce a moderate variety into
his vocabulary when he has both biblical and secular models
before him. Furthermore, a glance at the table of Greek syn-

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

@ 0f the general vocabulary tabulated in section (1) only

SraockopnifeLv lacks Classical attestation.
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ated by Thackeray overlap significantly with others with which
he contrasts them: they operate stylistically according to a
quite different schema, or more accurately in accordance with
no schema at all. Thirdly, from the point of view of rendit-
ional method Thackeray's tabulation does not reckon with the
possibility that in a given context not all his contrasting
renderings of identical Hebrew may be operating synonymously.
UBprLc and Gnepnwavia 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 eqguivalency.

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-x1lviii 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.

See §C Herrmann and Baumgédrtel, Beitrdge, pp. 1-19.
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Kase® returned to the question in the light of the relevant
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 Snwg seventeen times

as often as {va, while B has {Uva twice as often as &nwg; that

0 See §C pp. 52 ff.

§C ‘The Greek Translators of Ezekiel.'

While there is some unclarity in places as to whether he
is arguing from linguistic or renditional data, his case
rests primarily on the latter type. The distinction is imn-
portant: the balance of ané and éx, for example, is much
more likely to be an effect of unconscious habit than the
choice of Xop as against TOpog. 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 &nd.

82

B3
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o renders NP3 by xatanénoLBa, P by nénorBa, together with many
other differences of rendering; that in @, petd 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 [; that, down to xxiv, there is a
decided preference for npdg after eimeiv, Aéyerv (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 &nd 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 and/éx 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 ané and &x the sections a(ii) and B go closely together:
a(ii) shows 1.8:1, B 1.7:1, while «¢(i) stands apart with
0.8:1. He then argues with Herrmann for a distinct translator
of xl-xlviii, noting that declarative 3L6TL is freguent in
a(i), absent from «(ii), that 5§ after words of speaking is
rendered only by npég from x1.4 on, and that the introduction
of @wg without equivalent is a feature only of a(ii). He
tabulates on pp. 14-15 some 26 Hebrew items rendered distinct-
ively in o(ii). The “few common features of a«(i) and a(ii)”
he ascribes to the standardising work of a later editor. He
then moves to argue that the dividing line between a(i) and B
must be drawn at the end of xxv [pp. 16-17].

Section IV of Turner's article presents evidence which
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points in his view “either to extensive co-operation on the
part of the translators, or to a subseguent process of revis-
ion and standardization”. The examples are chiefly of part-
icles, of which 8& 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 characterize
the component parts. While his treatment has the merit of
taking account of diachronic differences within some sets of
renderings, and he is relatively sure-footed as a Hellenist,
there is less substance to his argument than meets the eye%.
He does not note the distinction between such textually

vulnerable variations as 8tiL/816tL, and/éx and forms of the

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

- 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.



xlix INTRODUCT10N

Divine Name on the one hand, and genuinely synonymous common
nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs which a scribe is much
less likely to touch. I see the fiqures for amd/éx"® as so
strikingly different for o 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, it is very much more likely that we are looking at a
purely mechanical break, where the transmission now became
subject to different influences. This would explain why even
his fresh investigation of where precisely the break between o
and B 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 corpusm. It is inad-
equate to emphasize that a word such as méitn [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 repet-

Which I have not myself computed separately.

It is at this last point, as will be amply demonstrated
in Part II, that he misses the golden thread in the unity
question.

See Appendix B List 3.
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ition within a short context in Greek, he cannot come to terms
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-editing 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 avoid-
ing the excesses of condemnation against God's people” [p. 23
ibid.]). One is left with the by now familiar sense of an ex-
planation of admittedly 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
difficult, 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 natur-
ally 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
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translation methods in Ez i-xxxix will be found to have rather
different characteristics. However, a different approach to
an obscure or apparently irrelevant text, even an approach
which seems much more ‘faithful®' than that of the Isaiah vers-
ion, may still conceal an actual evasion in the face of some
intractable problen.

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-0ld 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

% It was

supplied the means of a much more refined analysis.
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
réle 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

83 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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in the way of gross misunderstanding could now be explained as
desperate guesswork where tradition had nothing to offer. The
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. 1In 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 mistranslat-
ion is with one major exception very small. That the trans-
lators were out of their depth, under pressure to complete
their task, or subject to some combination of these two fact-
ors, 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-
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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.
The third conclusion supplies a basis on which in Part III
apparent MT-0ld Greek divergences can be weighed partly as
aspects of qualitative differences between disparate parts of
the version.

Part III requires little comment. 1In 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 0ld 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 con-

0 See §D passim.
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text of Hebrew text and interpretation, start with careful
evaluation of the Greek as language and as rendition. That
other 0ld Greek books, similarly assessed, might prove much

more fruitful, is entirely possible.
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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 prepositions,
are included under the head of "Grammar”, the itemisation of
particular formations being assigned to “Vocabulary and Word
Formation”, while particular cases of government will appear
under “Idiom, Usage and Semantics”. Orthographica will be
left out of account, firstly because the matter was dealt with
in great detail by Thackeray,1 and secondly because ortho-
graphy is of all linguistic phenomena the most subject to
change, whether of a modernising or of an archaising kind, and
essentially helps us only to fix the date of a given witness
to the text of the Greek Ezekiel. In the case of a document
written once and for all it can be relied upon as representing
the original state of affairs; but in the case of our text
guestions 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,2 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 sever-
al sets of phenomena, grammatical, semantic and lexical, be-
fore a conclusion can be established. Morphology, especially
in the case of terminations in Greek, frequently resolves
itself into orthoqraphy,‘ but even where it does not morpho-
logical phenomena are clearly more vulnerable to scribal
change than other features more deeply embedded in the langu-
age. Little stress will therefore be laid upon morphology,
and far more upon syntactical patterns, usage and vocabulary.
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

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

To list some examples at random:—
ayLére for @yilw (xx.12 etc.].
YE®V for yov [xxxvi.24].
nvoix8nv for ave@xdnv (i.1, xxxiii.22].
ty0lac for {y6iic [xxix.4,5].
xaOepa for kaOnua [xvi.ll].
voooelw for votteﬁw [xxxi.6].
ooctéwy, —£oLg for oorwv, -otg ([xxxvii.l,5].
npopuxmv for npopaxemv [iv.2].
DL¢ﬂ00de for pL?enoouaL (vii.l9].
waEuw for XOAVEVO [xx11 20,21,22].
@xoaounuat for otkodopnuar [(xi.3].

See the section on “Accidence”, pp. 140-258 in
Thackeray's Grammar, where Accidence is frequently not real-
ly the point at issue at all.

It would be a help if the notice of the younger Ben Sira



PART 1: THE LANGUAGE

the linguistic evidence does not exclude a date earlier than
the time at which according to tradition the Law was trans-
lated, 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 conclusion than if we had left
the linguistic evidence alone. It is worth attempting to ex-
tract some more precise indication from the phenomena; and our
chances of success are perhaps increased if by abandoning, at
least provisionally, the enormous Spielraum which scepticism
grants us we can limit the period within which linguistic
parallels must be sought. 1In 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 assumption will be abandoned only in the face of strong
evidence. These limits are fixed by simple probability: even
supposing that some part of Ezekiel was translated before the
Law, it is unlikely that the bulk would have been attempted at

that stage; on the other hand, though the rather free citation

[text in Gottingen edition of J. Ziegler XII/2 p. 125] could
be relied upon as evidence for the existence of our version.
One cannot agree that the writer is simply “commenting on
the defects of translation” [A.C. Johnson - H.S. Gehman -
E.H. Kase The John H. Scheide Biblical Papyri: Ezekiel
(Princeton. 1938) p. 10], and implying nothing about the
existence of Greek versions of the Hebrew Scriptures: it
would scarcely prove his point about translation if he were
to quote mythical examples. But we cannot be sure to what
versions of altdg 6 véuoc xal ol mpoentelal xal TE AOLNA TGV
BLpriev he is referring, nor precisely what he included
under his second and third terms. The New Testament con-
tains only one possible verbal echo, the expression npdowmov
otnpifle at Lk. ix.51; but this might equally come from the
Greek Jeremiah [(iii.12, xxi.10].
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in Clement’'s Letter to the Corinthians of 96 A.D. does not
prove the existence of the whole of our version, it is almost
certainly a citation from a version, since it is very unlikely
that the rendering of Ezekiel would have been left any later
than this; and if of a version, is it not more likely to be of
our version than of some other, seeing that the wording cor-
responds?6 Within these limits it is of course always easier
to find evidence for a late than for an early date, since no
feature of the classical language can be assumed to have died
during the xovvn period, particularly in literary circles.7
and the translator of a strange and difficult text may well
have been driven to a kind of archaising by the very nature of
his original. (It would perhaps be interesting to examine the
language of the Greek Pentateuch in the light of this possib-
ility.) For instance, a phenomenon which persists throughout
the classical period and into the third century B.C. is weaker
evidence for a third century date than one which is first at-

tested in the third century; but neither is conclusive, since

There is in fact a considerable difference between the
very loose paraphrase of xviii.30 ff., petavofoate olxog
Iopank &nd tTHic davopiag Uudv, and the still loose but recogn-
isable quotation of xxxiii.11-12, which though it substit-
utes synonyms for toU &oefoiic and Td dnooctpéyar TOV doefh
and tTfic 630l qUtol, and makes other minor changes, preserves
the idiosyncratic &¢. 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 literary
xoLvn 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
Ecclesiasticus and I and II Maccabees, all books which are
known to be fairly late, preserve a number of classical
words which might otherwise be assumed to have disappeared
from the language. Many words, as may be observed from
Preisigke’'s Worterbuch, apparently go underground until the
Attic Revival owing to the nature of our sources.
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they might equally occur in a still later text.® But due
weight must be given to post-Classical 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 represent coinages for the specific purpose in hand, they
are likely to be of types which were common at the time of
composition.9 The cases of hellenized semitisms and of trans-
literations, prima facie a fruitful source of information
about date and provenance, must be handled with care, and can
properly be discussed only under the heading of translation
technique: the influence of the original and of (possibly
erroneous) ideas as to how it was to be understood, let alone
represented in translation, must always be taken into

account'®. But the grammatical features exhibited by hellen-

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 literature 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 if they are neolog-
isms 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 con-
clusions we can from what has survived.

i Thus the fact that the version apparently fails to make
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ized 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 semantics. Although we are some-
times in a position to plot the probable course of semantic
changes in Greek, the dating of such shifts, a delicate matter
even in well-documented modern languages, is out of the quest-
ion 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 particular case seems to be altogether unidiomatic.'
In the case of our text the question is complicated by its
relation to the original, which gives rise to many examples of
utterances which are either unidiomatic or downright nonsens-
ical. Here the reference itself can often not be determined,

let alone its expression related to the development of the

use of a particular hellenized form does not necessarily
indicate that it was unknown to the translator. 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 creat-
ion of hellenized forms in and for the translation: as a
result the version is likely to be later than the first oc-
currence of particular examples of such forms in the langu-
age. 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.

1 Such expressions are used frequently and confidently as

though they were idiomatic; it may be helpful to coin the
term “unidiom” for them.
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Greek language.12

There is no consensus about how ‘hebraism’ manifests
itself in Greek. For reasons which have already been given,
it is essential to the gquestion of the usefulness of the vers-
ion 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’ nust 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 nunmber of examples.

There are in fact three types of discourse in these
chapters. The first can be read without difficulty as idionm-
atic Greek, and the fact that the natural interpretation may
often turn an utterance into what is in strict logic a nis-
translation is beside the point at this stage of the enquiry;
so, too, are the cases where literalism proves perfectly com-

13

patible with both good Greek idiom and good translation The

12 The version abounds in such grammatical but nonsensical

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.]

It is a nice point whether we have to do with hebraism
when, for instance, BT in the sense “shed blood, death” is
rendered by otua, used metaphorically for “death” in class-
ical 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 separ-
ated in family and without the chance of mutual influence to
have idioms in common, perhaps a logical distinction ought
to be made between such coincidences and hebraism proper.
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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 interpretation which lies nearest to hand
may not be the meaning of the original text. The third con-
sists of the hard core of ‘nonsense’ utterances, which can be
understood only by reference to the original; these are nearly
always a direct product of the semantic anisomorphism of the
two languages concerned, which a technique of translation in-
volving the rendering of each word in order as it came did
nothing to mitigate. At this stage our interest nust 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. *“Zunidchst muss die
Erklédrung der Erscheinungen auf griechischem Boden gesucht

* is a fundamental principle in other spheres than the

werden”'
grammatical: resort should be made to the Massoretic Text only
in intractable cases, where the crystal of 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 impress-
ion (1) of monotony (2) of simplicity and plainness and (3) of
what can only be described as a pervasive oddness. 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 impression must be laid at the door of

a number of general stylistic features. Virtually all clauses

4 See Schwyzer op. cit. p. 240.
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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 of
the verb between substantive and adjective, are non-existent,
which is the more remarkable in a highly inflected language
which in theory might and in fact did allow very free order
and extreme hyperbatonm. The writer greatly prefers a string
to a chain of syntactical elements; and the simplicity of the
order combines with the prevalent parataxis to produce an im-
pression of unrelieved A&Xi¢ elpopévn. Asyndeton virtually
never occurs, and neither does initial anaphora. The types of

clause are few, only relieved by a sprinkling of participles

= These are features interesting to the student of compar-

ative 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 investigation 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 pre-
lude to a comparative syntax of Semitic and Indo-European,
would surely prove illuminating; there is certainly scope
for such a study. Cf. R.H. Robins General Linguistics: an
Introductory Survey (London. 1964) ch. 8 on Linguistic Com-
parison, pp. 294-341, especially the remarks on Grammatical
Typology on p. 331.

Cf. J.D. Denniston Greek Prose Style (Oxford. 1952)
pPp. 47-59; H. Schéne ‘Eine Umstrittene Wortstellung des
Griechischen.' Hermes 60 (1925), 144-173.

16



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL [-XXXIX
- 10 —

and some quasi-formulaic infinitive expressions. There are a
few, but very few, examples of formal chiasmus. Alliteration
and assonance, apart from certain set examples of figura
etymologiae and other Jjuxtapositions of cognate words, are
rare. Homoioteleuton of a rudimentary kind is widespread
owing to the repetition of pronouns, particularly in the gen-
itive. The hendiadys of two verbs is absent; so is that of
two abstract nouns, the combination noun-noun in dependent
genitive being preferred. There is an almost total lack of
antithetical expressions, frequent in Greek prose even where
no logical antithesis is present.

Although these chapters consist in principle of a mixture
of narrative and oratorical prose, no clear division can be

made between the two on purely stylistic grounds.
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(1) THE GRAMMAR.'”

{a) Morphology.

The major morphological changes in the life of the Greek
language did not set in until the early medieval period, and
for the most part make their appearance in written texts still
later. oOur 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. Accord-
ingly there are few facts of a strictly morphological kind

which need to be noted. They are as follows:—

The vocative singular of 0edc is ©g& (iv.14].

There is a number of examples of the ‘Doric’ genitive in
-a¢ in the case of a noun in =-a¢ (iv.6, viii.1,17, ix.9,
xXv.3,8,12, xxxvii.1l9 (bis)].

The Attic second declension in -&¢ does not appear, Aadc
and uvibdc being declined in -o [examples passim].

The adjective ndc has masculine accusative singular ndv
in three places [xxviii.13, xxxvi.1l0, xxxviii.21]; elsewhere
it is quite regular.

Whereas the cardinals eic, tpeicw and Téccapec display
no irregularities, &Uo is indeclinable [xxi.21, xxiii.13].

Compound cardinals take the following forms: eixooiL xat

nEVTE (xi.l), MEVIAKOVIA xai €xatdv [iv.4], évevixovie xat

L Throughout the description and subsequent analysis refer-

ence to standard works for standard features is to be assum-
ed. The text would otherwise be bottom-heavy with notes.

1 The oblique cases are not in fact required in any

context.
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éxatév [iv.5,9].

Compound ordinals take the following forms: &v3éxatog
[xxvi.l, xxx.20, xxxi.l, xxxii.l), Swdéxatoc [xxxii.1,17,
xxxiii.21 (bis)], neviexaidéxatoc [xxxii.18], ERSopoc xat
elxooTOHC [XxXix.7].

The third person plural ending in -(oc)av in the imperfect
and aorist indicative active appears (confined to certain
verbs) a number of times [ix.2, xii.l6, xiv.1l, xx.l, xxii.9,
11,12 (bis), xxiii.17,42, xxxii.24, 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 -cai in the future
indicative middle appears several times in the case of certain
verbs only [iv.9,10 (bis), 11 (bis),12, xii.1l8 (bis), xxii.32,
34, xxxvi.id].

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

The first person singular of the imperfect indicative of
elul appears once in the form fjunv [i.1]; there is no case of
the alternative form nv.

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 frequ-
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ently omitted with proper names'’ and with abstract and general
nouns including participlesm. Hrtogc is undetermined at
xxxii.7 [but cf. viii.16] and so is ceAfjvny in the same place.
¥ ¢ (instrumental dative) is undetermined at xvi.4. i in the
general sense is normally determined. 6drdcoa is determined
except at xxvi.5,17, xxvii.d,25,26,34, xxviii.2,8. UBwp in
the general sense is determined at xii.18,19, xxxi.14 [but
cf. xxxi.4]. BO&vatoc is normally undetermined. ufv and &vog
followed by an ordinal with the article are determined at
xxiv.1; 1.2, xx.1, xxiv.1l, xxix.1. 1In phrases consisting of a
noun followed by a dependent genitive there is a strong pre-
ference for the form in which neither is determined. Even if
we except the set phrases ule dvOpomou, Adyoc xuplou there is
a large number of cases of this type where the sense admits

the determination of both nouns. Often the dependent genitive

1P I.e. ARpaap, AtAau, AppovV, Aoni, AciLuoud, Accooup, Boult,

TeAryei, Toupep, T'ewpeirv, Foy [except at xxxii.14,17, xxxix.11
(ter),15], Aavini [except at xxviii.3], Aapop, Aauvrd [ex-
cept at xxxiv.25], AefAiaBa, A£dav, EAiicai, Egpaiy, ©aporg,
Oeypapa [except at xxxviii.6], OGopRer, IaxwB, Ielexini,
Iepouvocainu [except at iv.1, v.5, ix.4, xvi.2,3], Iopani
[except e.g. at xxxiv.2], Toeaxip, TopB, Iwongp [except at
xxxvii.16], Kedeu, Kndap, Koue, Moocoyx, MwaP, Napouxodov-
ocop [except at xxvi.7, xxix.19], Nwe, Pappa8, Payua, Pog,
Tapa, Zaddaor, Zavip, Inip, (except at xxvi.l1l5, xxvii.3
(bis) ]}, Zoue, Tapvac, daxoud, dapaw, Xavaav, Xappov, Xopxop;
dBapa, AtyOntior, [except at xiii.l4], Alyumtog, AiB{onec,
*Ap&diLor, Acclpioi, [except at xxiii.5,12], Bapuiav,
BoUBactog, BUBALa, Aauaocxdg, Airdomoirg, ‘HiroUmoirg, Oaipacg,
Iefoviac [except at xi.l), Ioudac [except at xxxvii.lé],
Kapxndévior, Kpfiteg, Al{Bueg, ADSor, Maydwrov, MéueLg,
MiAntog, Ooia [except at xxiii.4 (bis),5,36], OoAiLBa [except
at xxiii.4 (bis),36), NaBolpn, Dépcar, ‘Pé3LovL, Zarc,
Tapdpera, IL8ov, £bédopa, Tufun, Tupla, Tavig, Tpog,
dartiac, Xardalol [except at xxiii.20], Xavva, XeAB-(?).
These represent the large majority of transcriptions and a
good proportion of hellenized names.

Examples of undetermined generalising participles are to
be found at ii.l, v.14, vi.8, xii.24, xvi.8,27,34, xviii.7,
xxi.16, xxii.1o.
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is gualified 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. 1In a
small proportion of such phrases the opposite is the case: a
determined genitive has an undetermined noun as its head-
word.) The same pattern holds good for attributive words and
phrases in general:21 normally neither head-word nor attribute
is determined, though there are some examples of an undeterm-
ined noun standing before a determined attribute [e.g. vii.9,
xvii.24, xx.12, xxi.19, xxii.5, 23, xxiv.14, xxxviii.17], and
even of an undetermined attribute before or after a determined
noun; with one exception [xxxvi.5] this latter form holds good
for phrases with attributive nd¢. In prepositional phrases
the noun is more often determined 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 undetermined attributive phrase stands before its head-
word (€% "Aoni oldnpog xxvii.19]. Perhaps the oddest form of
all is that in which neither is determined [xvi.5, xxvii.5,
5,6,7,7,7,15,16,18,18,36, xxviii.7, xxxi.12, xxxii.12,21). 1In
participial phrases the oblique cases of nouns are undetermin-
ed more often than strict grammar requires. In the few cases
where the participle stands second the obligue case is unde-
termined [xxii.25,25,29,29]. Inconsistent use of the article

is found in several places [e.g. i.3, xi.1, xiii.18, xvii.24,

See Table 1.
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xix.7, xxii.24,26, xxiii.18, xxiv.14, xxv.5, xxvii.27,33,
xxviii.2,5, xxxi.l, xxxii.l1l,17]. To sum up, the impression is
that while the language has some redundant articles, in gener-
al there are too few.

The adverbial use of the oblique cases is relatively un-

common. The following examples occur:—

(a¢) Accusative.
Cognate at x.6,15, xxvii.31, xxxvii.26, xxxviii.lo.
of Manner at xx.35, xxvii.31, xxxvi.l11,11.
of Time at iv.4,10, xii.8, xxiv.18,18, xxix.1l1,12,
xxxiii.22, xxxvi.11l,11, xxxix.9.
of Matter at xxxix.20 (quater).
of Specification at i1i.10,10, ix.11, xxxvi.37.

(B) Genitive.

Absolute at ix.5, x.14, xv.5, xxvi.l0.

of Comparison at 1ii.9, xvi.61l, xxviii.3, xxxii.2l.

of Matter at iv.16, xvi.49, xvii.3, xxviii.13,16,
XXX.11, xxxii.4, xxxv.8, xxxvi.38,
xxxvii.l,

Objective at xxvii.17.

of the Part Concerned at viii.3.

Predicative at xxi.l19, xxiii.13,15, xxxvii.22,24.

Subjective at xxxi.l8, xxxii.20,21,29,30,32.

of Time at xii.4,4, xxiv.18, xxxii.l7, xxxiii.z22.

(v) Dative.

after yvwot(6g), Suot{og) at v.9, xiv.10, xxi.8,8;
xxxvi.32.

Ethic passim.

of Instrument or Manner passim.

of Place at xxi.35.

Pleonastic, often with figura etymologiae, passim.

of the Recipient passim.

of Respect at ix.11l, xvii.3,6,7, xxxi.3,3.

of Time at i.1,2, viii.l, xx.1, xxiv.1l, xxvi.l,

XXix.1,17, xXxx.20, xxxi.l, xxxii.1i,17,
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xXX1ii.21, xxxvi.33, xxxix.13.

Of oblique cases functioning as adverbs only one example, and
that an interrogative, stands before its head-word [xxxii.21].

The details of government by prepositions are set out in
Table 2.2 &v with the dative is easily the commonest single
construction; the use of the dative after prepositions is
otherwise minimal. The ‘proper' prepositions prefer the ac-
cusative, examples of this case after 8ia, &ni, xatd and npdc
accounting for a very high proportion of all prepositional
phrases. (There are numerous examples of the enclitic form of
personal pronouns, especially after npbc.) 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 de-
sire 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 pre-
dicative £l¢ with the accusative, which practically replaces
the nominal complement after the copula, and is at times ac-
companied by a dative noun or pronoun [e.g. at iii.26, iv.9,
xi.11,16,20,20, xiv.11,11, xviii.30, xxiv.24,27, xxvi.s5,
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,

i See Appendix A List 1 for a complete list of prepos-

itions.
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or are simply negatived [xiii.22,22, xx.1,3,23, xxi.2s6,
xxvii.7, xxviii.l1?7, 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 infinitive being
either present or aorist. Verbs are found with others:—
dpyopar ToL with aorist infinitive [xiii.6], Boliopar with
present infinitive [iii.7], &el with aorist infinitive [xiii.
19,19), 30vapar with aorist infinitive [xxxiii.12], éyyiZw
with aorist infinitive [xxxvi.8], €0&Ae® with aorist infinitive
[iii.7, xx.8), ei{ul with dative pronoun, &1L and aorist infin-
itive [xvi.63], Aaréw Tol with aorist infinitive [iii.18],
HavOdvew with present infinitive [xix.6] and mpooti®OnuL with
€tL and aorist infinitive [xxxvi.l12]. A strange case is moiin
Tol mapanixpaiverv at xxiv.l4. An aorist infinitive depends
on Hynua [xvii.3] and another on foxlg [xxx.21]. A few are
introduced by t6: both present and aorist infinitives are
found at xviii.23, xxxiii.ll. The large majority are governed
by prepositions, the forms being as follows: dua t® with pre-
sent or aorist infinitive [xvii.l0,xxiii.40}, avtt ToD with
present or aorist infinitive [xxix.9, xxxiv.8,8, Xxxxv.5,
xxxvi.3,3,6], dia TO with present infinitive [xxxiii.28,
xXXiv.5, xxxv.10], el¢ with aorist infinitive [xxiv.8], &v @
with present or aorist infinite [passim), napa Té with present
infinitive [xxxiv.8], mpiv with aorist infinitive [xxxiii.22],
npd ToL with aorist infinitive [xvi.57]. Throughout our text
the aorist infinitive predominates. The negative is always
un, and stands immediately before the infinitive.

With only one exception [xxxviii.13] infinitive phrases

of all kinds follow any words which govern them, and normally
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directly. It is the rare case [xiii.22, xvi.54, xvii.l4, xx.
15, xxii.30, xxiv.8, xxix.16, xxxiii.1l5, xxxiv.10, xxxvi.6,12,
xxxvii.7, xxxviii.13] where the infinitive does not stand be-
fore all other elements in the phrase. 1In accusative and in-
finitive constructions the next element is normally the noun
or pronoun corresponding to the subject of a clause; hyper-
baton between the two occurs only at xvii.l0, xxiv.7, xxx.21
and xxxv.5, and object is separated from subject only at v.15,
xiii.19, xvi.54, xxvi.19, xxviii.22, xxx.18, xxxvi.6 and
xxxvii.13. The complement never precedes the subject. In in-
finitive phrases without a subject there is even less scope
for variations of order: object is separated from verb at xv.
3, xvi.5, xvii.l1l5, xxii.20, xxvii.5,7, xxx.21; in some ex-
amples it seems to be omitted altogether [xv.3, xxi.26, xxiv.
26, xxv.15, xxxvi.5]. Adverbs in infinitive phrases tend to
the end. There is some tendency to pile infinitive phrase on
infinitive phrase [e.g. xxi.26, xxxviii.12,13) in a manner
whose monotony and clumsiness is normally unrelieved by any
attempt at chiasmus or some other elegance.

Expressions with the infinitive function as adverbs in

the following ways:—

of Purpose, sometimes with passive infinitive
{xxii.20, xxiv.8, xxviii.l1l7, xxx.21 (ter), xxxiii.l19]
and normally introduced by ToU.

Temporal [passim] normally introduced by &v Td.

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
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infinitive are of unclear reference.

The infinitive is often introduced by toU, as though purpose
were intended, but purpose is excluded by the meaning of the
wider context. Some infinitives with &v 1@ fall into this
‘doubtful’ category [e.g. xiv.30,52,54].

Very few participial phrases function as other than nouns
or attributes. 1In a handful of cases the tense of the parti-
ciple is future [xxvi.1l9] or aorist [xxi.3, xxxiii.5,6, xxxix.
10,11] rather than present or perfect. The negative is o0
[with present participle xxii.24,29] or un (with future parti-
ciple 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 several dozen examples a good proportion are of
the form which would lend itself to the sandwiching of the
object or oblique case, i.e. the participle is determined; but
there is no example of the type ol tag moéreLc xaTotkoUVIEC,
let alone of the type & xpi{pa moi@v xal SixairoocOvnv. There is
a curious example of a participle left hanging at xxvi.lé6 (¢
elonopevdpevoc etc.).

Attributes

and pronominal adjectives, dependent genitive nouns and pro-

24 of all kinds (i.e. numerals, demonstrative

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

xxxiii.5 concessive.

24 See Table 1.
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nouns, participles, adjectives and adverbial phrases) have an
overwhelming tendency to stand after what they gualify. (Un-
qualified words are in fact rare in our text.) Exceptions are
(¢) the cardinals, of which only eic, 8Vo and técoapeg are
postponed in a few places (B) the ordinals, which are never
postponed (7) éxetvog and oUtog at xx.6, xxiv.26,27, xxxiii.
17, mboog and Ti¢ at xxvii.33 and (3) the adjective ndc, 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 obtoc in
preposition. Dependent genitive nouns stand before the head-
word only four times; there is only a dozen or so examples of

L . . i . 25
genitive pronouns in this position™.

Adjectives of quantity
and quality are virtually always postponed [except in Thv
KoATIV VOUAV xXxxiv.18, moilg & (¢ althg xxiv.12, £v Tf moAirf
énirotAun cou xxviii.5). The middle position is distinctly in-
frequent. Postponed attributes are sometimes widely separated
from the head-word; the form ol d&v@ipec ol d&yaboL is found, but
infrequently: here the attribute is often a participle, and
head-word and attribute are frequently divided by an interven-
ing 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 pleon-
astic present participle of Aéyw, normally standing last in

the sentence; it is always nominative, with odd effect at x.6.

.. ought we not, however, to prefer this form at ix.10

[with the whole tradition], xxxiv.6 [with B], 8 [with 967],
xxvi.1ll1l [with B, 967 and L' ]?
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At xii.22,27, xviii.2 we find a kind of ad sensum form with
Aéyovieg [cf. the similar lapsus concordiae at xxxviii.l2].
Most attributes are adjectives or dependent genitives, of
which there may be a succession of up to half a dozen at a
time [e.g. viii.3, 14, ix.2. xvii.3. xxii.25. xxiii.12], at-
tributive adverbial expressions being a comparative rarity.
Possessive adjectives, as opposed to genitive pronouns, are
infrequent. el¢ takes precedence over dctpaxkivoc at iv.9,
€tepog over péyac at xvii.7, ndooc over Tic at xxvii.33. The
negative is o0 with attributes of all kinds [xx.25, xxii.
24,29; cf. xxxiii.17,17,20] except at xxvi.l1l9 and xxxvi.31,
where the attributes are of a generalising kind.

Adverbial expressions modifying adjectives and parti-
ciples scarcely ever precede their head-word. The vast major-—
ity 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 to drag behind them an adverbial
‘tail’ which is often quite unwieldy. There is no example of

a negative.

(ii) The Clause.

There is lapsus concordiae in a number of places, and not
only with the present participle of Aéyw. Other participial
phrases are ill-adapted to the context [e.g. xxvi.l6}, and
there is a very elaborate example at xxxviii.3-6 of a change

of case in mid-sentence. At v.1 altoU¢ and at viii.1 é&n’
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aUtol have no grammatical antecedent. There are several mild-
er examples where the construction is simply ad sensum [e.qg.
xxvii.13,20,23,23, xxxi.l1l7,22,23,24 (ter),26 (ter), xxxvi.21,
xxxviii.1l2,12, xxxix.13,13,22,23]. The juxtaposition of cogn-
ates, often in a pleonastic manner, is frequent [e.g. xxiii.
4]. Examples of hyperbaton are few and far between, nor are
they at all daring, amounting in most cases to nothing more
than the intervention of an adverb between, for instance, the
verb and its object, and tending to go with a disruption of
normal order. The frequency of adverbs is marked; the simple
adverb is rare, but a large number of sentences has more than
one adverbial expression, and this category probably accounts
for upwards of a quarter of all the syntactical elements
found.

Where subject and verb are directly juxtaposed, there
being no object, the order verb-subject is found twice as

26
often as the reverse.

Even when we except cases of the re-
current fixed phrases AfyeL xUprog and €yéveto/éyevnen AdOYog
xupiou the preponderance is striking. These proportions are
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 juxtaposition of subject

and copula. (The large majority of sentences having a com-

plement omit the copula; very frequently it is a past tense

which must be supplied.) Where gobject and verb are directly

juxtaposed, there being no subject expressed, the order verb-

E See Tables 3a and 3b.
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object is found three times as often as the reverse. The pre-
ponderance is more striking when we except cases where the
object before the verb is a demonstrative. Where object and
verb are separated by one or more syntactical elements slight-
ly 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
T4de A€yeL xUpLOG.

In the fewer than a dozen examples of a verb’s governing
an oblique case we find only one clause where the verb does
not precede, directly or indirectly, the element which it
governs.

In main clauses without initial xo{ adverbial express-
ions stand first more often than any other single element.?’
In clauses of all kinds with an initial xai this is no long-
er the case, and a verb is four times as likely to stand first
after the xal{. A nominative noun is twice as likely to be
found in first place in a clause without initial xa{ than is
an accusative noun; where there is initial xa{ the imbalance

disappears. A curious oddity is the behaviour of the verb:

See Table 4.
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copulative verbs are few in any case, but of the other ex-
amples, where there is no initial xai a verb standing first is
nearly twice as likely to be intransitive than transitive,
whereas with initial xei{ it is more likely to be transitive.
There is no single example of a postponed relative. In sub-
ordinate 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 sub-
ordinate clauses do so begin; an initial verb is more likely
to be intransitive than transitive. Final position in clauses
of all types is occupied in a very high proportion of cases by
an adverbial expression of some kind. (Infinitive and parti-
cipial 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. (cCausal clauses introduced by 8TiL/81L0TL are an ex-
ception.) If adverbs have any serious rival in final pos-
ition it is the accusative noun and pronoun and the transitive
vexrb. It is tentatively suggested that it is the predilection
for adverbial expressions in final position which dictates the
relative strengths, in half the sentences at least, of initial
intransitive and transitive verbs: such expressions are most
typically linked with intransitive verbs. Why the xai
sentences should be different is only partly explained by the
fact that in thenr transitive verbs suddenly preponderate over
intransitive verbs, since this fact itself demands an explan-

ation.
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Predicative pouns and adjectives have a marked tendency
to stand at the beginning of their clause, in the order

predicative noun/predicative adjective-verb-object. The

complement, too, normally stands at the beginning, before the
subject. Where the copula is expressed 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:—

d@AAd [v.7] is used as a strong adversative with o0&é&
followed by an indicative.

GaAd xal [xviii.1ll] is used with an indicative in the
contrastive sense “but, actually”.

GAr” 1) is used at xiv.16, xxxix.1l0 with a future indic-
ative in the contrastive sense “no, rather”. At xxxvi.22 it
contrasts an adverb with a preceding oy Uuiv.

iv is found with the optative at xv.2 (suppressed cond-
ition) with &8¢ 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 iii.6, and with
the aorist indicative in eig Ov &v Tdédmov at x.1l1 [Cf. xaBog
dv, ol &v below].

@vti tolTou has a present indicative [xxviii.7].

&ve’ &v (plus 8ti at xxxvi.34) is found only with the
aorist indicative, which normally follows immediately, or else
in noun clauses with the copula understood.

dp’ Nc fuépac, 4’ dv, d&p’ ol are followed immediately by
an aorist indicative.

8& is adversative and contrasts one clause with another
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with emphasis on an initial noun or pronoun at iii.7,21, vi.
12, vii.l1l5, xviii.5,20, xxii.12, xxviii.2, xxx.25, xxxiii.s,
xxxiv.8, xxxvi.8. It emphasizes an initial noun or pronoun
without a contrast at x.13, xviii.20. It introduces a cond-
ition with &av at xiv.21 (after tade A€yeL xiprLog), xvi.27,
xviii.1l4,18,24, xxii.13, xxxiii.9. It amounts to “for, where-
as” at xxviii.o9.

8N is found after an aorist imperative at xvii.12,
xviii.24.

dLa tToUTo [passim) always has an indicative verb.

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

€av xai with present subjunctive occurs at xiv.15, xv.S5,
€av dpa with aorist subjunctive at ii.s,7, iii.11,11.

el occurs with various tenses of the indicative [passim],
el uAv similarly [v.11, xx.33, xxiii.27, xxxiv.8, xxxv.6,
xXXxvi.5, xxxviii.1l9].

gvexa Tivoc is found at xxi.l2 with present indicative,
g€vexa Toutou (with backward reference) with perfect indicative
[vii.20] and aorist indicative (xxxi.S5}.

énel has the imperfect indicative at the end of the
clause at xxxiv.21.

éne1dn is followed immediately by the perfect indicative
at xxviii.e6.

£wc governs the aorist indicative (xxiii.38, xxviii.l1s,
xxxiii.22], which follows it immediately.

gwc ol/8tou always governs the aorist subjunctive ([iv.s,

xxi.32, xxiv.13, xxxix.15), which follows it immediately.
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#| contrasts two nouns at xiv.16, two conditions with é€dv
dpe ii.5,7, two main clauses at xxviii.3,5. 7 xai{ introduces
a condition with #&v at xiv.17, a condition without 2d4v with
aorist subjunctive at xiv.19.

fvikae &v is followed immediately by an aorist subjunctive
[xxxii.9, xxxiii.33, xxxv.11].

{va is followed immediately by an aorist subjunctive
[xxxvi.27 (ter), xxxviii.16, xxxix.12], {va pf) by a present
subjunctive [xiv.11, xxxvii.23].

{va ©l has a present indicative [xviii.31, xxxiii.11].

KaBOTL /xaBd¢ normally has a past indicative, which
follows immediately except at xvi.55. At xxii.20 the tense is
present. There is an apparent ellipse of the verb at xvi.7,
44-5. At i.16 we find xaBwg &v with the present optative.

kal, besides being easily the commonest link between
nouns, pronouns, attributes, adverbs and so forth, outnumbers
other conjunctions seven to one as a link between clauses.
The text begins with xai. It frequently does duty as an ad-
versative; at xxi.22 it is found together with 8&. Many
clauses have xat oU or kat un at the beginning, and we even
find kel o0d& [xvi.28,29,47]. xai introduces the protasis of
a condition with future indicative at iii.20, xviii.27, and
with a subjunctive at iii.18, xviii.24,26, xxxiii.8,13,14-15,
18,19. (This is to include only those examples where we may
not assume the ellipse of &£iv, el, which of course itself
frequently occurs.) xai introduces an apodosis at v.le6, vi.9,
xxxiii.18, xxxix.27. It sometimes has the sense “even, actu-

ally” [e.g. xvi.47, xxiii.39, xxx.10].
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un is frequent with various subjunctive tenses. It is
normally detached from #tL, which tends to stand last in the
clause. un...oUkéTL 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.l17, xv.4, xvii.1l0,18, xviii.23,
xxviii.3,4,9. At xviii.25,29 uR...ol occurs with the present
indicative.

undauwc is found at iv.14, in what amounts to a negative
wish with ellipse of the verb.

un 8tTi occurs at xv.5, with apparent ellipse of the words
introducing the indirect question &l #otair and so forth.

uNde. ..uNde sometimes coordinates two clauses.

66ev is found with an aorist indicative [xxix.14).

Clauses with Ov Tponmov are either nominal or have an in-
dicative verb. At x.10 we find 6v tpdmov Otav followed im-
mediately by a present subjunctive.

6nwg (un) with the subjunctive is quite common. Onwg ol
uf with the subjunctive is also found [xxiv.12].

8tav normally governs the subjunctive; there may be a
present indicative at xxiv.25. The verb always follows im-
mediately.

6te always has an imperfect indicative, and the verb
always follows immediately.

8TL/810TL “because” always governs the indicative, which
tends to stand late in the clause. &tTL/81.6TL "“that” always
governs the indicative, and where the subject is expressed it

always follows immediately.
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ol always governs the indicative when the verb is ex-
pressed. It is frequently combined with a pleonastic éxeil at
the end of the clause. It functions like oi, &moi, at i.12,
20.

o0 dv has the imperfect indicative at i.12,20, and the
aorist subjunctive at xi.16, xxi.21.

o0, besides its use with attributes and adverbs, is the
normal negative with the complement [e.g. xxxiii.17,17, 20,
xxxiv.18]. It is found with indicative verbs in guestions at
xvii.10,10 [ef. oUxl at xvii.9] and in statements (e.g.
xxxiii.11], separated from a final #tL with the indicative at
xxvi.2l, xxviii.19, xxix.16, xxx.13, xxxiv.10,10,28, xxxvii.22
[but cf. oUxkéTL with the indicative at xiii.21, xxvii.36,
xxxiv.29], and coupled with a final olkétrL with the indicative
at xxi.10, xxviii.2d4, xxxvi.15, xxxix.7,29 (cf. the double
negative oUdé&...ou at v.7, xv.5, obyxi{...o0 at xviii.2s5,29].
The double negative o0 (3é&/1e) pn (--.£TL) with the subjunct-
ive often occurs [e.g. iii.7]. oUkxétL uf with the aorist sub-
junctive is found at vii.13, xii.23, xxxiv.28, and a triple
negative o0 uf...oUkéTL with aorist subjunctive at xvi.41,42,
xx1ii.27, xxiv.27. oL pn governs the future indicative at
xxiii.48, xxxiii.31,32.

oU3E, in addition to conjoining clauses, links adverbs
[vii.1l1l, xvii.9] and nouns [xiv.18, xxXiv.7]; at xvi.47 we
find o08" &¢c “not even so”. olUte is not found with these
latter functions.

oUtwc /8¢ normally introduces the second of two clauses
with the sense “so, thus” [xii.ll, xv.6, xviii.4, xx.36, xxii.

20,22,26, xxiii.44, xxxiv.12, xxxvi.38]. At xxxiii.l0 the
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reference is to what follows. At iv.13, xxiii.39 the sense is
rather “in this same way” with a backward reference. oUTwg
means “therefore” at xxi.9, xxxii.14. It is followed immedi-
ately by an indicative verb where the verb is expressed, ex-
cept that at xxxii.1l4 tbéTe is interposed.

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

moU has a present indicative (xiii.l2].

néc has a future indicative at xxxiii.1l0, an aorist in-
dicative at xxvi.17.

Ti (with ellipse of the verb) is found before a 8TuL
clause at xviii.1l9.

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

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

Interjections function within the clause as follows:—

eUye [vi.l1, vii.26, xxi.20,20, xxvi.2, xxxvi.2] stands
first in the clause. It amounts to a substantive at vi.1l.

{300 normally introduces a statement, and the verb is
indicative if expressed. Clauses with {800 tend to begin with
the subject rather than the verb; intransitive verbs tend to
the end. Some clauses consist simply of {800 and a nominal
subject. 1In some examples L8o0 stands after the subject.

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

obai [ii.10, vii.26, xiii.3,18] functions virtually as a

substantive, with apparent ellipse of the copula at xiii.3,18.
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© [xxii.3, xxiv.6, xxx.2 (bis), xxxiv.2] stands with a
nominative.

The oblique cases of nouns and pronoung28 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 pre-
sent. Infinitive phrases function as nouns only at xviii.23,
xxx1ii.11. Personal pronouns, whose precise reference is
sometimes unclear [e.g. the repeated aUtfic at xxiii.1l1l] are
frequent and indeed often quite otiose, especially as nomin-
atives and as qualifying genitives. They normally do duty as
reflexives. They are often simply resumptive. &xooctoc frequ-
ently functions in a circumstantial clause [e.g. viii.l2, ix.
2). It stands first, and an ad sensum construction normally
follows [e.g. xx.39, xxii.6,11 (bis), xxiv.23, xxxiii.20; but
cf. the second clause in xxii.ll]. éxdtepoc is rare [i.11,12,
xxxvii.7] and has an ad sensum construction at xxxvii.7.
&kelvoc¢ is pronominal only at xxxii.31, where it stands first.
£udc is used predicatively at xviii.4,4. Pronominal &iepoc is

always reciprocal [i.23, iii.13]). ©68e, which is only pronom-

For a complete list of pronouns and pronominal adject-
ives see Appendix A List 2.

= I.e. apart from verbs of saying, commanding etc.

duapTéve [xiv.13], avapaive [xxxvi.3], Ponféew [xxx.8],
Bovrelw [xx.40], €yylge [xxiii.5], éyxaeizg [xxXxV.5],
Eunopevopal [xxvii.13], emiyopen [xxV.6], nNKo [xx;ii.ll],
OV [xXx.28, xxxix.17,19), xabnke [XXi.32], KaATAKALG®
[xxxix.10], Aatpelw [xx.32 (bis)], mopelopar [xviii.9],
unapyw {xvi.49].

At vi.3, xviii.z25,29,30,31, xx.31,39, xxii.24, xxiv.1l4
(bis), xxvi.17, xxxiii.l1,20, xxxvi.22,33, xxxvii.4,
xxxviii.7.

30
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inal, occurs only as a neuter plural accusative standing first
in the clause and having a forward reference. &8¢ is the usual
relative; GotLc occurs at ii.3, xxxix.15, and Jooc at xii.é,
xvi.44,63, xviii.22, xx.11, xxiv.24, xxxvi.36. oUToc normally
stands first in its clause {but cf. xvii.8, xx.31]. It pre-
cedes the verb as subject [except at xxiv.24], but as object
is preceded by the verb (xvi.59, xxiii.30, xxxvii.3). In nom-
inal clauses it normally stands first with the copula under-
stood. Less usually the copula is expressed [xi.30, xxxiii.
20, xxxvii.l, xxxix.8] and oUtoc 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 nd¢ at xvi.5,30,43, xvii.l1l8, xviii.13. Reflex-
ive pronouns are used but rarely.31 and normally follow immedi-
ately upon the verb [but see the hyperbaton at xxxvi.5,
xxxvii.1l7] even in prepositional phrases [except at xvii.l2].
Indefinite Tig is pronominal only at xvi.5 (Tol maBeiv TiL €nt
ool ). 1Interrogative tic always stands first in the clause; it
is the normal interrogative in both direct and indirect quest-
ions. ToiLoUToC 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 mid-

dle ones™. For examples see section (2). The tense of the

& At iii.21, iv.1,3,9 (bis), v.1 (bis), xii.3,5, xvi.1lse,

17,24 (bis),52, xvii.l2,15, xviii.31l (bis), xxi.23, xxiv.2,
xxvii.3, xxviii.4, xxxi.2, xxxiii.2,9, xxxiv.2,8, xxxvi.5,
xxxvii.lé (bis),17.

2 The middle is, however, normal for perfect participles,
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imperative is normally aorist [passim], more rarely present.
The tenses are mixed at ii.8, iii.4,11, ix.7, xx.7, xxi.14,
xxiii.47, xxiv.4-5, xxxix.17; in some of these cases of mix-
ing 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
xxx1ii.10,11,12, and similar cases could be adduced. The
tense of finite verbs is normally present, future or aorist.
The perfect and imperfect occur, but are not common. Examples
of the historic present with dramatic force are at i.28, iii.
23, ix.8, xi.13. There is a futuristic present at xviii.31,
xxxiii.11. The perfect is used with a clear sense of its dif-
ference from the aorist, that is as a present perfect or else
as a resultative”; there is no clear case of an aoristic per-
fect>®. (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.l1l2, xiv.9, xvi.58, xxxviii.8].35 The
aorist at times behaves similarly [xviii.27,28, xxxiii.5,6,91},
and this is the only hint of a tendency to confuse perfect

and aorist. There is a ‘gnomic’ future at xviii.s £f£.%¢

which are largely adjectival in function, as has been shown.

29 Virtually all perfects are resultative, although only

about half (or slightly more than half if we exclude cases
of the recurrent fixed phrase £ye® [xUprLog] Aeriéinka) are
actually transitive. Present perfects are limited to yéyova
(xxi.20 (bis), xxii.1s], Hyrixae [vii.7, ix.1, xii.23), pe-
peydivuor [ix.9], mémoiBa ([xxxiii.13].

S¢ The only plausible candidates are at xvi.48, xvii.1s,

xviii.1z2,15.

¥ Other possible examples, often with 1800, are at iii.2s,

ix.10, xi.21, xviii.9 (bis), xxv.10.

36 - . : o
Are the curious aorists at xviii.l11 ff. ‘gnomic'?
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Periphrastic tenses are at xxxiv.29 (&£covtar anmoiilpevoir),
xxxvi.13 (xatéoBouoca el, Arexveopévn &yévou), 32 (Yveotov
£otarL), 34 (Npaviopévn £vevnon).

The subjupctive mood is fairly common; the gptative oc-
curs 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 (1.9, x.19,19, xvii.24, xxxi.9). Some examples of
ad sensum constructions have been noted; at xi.15 the verb
agrees with the NEAREST subject.

The structure of the average simple sentence has been
described at the beginning of this section. The other main

kinds of clause are as follows:—

Clauses consisting of the oath-formula L& £yé do not
stand alone, but form a unity with a second clause; together
they amount to a strong asseveration or strong denial. The
second clause takes one of the following forms: &dv ufi with
future indicative [xvii.1l6,19}, £&v with aorist subjunctive
[xiv.20, xviii.3}, &l with future [xiv.16, xx.3,31) or perfect
indicative [xvi.48], el ufv with future {v.11, xx.33, xxxiii.
27} or aorist indicative [xxxv.6; there is anacolouthon at
xxxiv.8], kail with future [xxxv.11], oU with present indic-
ative [xxxiii.1ll), and ol uf with aorist subjunctive [xiv.18].
In most cases the second clause is correctly understood by the

simple subtraction of the conditional element in it; in a few

examples the oath-formula serves to reverse the sense of the
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second clause, amounting in effect to a negative [xiv.16, 20,
xvi.48, xviii.3, xx.3,31].

Clauses with the impersopal narrative xal £yéveto/gyevien

[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 is 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 prepositional phrase
and adverb respectively except at xxxii.l1l7, 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 ket Zotar some-
times stand alone [vii.25, xxi.12,18, xxxix.8]. For coordin—
ation with other clauses see section (iii). They are negativ-
ed at vii.25, xx.32, xxi.18. 1In a few a prepositional phrase
noting time follows the verb [xxxviii.1l0,18, xxxix.11j}.

Causal clauses are with &ve® &v (8tiL), xat vép, ef with
perfect indicative [iv.15; possibly vii.lo0], éneil, &neLdn and
GtL/816TL.

Circumstantial ¢lauses normally consist of a nominative
with an adverbial expression, the copula being understood
[e.g. 11i.13, xxiii.4].

Clauses of command and exhortation normally have an im-

perative verb with the vocative before it.¥ At xxxiii.3o we

37
There are some places where a future seems to express a

command [xii.6 shows a series of futures culminated by a
clause of the ‘strong prohibition’ variety with o0 uf and
the subjunctivei}.
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find a first person aorist subjunctive. There is no indirect
command.

Clauses expressing comparison are with ka®dtL/-0c (d&v),
6v tpoémov 8tav, wc and Gonep. For the form of the associated
main clauses see section (iii).

conditional protases are: (a) past supposition with no
implications as to fulfilment with &l and the perfect indic-
ative [vii.10] (B) past unfulfilled supposition with &i and
the aorist indicative [iii.6, xxi.18]) () vivid future suppos-
ition with &&v (un) and the subjunctive [passim], &av &pa
[ii.4,7, iii.11], and &v T® 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).

Conditional relatjve clauses are either (a) of an actual
condition with dv, aorist or imperfect indicative [i.12, 20,
x.11} or (B) of a hypothetical or general condition with the
aorist subjunctive [xi.l6, xii.28, xxi.21, xxxiii.2; and the
instances of O6¢ &v referred to above] and &v.

Clauses expressing contrast have arir’ 1} or drra xai.

Deliberative guestions have an aorist subjunctive with &i
[xiv.3] and i [xvi.30].

Exclamations, with which we should perhaps classify the
sentences with {8ol and a subject mentioned above, include
otupor with the vocative, ndg with the aorist at xxvi.l17 in
the sense “how greatly!” and © with nominatives.

Object clauses have &tL/31é6tL. Direct speech is, how-

ever, greatly preferred, and is normative after verbs of
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saying.

Prohibitions are expressed by pfi with the present imper-
ative or with the subjunctive. Probably some of the cases of
double and triple negatives with subjunctive ought to be in-
cluded here, as a form of strong prohibition. Virtual prohib-
itions in context are certain negative predictions with o0 and
the future; the endings are of course often identical.

Purpose clauses have {Uva (uf)) or 8neg (uf/od un) with the
subjunctive.

Direct questions include those with &i [xv.3 (bis),

xvii.9, 15, xx.3,4,30, xxii.2, 14, xxxvii.3], and with neéc and
the future [xxxiii.10] in the sense “However are we to...?";
there are questions expecting the answer “Yes” with o0 [xviii.
25,29, xxxiv.18] and €l pn [e.g. xvi.56], and questions ex—
pecting the answer “No” with un [e.g. xv.5, xviii.25,29].

Indirect guestions are few; they occur with <{ [viii.e,
xvii.1l2, xviii.l1l9, xxiv.19, xxxvii.18] and the verb is indic-
ative if expressed; in addition two cases with £f{ and ellipse
of the main clause are found [xV.5, xx.39]m.

Relative clauses include those with 8Bev, o0 and local &

[xx1.35].

Clauses of Strong Asseveration are with &l pufiv and an in-

dicative [xxxvi.5, xxxviii.19].

Clauses of Strong Denial, which might often also be term-
ed Negative Predictions or Strong Prohibitions, include con-
structions with oU...oUkétL, o0 pf} and the indicative, the

array of combinations of o0, uf], &ti/oUxéTL with the subjunct-

38 The question with ufj at xxviii.3 may be indirect.
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ive, and the triple negatives with future or subjunctive. The
strength of the denial in each kind is hard to determine;
there seems to be variety rather than distinction here.

Subject clauses have Ott [xviii.l9, xxxiv.18; and probab-
ly the elliptical case at xv.5].

Temporal clauses include those with d¢ ob/Gv, Ewoc
oU/8tov, Hvika &v, &tav, 8te; do’'fc Huépec [xx.5, xxviii.
14,15), v f fuépe with the aorist indicative [xvi.4,5, xxxi.
15] &v | dv fuépe with the aorist subjunctive [xxxiii.l2],

N fuépg with the aorist [xxxix.13], the temporal relatives at
iv.4,34, xxxvi.33, and the temporal relative with &v and

aorist subjunctive at xxxviii.1s.

The only example of a Wish is the elliptical undapdc,

xUpte kUprLe at iv.14.

(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 antecedent not a simple
noun or pronoun, but the noun part of a prepositional phrase,
which by definition tends to the end of its clause. Since the
language scarcely rises above the lowest level of articulation
in any case, subordinate clauses dependent on subordinate
clauses are so few as to provide no additional scope for

interruption.

There is but one example of a parenthetic sentence

[xxvi.7].
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Some aspects of coordination between clauses have already
been described; the remainder will be discussed in this sect-
ion. It should be noted that very nearly half the total
number of clauses, both main and subordinate, begin with xai.
over half begin with xai or some other conjunction. 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 xaf.

Clauses with the impersonal narrative kot £yéveto/éyevifn
are followed by an apodotic clause, whose verb is always a
past indicative, but which has otherwise no set form. Several
begin with xai, one with xat (800 [ix.8, x.6, xi.l13, xxxvii.
7], and these are attached to the &v with the infinitive part
of the narrative clause; others have xail without this element,
and some have no conjunction [viii.l, xx.1, xxvi.l, xxxiii.2l
etc.].

Clauses with the impersonal narrative kat Zotai are com-
bined with a clause which follows them at xx.32 (Ov TpOmov
Vueic Aéyete) xxi.l2 (&dv with aorist subjunctive and an apo-
dosis with future verb), xxxvii.18-19 (8tav with present sub-
junctive followed by xal with a future) and xxxviii.1o,18,
xxxix.11 (simple prediction with the future).

Causal clauses on the whole follow the main clause; but
several with &v8’ Ov precede the main clause, which sometimes
has a conjunction of its own, e.g. 3id toUto {passim], xai
(v.11, xvi.36,43, xxiii.35, xxxi.l0], both sometimes reinforc-
ed by (8o0; el and éneLdf clauses stand first; and one &1t
clause does the same. é&neLdn is picked up by avii ToUTou in

the main clause.
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Circumstantial clauses have a strong tendency to trail
after the main clause to which they refer, being joined to it
by xat.

Some clauses of command and exhortation with the imper-
ative are followed by a future (xii.3,5, xiii.2, xix.1-2,
Xx.3,4-5,27, xxi.7,11,14,33, xxii.2-3, xxiv.3, xxv.2-3,
xxvii.2=3, xxxii.2, xxxiii.2, xxxvii.4] or a prohibition with
the subjunctive [ix.5].

Clauses expressing comparison normally precede their main
clause; but in some cases the order is reversed, i.e. with

* 44-5, xxii.20; with 8v

xaBdTL /-bg (&v) except at xvi.7,
Tpbdnov 8tav [%x.10]; and with 6v Tpdbémov [xx.32]. Main clauses
standing second have an initial oiitwg¢ or xai [xvi.44-5] except
at xvi.7. Normally the main clause constitutes a prediction
with the future, but past tenses also occur.

Conditional protases stand before the apodosis except at
xxi.18, xxiv.13, where the apodosis is a question. Some pro-
tases are linked by xai to indicative verbs; £dv with the
present subjunctive is found with a future [xiv.15], &&v with
the aorist subjunctive with the aorist or the perfect [xviii.
10-13,14-17], and &v Td with the infinitive with the subjunct-
ive or the future. Apodoses normally have no conjunction
after the protasis; but xal is used after &v t® and the infin-
itive, and sometimes after &4v with the aorist subjunctive
(xiv.13, xvi.27, xxi.12}. Protasis (a)40 has the perfect in-

dicative in the apodosis; protasis (B) has &v with the aorist

2 Unless this is one clause, not two, with a harsh lack of

agreement.

© See section (ii).
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indicative at iii.6é (the apodosis is elliptical at xxi.18);
protasis (y) always has a future or the equivalent in the apo-
dosis.

Conditional relative clauses stand after the main clause
except at i.12,20, x.11, xiv.4,7. The clause at xxxiii.2 is
clumsily augmented by a series of aorist subjunctives with
xai, the construction remaining unfinished. The construction
at xiv.4,7 is also odd. 1In general a conditional relative
with an indicative will have an indicative referring to the
same time in the main clause. o0 &v with the aorist subjunct-
ive 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.1l.

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 {va (un) clauses the main
clause always has a future or the equivalent. With Snw¢ and
the present subjunctive there are some imperfects; otherwise
Onwg with present or aorist subjunctive has a future or the
equivalent in the main clause. O&nwg uf} with present subjunct-
ive has a main clause with the future [xiv.1l1, xvi.63); Oneg
pun with aorist subjunctive has the aorist indicative in the
main clause [xix.9, xx.9,14,22, xxxi.14]}. ©Onwg pun/ov pn with
the aorist subjunctive has a main clause with the future

[xx.44, xxiv.12, xxVv.10, xxvi.20, xxxvi.30].
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Indirect guestions follow énlotapar [xvii.12], Aéyw
[(xviii.19, dvayyérrew [xxiv.19, xxxvii.l8] 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 is an otiose personal
pronoun duplicating the relative pronoun. One or two cases of
attraction are found, especially with Auépa.

Clauses of Strong Denial are sometimes coordinated with
sentences with a future (e.g. xiv.18].

Subiject 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. &v fuépg §| &v EAOD... xxxviii.1s, &  Ag
AMépac. .. xx.5, xxviii.13,15, {j AMéPQ... xxxix.13, TOV HUEPDV
8c... iv.4,9, &v fuépg Q... xxxvi.33, &v § Auépe... xvi.s,5,
xxxi.15, &v § dv fuépa mrAavndf xxxiii.12, wag nuépag...dTe. ..

xvi.22) or else picked up in the main clause to which the
temporal clause refers (e.g. &v éxeivy Tf fiuépg... xx.6}. At
xxiv.2,25-26 we find both. The main clause stands first ex-
cept with 8tav at xxiv.25,26, Nvika &v at xxxiii.33, and at
Xvi.4-5, xxviii.14, xxxi.1l5, xxxiii.l1l8. Where the temporal
clause has &v fuépa §) &v, fivika &v or &tav with subjunctive
the main clause always has the future or the equivalent. 1In

other main clauses a variety is found.



PART 1: THE LANGUAGE
— 33 =

(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 classification is intended
primarily as a chronological one which will incidentally give
an impression of the lexicographical 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 de-
fects there may be mistakes in the classification here and
there. Sources which seemed likely to yield earlier evidence
for the rare and late words in Lists 8 and 9, such as the
Hellenistic-Jewish fragments published by Jacoby41 and the
Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum“, were scrutinised at first hand;
for other writers it has been possible to supplement the ex-
isting 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.“

28 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.)

42

o3 It is a pity that there is no glossary of extra-biblical

Jewish Greek to make the work easier. The 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.

u It would always be a matter of pushing back the attest-

ation of rare and late words, and of reducing the list of
words which seem to be only classical. The lexica to Polyb-
ius and Josephus have filled several gaps; unfortunately
both are incomplete.
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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 at-
tested from before the Hellenistic period. Indeed, the major-
ity of these items have a long and practically uninterrupted
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 &naf Aeydueva 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 of
them are to be designated foreign bodies in Greek on grounds
of phonology alone,46 quite apart from grammatical consider-

ations. It will be noted that the majority are common to our

% r.e. (7) BvBeopoc [xiii.11]. (8) &véianoa [ii.10].
&gaTipdopar [xvi.61]. éolproa [xxvii.36].
&2oréBpevore [ix.1]. xafodnyéw [xxxix.2].
pHEYaropnUOVE® [XxXxV.13]. mapaxarllntw (xxii.26].
napoLotTpdw [1i.6]. nérv: [ix.2].
cTiR{lopat [xxiii.40]. TAeyLale [xiv.S5].
Texktalve [xxi.36].
Quppde [vii.23]. (9) Examples passim.

a8 Many end in consonants other than v, p and ¢. ZInip 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.
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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 translator(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 al-
though 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 else-
where, however, that they are largely governed by similarities
in the various Vorlagen. It is impossible to tell whether
transcriptions were more likely to occur at one period than
another. Depending somewhat upon their circumstances, Jews in
a Greek-speaking environment used Hellenized Jewish names or
even adopted Greek names, though there was a revival of in-
declinable personal names such as “IwoAn and "Iax®B under the
later Roman Empire; but forms such as those in List 1 could
co-exist with Hellenized forms such as ‘Ispoocdiuvuc, attested
as early as 259 B.C. in a Jewish papyrus, and “ABpouoc (165

B.C.), as may be observed from writers such as Pseudo-

v I.e. Boulfi.

TEALYEX.
(ToPerLv em.) .
AdpPw®LL.
Qappoult .
Koue.
Zaddar .
Zove.
Paxoud.
Xappav.
XoBap.
Xopyxop.
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® The failure of loan-words to decline is a feat-

Eupolemos.'l
ure of classical Greek as well as of the Ptolemaic papyri, and
the latter are also rich in examples of the defective or ir-
regular 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 constant-
ly having to be written in Greek letters. It is reasonable to
suppose that our translator(s) would have reproduced particul-
ar 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 per-
haps help to explain why our translator(s), in the cases where
precedent was lacking, hellenized 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 classic-
al and will yield no local colour whatever, let alone a
chronology. O©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

8 At least one Hellenistic Jew seems to have been consci-

ous enough of the variant forms Iepoucuainu/‘Iepocdiuua to
comment upon them: see Jacoby op. cit. no. 723, p. 676,
11.20-24.
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secular literature, and cannot be assumed to be creations of
the translator(s) of our text. With their origins we are not
now concerned, though it is interesting to note that in the
case of one hellenized semitism at least the declension ap-
pears 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):-—

apapa.

BupAL (a), -®v.

OoAia, -av.

OoALBa, -av.

XeAR(?), -wv.
It may be possible to trace a slight development in the pro-

cess of hellenizing in the case of ’'Idounaia, which always

49 The -a form of cdpBata seems to have been the earliest,

due simply to the need to make the third consonant of the
Hebrew form heard. Only later, and then not invariably, was
the word regarded as a neuter plural with singular in -ov.
See E. Schwyzer, ‘Altes und Neues zu (hebr.-) griech.
cGppate (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, -ov. The translators of the
Pentateuch can scarcely take the credit for this particular
formation, at least; it must be classed with the adjective
&nepituntog, 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.

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.

Strictly the list ought to include afiapa and XeAaBov,
but these have no inflection to make them at all significant
as formations. Essentially they are placed in List 2 rather
than List 1 because in context they cannot be faulted
grammatically.

S1
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appears with the article in our text (and sometimes elsewhere
in the Greek Bible), whereas the Pentateuch has the less idio-
matic yf 'Idoupal{a.®® The declension of 'Iolidac seems to
fluctuate: 'IoU8ovu 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 Zapdpera is found virtually
throughout our period and earlier, but the designation in our
text seems to be exclusively biblical®. TOpog 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, ‘Apddioir, Aduackds, Balpdg, LéSoua
and Xettatog may be suspected to be coinages of the Pentateuch
translators, since they are not found earlier and amongst lat-
er sources are virtually confined to writers who may be assum-
ed to have worked within the biblical tradition.”* BacovitLg
is found only in our text and in a minority of the Twelve Pro-
phets; the same original is rendered by the unhellenized Baoav
throughout the Pentateuch, the historical books, Isaiah and
Jeremiah. TaBoUpn is shared by our text only with Jeremiah,
though a variant in -UpiLc appears gquite 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

52 Perhaps this is because of the presence of W in the

original. The Pentateuch prefers Edwu for YW and yf Edwu
for DY PN, though it sometimes has Edwp for the latter.

The same holds for A{Pavog, known as a word but not as a
name in classical Greek.
54

53

The sole exception is £d3ouc, found in Strabo as well as
in Philo and Josephus.
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is sufficient to note that as far as hellenized forms are con-
cerned, 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 pro-
portion of Pentateuchal words and the low proportion 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 lingu-
istic stock,®® the general 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

53 It should be noted that many of the Pentateuchal words

reappear in biblical books other than our text, and that
these books may in this respect have helped to weight the
scales in favour of particular items, supposing our text to
be posterior to some or all of them. But to document the
cases of Pentateuchal words taken up elsewhere would be to
give a false picture of literary affinity: any biblical text
could have derived any such item from the Greek Pentateuch
quite independently. In the case of possible Pentateuchal
coinages it is of course to the point to observe whether our
text stands alone in taking them up. Cf. List 5.

56 Only in the case of about one word in every thirty with—

in this list is this so. But cf. the words marked “E" in
later lists.
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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 transmiss-
ion.”” 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 peculiarities, 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 pro-
venance.

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 bibl-
ical coinages. The fact that they antedate the Greek Penta-

teuch does not exclude the possibility that some might be con-

7 ‘ .
s There seems to be no clear case in our text of the mis-

use 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 in-
dependent 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 out-
let.
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cealed semitisms or hebraisms, for the creation of which there
must have been plenty of opportunity during the long period
till about 150 B.C. during which Egyptian Jews continued to
speak some Aramaic®®. There is no evidence for the existence
of Jewish ghettos in the Ptolemaic period, and we must envis-
age 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 poss-
ible 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 8vnoiLuaiov for 8vnoeidiov: while this does
not in itself exclude the possibility that they might antedate
the Greek Pentateuch, it is hard to see what use there would
have been for specifically Israelite cultic words such as
3Lyotounue outside the context of bible translation. 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

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

of Jewishness, but a quite general phenomenon. See F.
Biichsel ‘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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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,
nieoar, is a chronological 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 II Maccabees. A significant proportion, however, are
found in Polybius and other writers who can scarcely be cred-
ited with borrowing from biblical books: diafolirov and
onetardw, for instance, are certainly not biblical coinages.
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 attestation for this or an
earlier period is not accidental. In the case of @dyecaL sus-
picion is strong that it has been dated too early:6° complete-
ness demands that it be listed here because of the dated bibl-
ical 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 @dyecoiL yields nothing, since its
interest depends on the termination, whose appropriateness in
rendering the second person singular in Hebrew is neither
great nor small. In the case of yoppL&Lw, Eumarypéc® and
ZnInénoouatr, in Ecclesiasticus but in no secular source of

this date, the Hebrew is unfortunately not preserved, though

See the remarks on the -cov ending under “Morphology”.
Cf. note 59 above.

The Ptolemaic papyri show a number of new formations in
-noeLypdc from the various compound verbs in -naifw, so that
if this word is a coinage there were analogies for it.

61
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the appropriateness of these renderings in one source as
against another might not have been discernible. This leaves
the compound adjective okinpokdpdiog, attested in our period62
only in our text at iii.7 and at Proverbs xvii.20 and Eccles-
iasticus xvi.9. Unless it is secondary in the latter, the
impression is unavoidable that it has been dragged in as a
choice piece of vocabulary which the writer wished to employ;
it could certainly not have been coined on the basis of the

¢ It is therefore possible that it was borrowed

Hebrew.
either from our text or from the Proverbs passage. At Pro-
verbs xvii.20 it stands for 35‘vpv, in our text for :5'n@p.
Assuming that the word is a coinage made for one of these two

4

passages,6 the balance is clearly in favour of the original-

® The possibility that a given

ity of the Ezekiel rendering.6
word might have been part of the contemporary language can
never be ruled out in even the most cast-iron cases, so that
its special appropriateness as a translation of even an unique
0ld Testament expression cannot amount to actual proof. This

case is therefore not conclusive, but points to a sequence

Ezekiel-Proverbs-Ecclesiasticus or even Ezekiel-Ecclesiastic-

2] The use by Symmachus at Isaiah x1lvi.12 is undateable, and

is likely to be imitative, especially since it is not a
particularly exact rendering of 3% "1JN.

The translator seems to have put &8vecL oxinpoxapdioLc
quite without warrant from his Vorlage.

63

4 - 8 q
& There is no occurrence of a biblical phrase elsewhere

which could have given rise to such a coinage in a hypothet-
ical era of “targuming” in Greek. The cognate noun oxinpo-
kapd{a [P, Si, Je)], which theoretically might have given
rise to the adjective at any time, cannot weigh against the
singular appropriateness of the adjective at Ezekiel iii.7.

= It will be shown that there are analogous formations based

on the same Hebrew construction which were almost certainly
coined for our text.
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us-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, £fatindw,
reroneTpia and @upudg, as important formations: whether typ-
ical 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 add-
ed that the remaining words cannot contribute anything to an
absolute dating.

To the words in List 8 much the same remarks apply, ex-
cept that two formations which our text does not share with
other biblical books, &veiinoca and the substantive fi &ntd-
unvog, though first found in firmly secular sources of the

66 might readily have been formed for our

first century A.D.,
text by simple analogy at an earlier date, without any quest-
ion of their secular occurrences being derivative, while a
third, otuyvé{w, 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

T The form éntdunvog appears in I.G. 12(1).53, but this

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

5 This word is a puzzle. Apart from Ezekiel xxvii.35,

xxviii.19 and xxxii.10, where its appropriateness as a coin-
age is by no means clear, it appears only at Ev. Marc. x.22,
in a magical papyrus of 346 A.D., and in even later sources.

68 Special verb forms bearing no necessary relation to the

Vorlage are ignored in this discussion.
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which, being apparently rather late, reappear in sources which
can hardly be dependent on our text. 1In 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 original, extremely unlikely: in
no case is the appropriateness of the translation unequivocal,
even where interference from other biblical books can be dis-
counted, and in several the rendering is either weak, for
example GAAOQwvVOC, SnAaiotdég, or downright mistaken, for
example dmotpomt&fopat, ouvavagdpopar, tpoxiac.®® Tt is
scarcely likely that coinages would be made for expressions
which were not understood. Accordingly these must be ordinary
secular words, though they need not be as late as their
sources.” The second category consists of words which are
either confined to one 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. é&Zaxovdopat renders (7TN) Hoph. in our text and (0&5)
Pu. at Psalm 1ii.2. xatandtnua stands for wb5 in our text,
for O at Micah vii.10, Isaiah vii.25, xxviii.1l8 and Daniel
LXX viii.13, for mO¥3m at Isaiah xxii.5, and for b53 Pi. at
Lamentations ii.8; for DI at Isaiah xiv.25 there stands the

expression elpl el¢ kaTamdtnua. peyaiuvvBfoopar stands for STa

89 &Xaotpdntw at i.4, ocuvvavapioyw at xx.18 correspond to

nothing at all.

70 oteatbopar, for example, might be far earlier than the

late compilation in which it is found. It is perhaps some-
what technical, and its absence from the papyri is no sur-
prise.
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Hithpa“el in our text and at Daniel (TH) xi.36 and 37, for
51? at Psalm xx.6, Micah v.3 and Zechariah xii.1il, for 5“u‘

at Daniel (TH) viii.25, and for 5" at Psalm xx.8.

naporxecia stands for D™ in our text and for a probably
corrupt D 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 wb in our
text, vba Pi. in Lamentations, and 2! in Psalm xx are not
strong candidates for priority. Ten words are not found in
other biblical books. PRa8UxeLRo¢ renders MBY™PHY in our text.
It appears in a guotation of this passage in Origen’s Sel. in
Ezech. 3; and Cyril of Alexandria couples it with d&AAOYAwcocog
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. Baplyirwocog, which renders nw5‘133,
also appears in Origen at Sel. in Ezech. 3, though some homil-
etic comment is offered upon the word in addition to the quot-
ation: Origen does not see the reference to foreign languages,
and explicitly repudiates that interpretation in favour of a
spiritualising one; he explains our word as meaning “grave of
speech” i.e. “serious-minded”, as opposed to xoupdyAwcocog, an
adjective which seems to be of his own creating. 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 understand. é&xcecapkiouéve for TIMaR
seems to be a translation, presumably by means of a known
word, of a misunderstood original. "natocoxonéouar, allowing
for aberrant syntax, stands for ™a>3 "R9. eUndpupa for Sybo

is an odd choice if intended as a neuter plural noun, when the
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idiomatic feminine might have been used; perhaps it is not
intended to be more than a vague neuter, so that &vdeduxbdTac
elmapuea means simply “gorgeously clothed”. peyaromtépuyog
renders DDID(N) 5‘1‘!}. ueyakéoapxoq stands for 93 5"!;, a
quasi-technical term found only in our text; the only other
occurrence of peyaidoapkoC is as a very improbable varia
lectio for gLAdoapkoc in Origen’'s commentary on the Fourth
Gospel [Jo. 11]. npooniutelw stands for I "M 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 & diroc [Leviticus xix.34, xxv.6] it renders the same
verb. The first occurrence in Aquila is comical in context,
but an etymologizing coinage would be in his manner; the other
translator has a word-play to reproduce at Leviticus xix.34
exactly parallel to that in our text. AaAny one of these trans-
lators might be dependent for a coinage on any other in this
case. npoyepmuae for the unique 7BX is of wholly obscure orig-
in, the cognate verb having no attested sense at all close to
what must be postulated for the noun. xapaxofioiia stands for
mbbo TpY; Bariw is idiomatic with xdpaxec. It may be fairly
claimed that in the case of BadiyeLroc, Paplyrwcocog,
Anatooxonéoual, HEYAAONTEPLUYOG, HEYaAdowpxkoG and xepaxoforia,
the simplest explanation of their total absence from secular
sources and sometimes special treatment in patristic ones comn-
bined 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 mpoydpmua while dardpevoc and Hynupe are still more

doubtful. It follows from the above discussion that none of
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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 translation 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 signi-
ficant. Some words, for instance, though not necessarily
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 biblical corpus can
never be established, for here the argument from appropriate-
ness breaks down. One may go so far as to suggest, however,
that particular verbal paradigms such as &xouvaBnoouat,
&oPéodnv, and xatepyacOdficopar, 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 &va8ériew, avticTRpLype, &xdinyéoudr, KoA&dg,

drorlile, mayic, napa@udg, MOPVLKOG, MPOMAX®V, OTAPYAVOV,

k4! . oL
In any case frequency of occurrence is far less signi-

ficant than occurrence as such. Rash conclusions, for in-
stance, have been drawn from the high frequency of some
words in the Pentateuch or the papyri.
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epUaypa and GpardtTng, 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 guite 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 d@opiLopudc, yAuvkaZw, £6AacOnv,
&vaginul, &pyacBficopar, AB8Lgwvog, MALoBnv, Bpnvnua, oOveldiopc,
npoanayyéAiw, otevaxktdg. Verbal paradigms in this list are
not very significant because they are virtually demanded by
the original: there is no question of Atticizing forms here,
since there are no post-Classical alternatives. Some of these
words are common enough and are not confined even to one type
of source: these, as might be expected, reappear in at least
one place soon after the end of our period. Uncommon words
are Nnd0gwvoc, which is confined to lyric poetry; Opfivnuea,
found only in Euripides; o6veidiopa, which is confined to Hero-
dotus; npoanayyéiiw, found only in Aeneas Tacticus; and
otevaxtdc, a tragic word. Formation may have had something to
do with the choice of all these. As with all the vocabulary
of our text, there is no means of knowing how literary or
poetical a tone they may have been felt to possess: words may
have a particular tone at one time and not at another, or in
one collocation but not in another; and one may be mistaken in
matters of this kind even where documentation is plenteous,
which it is not for our period. 780gwvoc is close in form and
content to the original. ©pfjvnua may have been brought in as

the synonym for 8pTivoc which was thought to be required; the
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Hellenistic Bpfilvopua has no textual support here. The remain-
ing three ‘classical’ words are not good renderings in con-
text.

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

2 30 words of wide diffusion

hellenized names [List 2],7
[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 Penta-
teuchal formations not found in other biblical books. Of the
cases where there is a proper Greek morphology no very clear
pattern of formation emerges; but the following types include

all or most of the words in question:—

Compound substantives; the exceptions are aidoiov,
@ppovia, yaredypa, Hrextpov, kORn, MEATN, okoAiLdTng, Talvia;
BnplArLov, ArLylpiov; @upudg; Tpoxiag; fHynua, 6pfHvruc,
dveldLoua.

Substantives in -pa; i.e. &xkpnyua; 3Lyotéunua;
evexlpaopa; mpoxdpnue; Hynua; BpfAvnua.

Substantives in -pég; i.e. &veyxuvpacudg; @UPMOS;
dpopropds.

Substantives in -{a; i.e. &ppovia, Tarvie; Aetonetpla;
xapaxoBoria.

Compound adjectives; the exceptions are Bantdg, &rativéc,
gorog, pantdg, otiPapdg; dnraiotdg, oTEVAKTOG.

L& .
2 These are not taken into account here.
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Adjectives in -og; there is no exception.

Compound verbs; the exceptions are 3imiacidlo,
nteplooopal, @opTiLw, Yoeéw; (oTdve; oTuyvélw; mpoonivtelo,
oteatdoudl ; YALKAL®.

Verbs in -4fw; i.e. dimiactdlo; oTuyvilwe; &rnotpomidlopar;
YALKAL®.

Verbs in -{fw; i.e. @optilw; &koopxife.

Verbs in -£w; i.e. GveLA€w, Yopéw; EMLYOPE®; COHATOMOLE®;
finaTtookonéopat .

In tense formation there is a fondness for sigmatic futures in
all voices. Other features are the use of first future and
first aorist passive forms, three examples of the -ocav termin-
ation 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 is a macrocosm in re-
spect of formation of the apparent coinages in List 9.

The literary affinities of our text in respect of the
words in Lists 9 and 10 have already been noted. It is doubt-
ful 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

73 . . . ;
J. Ziegler seems to commit a fundamental error in his

analysis of the vocabulary of the Greek Isaiah {in the sect-
ion on the Alexandrian background of the version, pp. 175-
212 in his Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias.
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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 ckxnpoxépSLog, where a tentat-
ive chronology has been suggested. In effect, only the words
peculiar to our text in the Greek Bible can properly be exam-
ined 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:
BoUpactog, Avdomorirc, Kapynddévior, Miintoc and T@ig; only
ALbomorrg is specifically post-Classical, and all but
Kapynddévior and Miintoc are current in the Ptolemaic and post-
Ptolemaic papyri. Both of these latter names long persist in
literary sources. The absence of the KapyndovioL from the
papyri may perhaps be accounted for by the history of their
native place, whose name also disappears from non-literary
sources: the town was razed and given a Roman name in the
second century B.C. There is no reason to date the occurrence
in our text earlier than that event. The non-appearance of
M{AnTo¢ 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

Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen xii. Minster i. W. 1937). 1In
several cases he quotes Pentateuchal words as evidence for
the translator’s vivid sense of some feature of Egyptian
life. In his ‘Zum Wortschatz des griechischen Sirach.' BZaw
77 (1958), pp. 274-87, he falls into the opposite error of
emphasizing the biblical links at the expense of the secul-
ar: 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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independence and its Greek name; and the adjective MiAfoiog
does not disappear for nearly so long. Nine are words attest-
ed at or after the beginning of the hellenistic age:
gveyxupaocnds, &fatiude, EnLyopéw, T ERNTAuNVOC, KeMNALING,
Aetometpia, oTLYVEL®, ocwpatonoLéw, and guppdc; all but
£ZaTLpée in Philodemus and Agiometpia in Diodorus Siculus ap-
pear in more than one source, and only keonnidtng is confined
to one kind of writing, being found in our period in Clearchus
Historicus and Polybius. No weight can be placed on the oc-
currence of £Xatipde 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.
AeLoneTpla is used by Diodorus Siculus [3.16] as though it
were the most natural expression in the world: speaking of
fishers he says ... TAC HEV cdpkac &ni TivoC Anwretplac
xatatLB&uevor...; the word is evidently in casual use.
owpatonolféw and guppdc are found in sources both numerous and
diverse. From these words it is not possible to derive any
clear-cut idea of literary affinities between our text and
post-Classical sources, and none has a particular literary
colour, with the possible exception of xenniatng.

1t 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. Vocab-
ulary of the ‘unlimited inventory’ kind (but excluding the
Divine names) has been identified as textually more stable
than such phenomena as unexceptionable conjunctions and pre-

positional phrases. A relatively large number of sets of
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words and expressions function in our text as virtual synonyms
at least in some contexts. For the most part these sets can-
not be analysed in terms of differences in dating or proven-
ance. The main cases of synonymity, ignoring border-line
examples and examples where the words occur very close to-

gether 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 gquite straightforward and in

no way exceptional, the account will be highly selective.

(a) The Limited Inventories.

(i) Prepositions.

In common with the generality of prepositions d@vd péocov
is normally repeated with consecutive nouns and pronouns, with
very laboured effect at, for instance, xviii.8.

and is used frequently either in a causal sense or of the
agent. In some places and with the genitive amounts to a gen-
itive of matter after Zpni{pminuu [xxvii.33 (bis), xxxii.5,6],
a partitive genitive [xvii.5] or a privative genitive
[xxxvi.1l2].

el¢ with accusative may be used for &ni with dative at
x.11, xvii.8, xxxi.7. The predicative use has already been
noted.

£x with the genitive is used partitively in a number of
places [v.4, vi.8,9, vii.le6, viii.ll, xii.l6, xiv.1,4,7
(bis),22, xvi.5,16, xvii.13,22 (bis), xix.5, xx.1l, xxii.30,
xxxiii.2,6]. It is apparently privative at vii.2é6 (bis),
xvi.42, xxii.l1l5, xxiii.27 (bis),48, xxiv.16, xxv.13, and equi-
valent to a genitive of matter or respect at vi.l4, xxxvi.33;
it is instrumental at vi.14, and apparently comparative at
xv.2. At xxvi.l1l6 it seems to be the equivalent of a simple

possessive. It has the sense “in, among” at iii.l2, xxii.3o0,

xxiii.8, and “from in, from among” at xxv.7 (bis), xxvi.1l7,



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX
- 74 -

xxviii.25. The second example at v.6 is puzzling, and better
sense would result if éx tév £6vov xal T@ VOpLUE pou were
dropped with some manuscripts.

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].

éni{ with the genitive in the sense “near, by” is fairly
frequent, and not only in the idiomatic &nt toU motapol [i.1,
iii.15,23, viii.lé, x.15,20,22, xi.l, xvi.25, xxi.24, 26,
xxvii.3, xxxviii.8,16, xxxix.20]. At iv.4 it is proleptic.
enl with the accusative occurs with the same local sense
“near, by” at i.8,17, xix.9, xxvi.l6, xxvii.29, xxxiv.13,
xxxviii.l2, xxxix.17,26; at xviii.l1l3 it is causal, a sense in

which &n{ with the dative is common, though &n{ with the gen-

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

(ii) Numerals.
efc appears to be used for €xootog at i.é6 (bis), x.9
(bis), 11,21 (bis). It has the sense “a single” at i.le,
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 indefinite
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.
éxdtepoc may be used for &xactog at i.11,12.
éxelvog as an adjective normally refers to a remote
future time, with an ominous undertone.
Adjectival £tepoc has the sense “a different” at xi.19,

xii.3, xxxiv.23.
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néococ is used only in the idiomatic mbéocov Tiva “About how
much?” at xxvii.33.
toroUtoc forms part of a piece of nonsense aitn ol

ToraUtn &otar at xxi.31 [cf. xxi.32]).

(b) The General Vocabulary.

(i) Proper Nanes.

The only notable point is the use at xxiii.15 of what
must be construed to be, with an abrupt transition, the neuter
plural XaA8cic in the sense “Chaldza”. Both continuity and
more normal idiom would be restored if BafuArdvoc were inserted
after Xaadeiwv. (Some manuscripts in fact have the word after
vidv, but the sequence viol - name of people ~ name of place
is more in accordance with the manner of our text). <Tfic may
be right for ¥¥ig, though four genitive nouns in a row is not

. . 74
impossible .

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

@yL@fw is always used in a non-cultic sense; the meaning
“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.

@yiaopa has the sense “sanctuary” at xi.l1lé (but cf. xx.40
where the meaning is probably rather “thing offered”).

dyLoc, -ov is used passim in the neuter plural in the

sense of T& Lep& [xxvii.6, xxviii.1s].

i It will be shown that it is possible to settle the read-

ing on the basis of the Hebrew.
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dyopd has the sense “merchandise” wherever it occurs
[xxvii.1l2 etc.].

aypdc is used only to qualify other nouns [xvi.7,
xxX1.13, xxxiii.27, xxxiv.5, xxxvi.30), the usual word for
“country”, as opposed to “town”, being nediov.

d0etéw governs ef¢ with the accusative at xxxix.23; at
xxii.26 we find the simple accusative vopov.

ai’peLv tNv xelpa is used with God as subject at xx.28,42,
xxxvi.7; partly because of the accompanying &l{¢ or &mi with
accusative this does not seem to be the normal idiom with the
sense “vote in favour”. At xxxvi.7 hostile action is clearly
implied.

atoxvn is used in the concrete sense of atdoiov at xvi.
36, xxii.10, xxiii.1l0,18. The same concrete sense is probably
present in the phrase afoyivn mopvelac ocov [xxiii.29], where
nopveiac must be equivalent to an adjective “unchaste”.

atypaiwcia is used concretely of a body of captives at
i.1, iii.11,15, xi.24,25, xxxii.9.

i xHaAWTEVOMQL means “go into captivity” [vi.9, xii.3,
xxxix.23]; but cf. the classical idiom afypudrwtor &yOncovtai
at xxx.18.

Adverbs with al®v are éan’ ai@voc [xxxii.27], &i{c TOV
at®ve [xxvi.21, xxvii.36, xxviii.l9, xxxvii.25,26,28], and £oC
al@voc [xxv.15].

The construction with dxolw seems odd in fixovov avToL
AaAOUVTOC mpOg pe [1i.2] and Hrxouoa THE QWVAC T@V PAACENULOV
[xxxv.12].

Grardzerv followed by éml of TH @ovii adtdv is curious

[xxvii.30]. The future tense, too, which as a formation is of
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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 x1lvii.2 it may be because none was in
use.

aAAOTPLOG, —ov is always used nominally in the sense
“foreigner” .

The use of auapTdve 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.

avapBaive has the sense “enter (the head)” with abstract
subjects at xx.32, xxxviii.l0; the prepositional phrases which
accompany the verb are also odd idiom. d&vaBeive of persons
(&véBnTe AdAnua yAdoop) at xxxvi.3 is pure gibberish. The
verb is also used of the sea [xxvi.3] and of wrath [xxiv.8,
xxxviii.18] “rising”; these idioms are less harsh. The verb
is reasonable with 8€épua as subject [xxxvii.8], but &ndvw has
an odd ring.

avapdtar {nmnewv at xxxviii.1l5 is strange.

avaprénw is always [viii.5 (bis)] used with an otiose
Toig Spbarpoic.

aviyw is used with odpxac as object at xxxvii.6.

dvaBarie is transitive [xvii.24].

avapLpviokouar is used passively at xxxiii.i3,16.

&vautpvﬁcxw always governs the accusative.

The sense of avaotpégoper at iii.15 is unclear. If the
post-Classical meaning attested for dvactpoopn 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 in our text.
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The verb has an ethical tone at xxii.?7,29,30; in the first two
places it has a prepositional phrase with npdc and accusative
for the person affected by the behaviour.

The present participle passive of &vecwlw is discordant
at vi.8,9, vii.16, xxiv.26,27. Much better is the perfect at
xiv.22, in favour of which there is a variant at vi.8, and the
aorist at xxxiii.z21l.

KaTd avatoridc at xi.l is curious. mpPoc avatordc at
viii.5 is more idiomatic.

a@vnp is used in the sense “someone, anyone” at xiv.1,
xviii.8, xx.1, xxii.30. elc¢ dvfp appears at ix.2 without a
superlative. The coupling of &vip with BapPepoc [xxi.36],
ANOTNG [xxii.9) and moiepioTNg [xxvii.10,27, xxxix.20] is
clunmsy.

avepaxec nupdc [1.13, x.2] does not seem to be idiomatic
for “live coals”; even dvOpaxeg simpliciter would be better.

dvepwnoc is used with adsigog at xxxiii.30), xxxviii.2l
where an expression with &iAnAwv, which is not in use, might
have been expected. At iv.17 @vBpomoc xai &3eipoc alTol
simply means “everyone”. At vii.l3, xviii.7, xx.11,13,21 it
amounts to an indefinite pronoun. It is used pleonastically
with &l¢ [xxxiii.2] and éxeivoc [xiv.8]1. At xiv.4,7 we find
it repeated, apparently in a distributive sense.

When davioctnuL governs an object the expression as a whole
seems unidiomatic. The verb governs diLa@nknv (xvi.60,62],
Abdyov [xiii.6), morpéve [xxxiv.23, with &€n’ altolg, which is
also un-Greek), and outdv [xxxiv.29].

avoufe governs the accusative of the person wronged at

xxii.1l.
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aviiAauPévopar has the usual genitive at xii.l4, xx.5,6,
but the accusative yeipa at xvi.49. At xx.5,6 there is an
otiose Ti] xeLpl pou.

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

d@moxddnual is used only in the present participle in a
quasi-technical sense [xxii.l0, xxxvi.17].

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

aroAAvML and &ndriupar tend to have constructions with &g
[vii.26, xxv.7] and dnd [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.1l1].

@nootériw is used intransitively at vii.3. Twice it has
éni with accusative and a hostile connotation [vii.3,
xxxix.6].

dnooTpéPw is used both transitively and intransitively.
The transitive use is very common, and few of the objects seenm
quite idiomatic. This is particularly the case with abstracts
[xii.23, xvi.53 (quater), xxiii.27,34,48, xxix.14) where the
sense is usually quite opaque. The transitive is expanded by
a negative infinite phrase at xxxiv.10. The perfect parti-
ciple passive at xxxviii.8 must in context mean “rescued” or
the like.

anooctpoen is always found, in accusative or dative, with
the cognate verb.

amoTponLafopal [xvi.21] governs an accusative and a dat-



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX
- 80 —

ive, but what these are in grammar is unclear from the con-
text, and with them the sense of the verb.

anogépw is used at xxxii.30 with object Bdcavov apparent-
ly 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 auaptiav
apparently with the sense “be paid back for”.

dndrera 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 &pLOu® (v.3, xx.37; cf. the variant at
xii.16) is unidiomatic in itself; at xii.16, xx.37 the wider
meaning is obscure even if we extend to this idiom classical
and post-Classical senses associated with the simple dative.
The late sense “in number” fits reasonably only at v.3.

At xxxvii.? apupovia is used in the sense “pair, fellow”.

TO &v dpyxfi Updv at xxxvi.ll is very odd.

@oxnvooiLvn [xvi.8] is used of improper nakedness.

dtpic qualified by Buuiduatoc [viii.1ll1] is perhaps un-
usual, for @tpic is normally a moist vapour.

The meaning of G@opLopog at xx.31,40 is wholly unclear.
Is “fixed rule” intended?

BacLArele is used with a direct object in a causative
sense at xvii.16. At xx.33 it is used intransitively with éni
and the accusative.

Brénw is used of seeing visions at xiii.eé.

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

Booxw is found with &v véum at xxxiv.14 instead of the

accusative or simple dative.
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The phrase &v fpayxiovi Uyni@® at xx.33,34 is nonsense.

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

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

vN referring to a particular country is normally followed
by the name not in apposition but in the genitive. The frequ-
ent &nl Tfic yAg, and the examples with the accusative after
éni with a locative sense, are unidiomatic. The use of the
article is often clumsy, for instance at xxxviii.20, where é&mt
¥fiv would be good. What is meant by 7i# &repprupévn at
Xxxviii.ll1? yf Lofjg [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,26,32] is an
“unidiom” .

Ypbow is used transitively with &ni and accusative at
xxxvii.1l6, intransitively at xxxvii.20 with &ni{ and the
dative. o0dd is the passive with &v ypaof} at xiii.9.

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

dtapolArov means “debate” at xi.5.

The idiom with Siaxpive is mpdc and the accusative with
the medio-passive [xx.35,36] and d&va pécov with the genitive
after the intransitive active.

dramopelopat is odd with &v nmpootédypact Lowfc at
xxxiii.1l5.

SLaotérre is twice used with dva péoov and the genitive
[xxii.26 bis].

The perfect participle passive of diaoctpéew is curious
functioning as complement at xvi.34.

BLar(GnﬁL with object 8iLabfxnv has mpd¢ and accusative

for the party with whom the covenant is made at xvii.1l3; at
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XXXiv.25, xxxvii.26 we find the usual dative.

dLapeipw with object tTfv &niBeoLv [xxiii.ll] is unclear
Greek.

There are several strange idioms with 8(3wpv. Both
3(dwut with e€l¢ of the recipient [iii.3) and the more frequent
3{8wuL elg xelpac are good Greek, though the former is un-
common. Less acceptable are 3{8wui with elc (Thv) xelpa
[xxi.16, xxx.24], with ei¢ xepainv [xvii.19],75 and the very
widespread use in the sense “make” with object and predic-

" and in the sense “put, place“n. SLBML T Tupl

ate,
[xv.6, cf. xv.4] is not entirely natural. &{(8wur (apyOpLov)
&nt tdéxou [xviii.8], petd TOxoOu [xviii.13] are not the proper
idiom for “lend at interest”. What is meant by the express-
ions at xxiii.7,49 is obscure.

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

3ikatoolvny is used in the plural in the sense “righteous
act” [iii.20 (bis), xviii.24, xxxiii.13].

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

dixaiwpa is used passim in the sense “ordinance”.

5 dvatiOnuL or tpénw would be normal.

76 The construction appears from iii B.C., but only in the

sense “appoint”.

77 ] g .
Some classical idioms come near to this.
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The usage with 30%a at iii.l2, x.22 suggests a concrete
sense, or at least a personification.

Bouvieia is used of “service” at xxix.18 (bis). The near-
est sense to this in secular Greek is the use in the papyri
for the state of slavery.

&v duvaotelq at xxii.25 is unclear and unidiomatic.

ént Bduvopac duopdv at xxvii.9 is abnormal.

&yyllo, besides the construction with the infinitive,
which is of doubtful sense, has npdc [xxii.5] and é&ni {ix.6)
with the accusative.

&yyUBev is apparently temporal (vii.8].

£€8apile has the sense “dash to the ground” [xxxi.12].

etul is equivalent to &feiul at xvi.63. While as copula
it is frequently understood, the present participle is some-
times used unnecessarily {e.g. at i.25, xviii.6é). stpt is
often used as part of a periphrasis which might more naturally
be expressed by a single verb [(e.g. xxxiv.6,22].

én’ elphvng [xxxviii.s, 11,14, xxxix.6,26} is in itself an
acceptable idiom; but the sense “in peacetime” is not appropr-
iate.

The use of &ifocdfyouar with éx of the source [xi.17,
xX.34,41] is odd.

eloépyopar has the normal mpd¢ and £€i¢, though without
distinction between persons and places. It also has éxeil
[(xi.18, xii.16, xxxvi.20,21,22, xxxvii.21], &év [xvi.8], and,
if the prepositional phrase is not attributive, &ni with
accusative [xxi.25 (ter)].

elonopelopar nmpdg, which refers to legitimate relations,

is oddly discordant at xxiii.44. The verb otherwise has eilg
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or éxel; the isolated accusative at xxvi.l10 probably should
not be read, but ei¢ inserted with some manuscripts.

éxel is most commonly used pleonastically in clauses with

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

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

£KkKEVOW® péxaipav (v.2,12, xii.14, xxviii.7, xxx.11] is
without parallel even in the classical e&xxkevow LoUG.

éxreinw means “remain” at xxiv.11, and “be sick” at
xxxiv.16,21.

éxnopvelw is used with a variety of constructions, some
of which {e.g. at vi.9, xvi.16, xxiii.5] suggest motion.

The expression with &xpépw at xxiv.6 is wholly obscure.

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

It is not clear what is meant by the present participle
of éréyxw at iii.z2e.

The phrase &v &inidi is not idiomatic (xxviii.26 (bis),
xxxiv.28]. érnic means “object of hope” at xxix.16, and poss-—
ibly at xxxvii.ll.

éunailw governs £v and the dative [xxii.5).

guniunmiapar is used not of GASTRIC satiety at vii.1l9,
xvi.28 (bis),29. The active has this kind of sense; but
perhaps the origin was rather the passive with yuxn as subject
in P. The active with and at xxvii.33, xxxii.5,6, and the
passive with the accusative materiae at xxxix.20 are doubtful
idiom.

gunopelopar has &v of the material [xxvii.l3,21] where
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the accusative or dative would be right. ([Examples could be
multiplied of the encroachment of &v with other verbs as
well].

£uguode has not elc but &ni with accusative at xxi.36,
making a different idiom from that at xxxvii.9.

What is meant by the neuter plural gvavtia at xvii.15,
xviii.18 [cf. Na i.11]?

évaginui with object Buuodv [xxi.22] is without parallel.

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

2veyupdfow has a cognate noun for object [xviii.lé].

The expression el¢ &viautdv at iv.6, though idiomatic in
a temporal sense i.e. “for a whole year”, is odd for equi-
valence i.e. “corresponding to a whole year”. The nearest
parallel is at Genesis i.14.

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

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

£%aiLpobuar with object wuyfiv in the positive sense
“rescue, save” is odd ([xxxiii.5,9].

gZaipw and its middle voice are used intransitively at
i.4,19,20,21. The passive means “be removed” at vi.6, xvi.d42.

geareLyic 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”.

éZanoctéAre is used with BoAildac [v.16] and cvoTéuata

[xxxi.4] and, less idiomatically, with Aipév [v.17, xiv.13].
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It is idiomatic with persons and groups of persons: in the
passive projectiles are commonly the subject. P shows
parallels to our text.

éseyeipopar has the bizarre subject npdownov at xxi.21.

€£1Adoxopar, normally used in the sense “make propitiat-
ion”, is used passively at xvi.63 with the dative of the
person concerned and xatd with accusative for the offence.

&v taic €optaic is used at xxxvi.38 where we should ex-
pect the simple dative.

énaipw with d@BaAuolg [xviii.é] is not quite normal.

enavanadopar has &€n{ and the accusative at xxix.7.

The meaning of &mapoig qualified by Tfic kKauvyNoeEwg
[xxiv.25] is unclear.

énéxeLva refers to future time at xxxix.22.

énépyouar has mpdc and the dative, unless the prepos-
itional phrase is attributive [xxxix.l1].

énepwtdw has the accusative of the person consulted and
&v for the subject of the enquiry ([xiv.7].

émiPrénw has ei¢ at x.11. The present middle participle
is abrupt at xvii.s.

Emietunuae is qualified by d¢Baipdv at xxiv.16, 21, 25.

émixarife has object Svopa at xx.29.

gmikaAUnTe is used intransitively with &ndve and the gen-
itive [i.11; but cf. 23].

émixpatéw has &ni and the accusative [xxix.7].

T& EmtAexTa [xvii.3,22] is a phrase of uncertain refer-
ence.

éniotpépopar with mpdc and accusative [xxvi.2], though

found in P, is unclear in context in our text.
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éniLouvviornut has &ni and the accusative [ii.6].

éniLtndelpatae is somewhat comically qualified by upelZova
at viii.l1l5 [but cf. the pl. for “idolatrous practices” in P].

énitiBepar with éni 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.1il].

émixaipe has éni and the accusative at xxv.3,6. The verb
has a negative sense, i.e. one of Schadenfreude.

énityopéw is followed by a somewhat otiose t® mod(
[xxVv.6].

The phrase gic &pyaci{av [xv.3,4,5 bis] is unclear.

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

g€pyopaL mpdg [xvi.33) is good idiom, but odd in context,
like elomopelopar npoc.

€00iw always has the accusative where the genitive might
have been used.

&n’ &oxdte [xxxv.5] and én’ &oxdtwv [xxxviii.lé6) are used
in a temporal sense.

&owtepog is only used as an adjective [viii.le, x.3].

&1L is always used as oUkétL 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, dilovg is required.
€11 is separated from the negative everywhere except at
vii.13, xii.23, xxxiv.28.

étoLpdle has object npoownov at iv.3,7, where it must

mean “set”.



THE SEPTUACINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX
= gg =

evploke PLoBOV is used at xxvii.33.

eUppaivopar has év at xxiii.al.

€ploTnut has the sense “put on (the fire)” (xxiv.3].

L&éw is frequently strengthened with the cognate Zof} in
predictions.

Cnxéw with 81& and the accusative has the sense “be
zealous for” at xxxix.25.

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

Zuydéc is qualified by otaBupiev [v.1].

zdvvipr has various constructions [ix.11, xvi.1o0,
xxiii.15] but never the double accusative.

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

Much of the idiom with nuépa is quite abnormal. The
general sense is unclear at xxiv.2, xxxviii.8; but more
remarkable is the frequent dative plural with é&v, often
qualified by a dependent genitive noun [e.g. xvi.56]), for a
period of time, and the singular with pregnant significance
[vii.7,12, xxx.2].

Onoaupolc €xAexTOLG [xxvii.24)] is unidiomatic.

OAlyrLc has the sense “affliction” ([xii.18, xviii.18].

Opnvée governs &ni with accusative {xxxii.l6,18].

Buydtnp is used, like vidg, with the names of countries
and peoples in the genitive [xvi.28,46,57; cf. xxxii.l6].

The expression peta BupoU (viii.18, xiii.13] is odd; the
more idiomatic év Ouud also occurs.

Oupéoc is used of a shield [xxiii.24].
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tnnelw [xxiii.23] is less idiomatic than {nnalopat
[xxiii.6,12] with &¢  (nndv.

What is meant by {oTnui npd npooomov TLvdg [xxii.30)]?

toxbe is used of “produce” at xxxiv.27.

ano xaLpol Fwg kaitpol [iv.10,11) is odd.

xaiw with &v of the thing burnt [xxxix.9] is most odd.

&v xapdlq 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.

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

xaTad0LAOW means “make to serve” [xxix.18, xxxiv.27].

xatakalw has an otiose mupl at xxxix.10.

xatanatéw seems rather strong at xxvi.ll, xxxii.13.

KQTANATNUE appears to have a concrete sense [xxxvi.4].

KaTaokNvwoLg is used concretely [xxxvii.27].

Katdoxeoic means “holding fast, possession” [xxxiii.2a4,
xxxvi.2,3,5,12].

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

xatLoxDw has the sense “strengthen” [iii.8, xiii.22,
xXx.24].

KaToLXEw sometimes governs the accusative [e.g. vii.7]
but tends much more to unidiomatic prepositional phrases [e.g.
xxviii.25].

xaToLkiLw with elg and accusative is odd [xxvi.20].

kétw is used only with gwg [i.27, viii.2].

xavodw is used only in the phrase dvepog O xKauc®HV
[xvii.l0, xix.12].

keeaAlc is a puzzle in the sense “ (book-)roll” [ii.9,
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iii.1,3 bis]). The semantic development from “corner,
capital”, and in P sometimes “pillar, base”, is wholly un-
clear. The same idiom occurs at Psalms x1.7.

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

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

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

xpepdvviyr has éni with accusative [xv.3].

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

KpLve governs the accusative except at xxxiv.22, where we
find dva péoov xpLol MPOC KpLOV.

xpotée has énl and accusative at xxi.17.

xtdopat has an otiose ceaut® at v.1.

KUKAOBeV is reinforced by xixie at xxxvii.2.

AMATpa means “byword” at xxiii.1o0, xxxvi.3.

AQupdve, 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
oeaquty and the name of some portable article in the accusative
[iv.1 etc.] it is perhaps rather violent. AauBave 6pfivov &ni
Tive (xix.1l, xxvi.l7, xxvii.2,32, xxviii.12, xxxii.2] is not
idiom.

Aa0¢ is oddly qualified by ai®vog at xxvi.20.

Aé€yw is more usually followed by mpdg with accusative
than by the dative, even when recurrent fixed phrases are
excluded.

alBoc xpnotdc is an unique idiom [xxvii.22, xxviii.13].

A BoL xaAdLng [xxxviii.22] is strange.
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ALKHGw means “scatter like chaff” [xxvi.4, xxix.12,
xXxx.23,26, xxxvi.19].

ALp®, €k ALpol, and &v ALu® [xxxiv.29; xii.leé; v.12,
vi.11,12] all occur. Only the second is not found in P, but
ano Aipol there is very close.

The phrase 6 paxp@v [vi.12] is not idiom. The adverb is
used at xii.22 in a temporal sense “far off”.

udyaipa always means “sword”.

ueyarlve has the sense “increase” at xxiv.9.

ueyEBeL modifies a number of adjectives of size (xvii.s,
xXxxi.3,10].

uéroc is perhaps over-cheerful in context at ii.10. «ota
péroc avtiic at xxiv.6 is poor idiom.

pETApEAOUNAL governs £ni and the accusative [xiv.22].

unkive is used without an object [xii.25,28] in contexts
where it does not seem possible to understand the idiomatic
AbdyoV.

pLpvilokopdl governs the genitive except at xvi.6l, xx.43,
xxxvi.31. It is used passively at iii.20, xviii.22, 24.

&v pioel [xxiii.29] is an odd phrase.

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

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

The meaning of veixog at iii.8 (bis) is obscure.

véoc is compared at xvi.46,61.

vipen appears to mean “daughter-in-law” [xxii.1l1].

The plural of 686¢ is frequently used for “way” in the

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

év @ olkw [viii.1] is clumsy. olxo¢ GAcOBNG [xxvii.6)
is strange.

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

Siupa in the singular [iv.9] is perhaps less than usual.

8velL8oc means “object of reproach” [xvi.S7, xxii.4].

dpaocLc has the sense “vision” at i.1, iii.23, vii.2s,
viii.3, s, xi.24, xii.22,23,24,27, xiii.7, xxi.3s.

Opdw @wvAv at i1ii.13 is very harsh. O&péw is used of see-
ing visions at xii.27, xiii.7,9,16, xxii.28.

dopny is always qualified by ebwdiag [vi.13, xvi.19,
xx.28,41] i.e. the connotation is pleasant rather than
noisome.

opBaApol at xx.24 forms part of a piece of nonsense.
dpBarpuog Lwfic [vii.13] is odd.

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

napafoin regularly has the sense “saying, proverb”
[xii.22,23 (bis), xvi.44, xvii.2, xviii.2, 3, xix.14, xxi.s,
xxiv.3].

napexarén means “comfort, console” at xxxi.l6, xxxii.31.

napariteo TOV dpov at xxv.9 is odd.

napaninte governs el¢ and accusative at xx.27.

€v mapaTaXer at xxiv.16 is unclear. The noun is used
more conventionally in P.

what is meant by nepoixéwe £nl poupale [xxi.17]?

napopyife xapdlav [xxxii.9] is strange.
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YHc is coupled with matpig at xxiii.15.

nedlov is used passim of the “field” or “country”. &v Td
nediw at vii.15 is a poor substitute for &mn’ dypoU, &v &ypd.

neiBw &v at xvi.l5 is not idiom.

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

nEPLEY® Tiva &n° adTd KuxAdPev [xxxvii.2] is not idiom.

nepLBérro normally has the accusative of the person; but
at iv.2, xxxii.3 we find &n{ with the accusative of the
person. The accusative of the thing is usual in our text; but
at xvi.l10 we find the dative. The single accusatives, for the
person or the thing, at xvi.l8, xviii.7,16 are most abnormal.

nepLéxw has év ALpu® at vi.12 where the simple dative would
serve. At xvi.57 it is reinforced by xikA®.

nepLkepaiaia has a martial connotation [xxvii.lo0,
xxxviii.4,S5].

nEpLNAEX® is used in the passive with mpdc and accusative
[xvii.7].

neptTiOnut has mepi with accusative of the thing covered
at xvi.ll.

nLkpdg is used adverbially at xxvii.3o0.

nieovacpdc has the sense “usury” [xviii.s, 13,17,
xxii.12].

eLC MANOUOVAV [xxxix.19] is less than idiomatic.

nvevpe has the sense “mind”, of the thinking part, at
i85, xx:32.

10 mvelua Tol vdtou [xxvii.26] is clumsy.

noréw HETA is found at xxiii.25. At xxviii.4 the active

is used in the sense “acquire”.
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mopelopatl is frequently used metaphorically, of “living”
in the ethical sense. With &v alyparwolq [xii.11, xxv.3,

® The verb has the sense “flow” at

xxx.17] it is not idiom.”
xxxii.14.

t& npdBupa THg WOANC is odd ([viii.3, 14, x.19, xi.11,
indeed tautologous.

npovopelw regularly means “plunder, carry away captive”.

npookelpal governs €nrni with accusative at xxxvii.1é
instead of the usual dative or npdc with accusative, both of
which are found in P (cf. xxxvii.19). npdc with accusative
should perhaps be read with most manuscripts.

npookuvéw governs the dative [viii.1é].

The phrase npdowmov katd npdocwnov [xx.35] is unclear.
xatd nmpdownov naturally conveys “in person”.

npopnteiw always has &n{ with accusative for the hearer
and the person or thing prophesied about.

The expression Ppdpdoc toyxlog (xix.12,14] is obscure. An
attributive sense would normally be turned by an adjective.
pépsoc has the sense of Baxktnpia at xxix.6.

paive has én{ with accusative for the object besprinkled
[xxxvi.25].

pfine seems to mean “idea” at xxxviii.1o.

The instrumental dative of dougaia does not occur; év is
always added.

cbdpE qualified by ndoca seems to mean “all living things”
[xxi.4,10,12].

oxoALdInc has a moral connotation [xvi.S5].

78 P has a close parallel with dnépyopat.
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onévdw has the plural object onovdag [xx.28].

onépua has the sense “family” at xvii.13.

oTEVAL® governs £vexka [xxi.12].

cthpLyua qualified by dptou [iv.16, v.16, xiv.13] is
obscure.

The repeated use of octnpifw with object mpdownov is un-
idiomatic. Some usages in P are near it.

oTiBapoc T yYiboon [iii.6) is un-Greek.

otLBlZonar somewhat oddly governs o@OaApoUC as object
[xxiii.40].

ovAAauBavopal in the sense “be caught” has &v [xii.13,
xix.4,8]).

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

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

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

Tdoow with adtov Aéovia at xix.5 makes queer sense.

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

Efg téroc has the sense “thoroughly”.

tienuL frequently governs a predicative ei¢. The use
with object o@Barpolc [xviii.12,15] is clumsy.

TpLoodc appears to have a technical sense at xxiii.23.

UeToc eVroyiag [xxxiv.26] is a curious phrase.

vidc, apart from its use in certain set phrases, is norm-
ally not omitted before the father’s name in the genitive [but

cf. the ellipse at viii.11, xi.1,13].
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Unepxelyal means “excel” [xvi.47].

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

T@ Uynrd is of unclear reference at vi.3, 6.

Uyoéw has object povfiv at xxi.27. Other uses with the
passive, notably at xxviii.2,5, xxxi.l4 are poor idiom.

peidoual never governs the simple genitive, but has &ni
with accusative [xx.17], with dative [xvi.5] and {mép with
genitive [xxiv.21}. The instrumental dative at ix.5 is
strange.

@uAdcow is commonly used for “observing” statutes and so
forth; but cf. xviii.19 for better idiom.

QOUTOV elpnvng [xxxiv.29] is a strange phrase.

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

Ta npd¢ xapLv [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 cor-
respond with a common meaning of the noun in P. Cf. the
phrase at Pr vii.5, xv.17.

1&oke governs object otdua at ii.s.

&v xeLpi is used [xxv.14] as well as the idiomatic &ia
xELpOG for “by the agency of".

yopEw, like the compound verb already mentioned, has a
strengthening t® mod{ [vi.ll].

Wuyuog is qualified by caynvdv [xxvi.5, 14).

yuxn functions as a reflexive at xxxiii.S5. It means
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“person” at xiii.l8 (bis),19 (bis),20 (bis), xvii.l7, xxii.25,

xxxiii.6, xxxvi.S.

The two most striking features of this aspect of the
language are the general correctness and the very wide scope
of possible dependence on P. Much of the above evidence has
been noted for the sake of abnormality; but when the mass of
normal usage is taken into account it is not the case that the
odd isolated sound idiom shines like a good deed in a naughty
world. As for the potential dependence on P, it is impress-
ive, 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, i.e. clearly post-Classical, some being found else-
where in the Greek Bible, and (a much larger category) clearly
abnormal, many being uniquew.

Oof the idioms in our text for which P uses a less correct
equivalent only one, MLo80v elpiokw, could not have been de-
rived from some other book of the Greek Bible. No part seenms
to be especially ‘classicizing’. Clearly post-Classical
idioms not shared with P are as follows:—

anarrotTprobpar &nd, a construction found in Polybius.
dLapoUAiLov “debate” [Polybius; GJ.
draxkpivopar nmpdc Tive [iii B.C.; G].

73 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.

i These abnormal idioms are normally best explained as the

desperate measures of the translator, as will be seen.
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The encroachment of elomopelopor (iii-i B.C.; G}].
évexupaopov évexupdle [222 B.C.].

€oGtepo¢ only as adjective [iii B.C.].

Oupéoc “shield” [iii B.C.; GJ.

KeTaokNveoLc used concretely [iii B.C.; GJ.
nmLkpdv adv. [Polybius].

yuypdc oaynvev [Alexandrian Apocalypse].

It will be observed that all these expressions, including
those not shared with other parts of the Greek Bible, can be
dated to the first or earlier centuries B.C. Certain chapt-
ers, 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 dppovia [xxxvii.7].

The sense of PdéBpog [xxvi.20 etc.].

Y aneppLppévn [xxxviii.1l].

Y Lwng [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,25,32].
daxplw with npdownov as subject [xxvii.35].
318wl peTa@ TOXOUL [Xxviii.13].

Tenporal &yy(l0ev [vii.8].

éxxevdée payaipav [v.2,12, xii.l4, xxviii.7, xxx.11].
éxreino “be sick” [xxxiv.16,21]}.

géxnmopvelw €ni with accusative (xvi.l6].

The use of &xylyw [xxi.12].

éuniuniapal with accusative materiae [xxxix.20]).
evapinul Buudy [xxi.22].

The use of &véyompar (xiv.4,7].

The use of EZeyelpopar [xxi.21].

The idiom with &£XiAdoxopar [xvi.63].

The use of &mapoig [xxiv.25].

Enépyopar mpdc with dative [xxxix.1ll].

The participle of &mipré&mopar [xvii.5].

The idiom with émixaAUnmtew (i.117].

The idiom with &mixpatée [xxix.7].

The idiom with ZnAde [xxxix.25].
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The use of Inrolupat [xxxvi.37].

Zuyov otaluiwv (v.1],.

Onoauvpotl éxiextol [xxvii.24].

{nnedw &¢  {nmodv [xxiii.23].

and xarpot wc karLpol (iv.10,11].

The idiom with kaie [xxxix.9].

The use of xatanatéew [xxvi.ll, xxxii.13].
Eoc x@te [i.27, viii.2].

The use of xnpl{ov [xx.6, 15].

xukAdBEY KUKAW [xxxvii.2].

Aradc aldvog [xxvi.20].

rlB0c xpnotde [xxvii.22, xxviii.13].
Temporal paxpdv [xii.22].

The use of péysBoc (xvii.6, xxxi.3,10].
The idiom with petapueioUper [xiv.22]).
&v ploer [xxiii.29].

The use of veixog [iii.8 bis].
opBarpde Long [vii.l1l3].

naperle® GUOV [XXV.9].

The construction with nopaninte [xx.27].
naporxéw &nt pouppafqe [xxi.17].

The use of népec [vii.2].

The idiom with mepLéye [xxxvii.2].
nepLBdrie T énl Tive [iv.2, xxxii.3].
The idiom with nepuniéxe (xvii.7].

10 nvelua tol voéTou (xxvii.26].

notéw petd [(xxiii.25].

papdoc toxloc [xix.12,14].

The use of oxoALdTIng [xvi.S5].

The use of onépua (xvii.13].

The idiom with oTevélfw [xxi.l2].
oTLBapdc TH yadoon (iii.e).

betoc évioylac [xxxiv.26].

QUTOV elpnvng (xxxiv.29].

The idiom with yoopée [vi.ll].

PART 1I:

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 impossible 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 insub-
stantial 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.” wWhen the distribution of other wide-
spread phenomena is studied the conclusion is the same. Feat-
ures 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

8 However much labour was expended on them, the sets of

synonyms gathered in pp. 65-72 would yield no pattern what-
ever. This result obtained even when they were followed up
into xl-x1viii.

82 See Table 5.
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other sets. For example, in chapters xxx-xxxix causal 8tL is
unusually frequent in relation to causal 8LdétL, which practic-
ally disappears. Our text nearly always prefers the laconic
form &vnp nméiewc in dependent genitive phrases; but the form 6
avnp Tfic noiewg predominates over it in chapters iv, ix, xi,
xiv-xv, xvii-xviii, xxxi, xxxiii. The copula is more usually
omitted, except in chapters iii-v, ix-x, xviii, xxi, xxiv,
xxviii-xxx, xxxii, xxxiv-xxxix. The present infinitive pre-
dominates over the aorist only in i, viii, x, xi, xix, xxix,
xxxiv; in xx, xxii the present imperative predominates over
the aorist. The preferred order of object and verb remains
much the same except that in chapters xii, xviii, xxii, xxvii,
xxix and xxxiv more sentences have OV than have VO, and in
chapters xvi, xxx, xxxvi-xxxvii, xxxix the preponderance of VO
sentences is unusual. Our text is certainly not homogeneous.
But while parts are odd by comparison with other parts, they

are scarcely ever odd in the same ways.
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(2) The Question of Date and Provenance.

It is not hard to find linguistic parallels with post-
Classical usage. The -ooev ending; the lack of a dual; the
usual form of compound numerals;83 the disappearance of the
Attic second declension in -&¢; the indeclinability of 3ud;
the decline of ® with the vocative and of 8oTig; the position
of numerals; the relative weakness of the Middle; the use of
direct interrogative pronouns in indirect questions; the con-
fusion of relative and interrogative pronouns; the retreat of
reflexive pronouns; the loss of &Klﬁva; the nearly exclusive-
ly adjectival use of &kxelvoc; the definite use of 8otig; the
construction with o0 puf] and the subjunctive; the infinitive of
purpose after &yyiZw; the encroachment of 8Tt upon the infin-
itive for indirect speech; certain forms with the infinitive
after verbs, nouns and adjectives; articular infinitives; un-
determined head-words with determined attributes; efc¢ for TiC;
the infrequency of 34, te; #tepoc in the sense of dArog; the
form &6 Tol deilvoc with the genitive determined; the loss of
the simple dative and the encroachment of prepositions in gen-
eral; local &n{ with the accusative; prepositional £eg; 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 brak-

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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ing 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 ndv, the
use of i uAv, and causal dvit ToU with infinitive; and the
last does not appear in secular Greek until late in that cent-
ury. The exclusive use of t48e [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

4 . .
8 and several characteristic

than the first century A.D.;
phenomena of the New Testament period are quite absent: the
imperfect is quite correctly used; the present perfect and the
resultative 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 un with participles is not
yet the rule.

In the light of all this it is suggested that our text is
scarcely earlier than 150 B.C. nor much later than 50 B.C.

There is nothing in the language incompatible with an

Egyptian origin.

= 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 explan-
ation is equally straightforward.ss Yet it clearly goes deep-
er than isolated oddities of grammar and idiom. In addition
to the “unidioms” already noted, there are grammatical oddit-
ies, for instance the form with predicative el¢ and the dat-
ive; ToL with the infinitive not of purpose; the construction
with dpyopat; the shortage of articles; clauses of the ‘strong
denial’ and ‘narrative’ kinds, and clauses with (8o0; n&c with
the future; the preposition of #vexa; the preposition of ndc;
the ov¥...ndc form; &nd npocihmou and the like singular before
plural nouns; the enclitic form of pronouns after prepositions
where no emphasis is intended; conditional &v T®; the use of
cognate participles; determination in prepositional phrases;
elc for “first”; the ‘ominous’ use of éxeivoc; probably the
order of subordinate clauses; adverbial npoctiBnuL with the
infinitive; prepositions formed with mpdownov; the large-scale
omission of the copula, especially other than &otiv; lapsus
concordiae with A&ywv, -ovieg; the (& &y® form; Direct Quest-
ions with ei; xai after narrative &yéveto. 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; é&v with

82 Latin influence is scarcely possible so early, at least

in Egypt; Coptic influence is possible, but could not ac-
count for all the phenomena; there were no xoivn dialects at
this date; and there is no evidence for the existence of a
special “Jewish Greek”.
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the dative, robbing the accusative with prepositions of its
clear preeminence; periphrastic tenses; repetition of prepos-
itions; év T®, elg¢ T, ToU with infinitive; the use of Aéywv;
ndc before a determined noun; the attributive rather than pre-
dicative use of olUtoc and £xeivog; partitive prepositions;
instrumental év; the cognate dative; npdg with accusative.

If the somewhat dry topic of order has been dealt with in
fair detail it is because at this point we reach the very
bones, so to speak, of our text; it is no longer a guestion of
isolated phenomena, but of the deepest structure of the langu-
age. It is scarcely necessary to say that the patterns which
emerge are the more significant in the light of the improbab-
ility that they result from wholesale scribal rearrangement.
These patterns are strongly marked: we are left in no doubt
which are the majority sentence types. It is equally clear
that, while there are few strictly ‘un-Greek’ forms to be
found, the favourite forms of Greek tend to be in the minor-
ity. 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 govern-
ing word or phrase, while our text overwhelmingly prefers it;

Greek prefers postposition for adjectives unless they are

Ee 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 be-
tween 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 structure
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 impressions corrected by the comput-
ation 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 prepos-
itional 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 be-
tween, 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 |l

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
guestion of the closeness and the quality of the translation,
and the question of its origin and its place in the sequence
of Greek bible translations, require the collation of a good
many apparently trivial details if the conclusions are to
stand. In addition, to gather detail is the only way of
establishing categories, and to establish categories is the
only way to avoid the error of fastening upon an example of
some quite widespread phenomenon and of proceeding to use it
in textual criticism or for philological insight.

An important initial observation is that the Greek vocab-
ulary, even when all the rare and unique Hebrew words are
taken into account, is much more extensive than that of the
original. This may be simply a reflection of the relative
scale of the vocabulary of the two ancient languages, but for
our purposes it is enough to note that diversity of rendering
is bound to be the rule, whether or not variety was deliber-
ately sought. It follows that inconsistency without a pattern

is not significant in itself, though downright error may be.
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That there may have been some effort to avoid monotony is per-
haps indicated by the very great variety of rendering which is
used for the commonest features of the original. It is in-
structive to note the array of Greek prepositions standing for
a mere handful of Hebrew equivalents, and the flexibility of
Greek subordinate clauses, which represent their very rigid
Hebrew equivalents in ways so varied that the inducement to
seek a non-existent pattern is strong. 1In 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.
af yparotebouat : by [xii.3, xxxix.23, Am, Mi],
M [vi.9, PJ.
avouia [passim] : WY [(P], VWS [Ps, Tw], PN [Ps, Ze, Is],
"3V [Je], DRON (P],
Mt (P], 1w O(P], DWw [Pps].
avounua [passim] : W [P], Ta¥W [E], B [I Sa, Ps]).
ATLHOL : M3 [xvi.59, xvii.le, 18,19, Ob],
ob> Ni. [xvi.54, G].
donyoluevog s W [xi.1], RWI [xxi.17,30, xxii.6].
SLacnel pw : WIB [xvii.21], M2 Hi. [xxxii.1s],

W [xxxiv.6], T [xii.14,15, xx.23,
xxii.1l5, P, Ps, Je].

3OvapLg : IR [xxxii.24, G], DN [passim, P].
3Bpov s MM [xx.39, Pr], W [xxii.l2, P].
2eére : MBR [iii.7, xx.8, P, G], rER

[xviii.23,32, P]J.

£6voc [passim) : "M [P], BY [P].



éveyupacpdg
éndve adv.
ETML YL YVHOK®

&tepog

£x0pdc

fiyobuevog

xaTakal ®

xaTELOLVW

Spveov

néteLvov

6 nanclov
npéBatov [passim]

cainiyyw (&v)
| c@rmLyyL

ctnplle
TiOnuL “make”

TiOnuL “put”
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m5am [xviii.7), Sam [xviii.12,16].

nbpnbn [xxxvii.s, P], "bwb [i.27, P).

Y [passim, P], TRT [xx.48, Es].

AN [xi.19, xvii.7, xxxiv.23, P], MR
[xii.3, P].

MR [xxxvi.2, xxxix.27, P], W [xxxix.

23, PJ.
DOW [xvii.13], DB [xxiii.s6, 12,23,
Ma, Je], oBwn [xix.11, II ch, Pr, Tw].
B [v.a4,

P], W3 [xxxix.10].

190 Ni. [xviii.2s ter], mom
[xvii.9,10,15, Ju, Ki].

N2 [xxxix.4], MBY [xxxix.17, P].
BW [passim, P], D (xvii.23, xxxix.4].

Y™ [xviii.8], NP2 [xviii.s, PJ.

N8 (P], M@ [P].

WW3 PPN [(xxxiii.3, Jo], PPN PN
[vii.14].

O [passim, Am, Je), PW [xiv.8, xv.7].
M [passim, P)], DWW [xxi.32, xxv.9, P}.

oby Hi. (xiv.3,4.7), 2 [passim, P],

o [passim, P).

It is worth noting that several of these cases span sect-

ions which have been thought to be disparate.
of rendering is exceptional,

where Hebrew is rich in synonyms,

with a rare item.

Nor is this a tidy category,

But this kind
and largely confined to cases
or presents the translator

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& t

R e

PRy “as regards” :

x51 :

" rel. adv. :

noab

e

npdc with accusative [xxxi.2], simple

dative [xxxi.2].

npdg with accusative [xxvi.20)], uetéd
with genitive [xxvi.20].

simple dative ([iii.18], automatic é&v
with dative [passim].

&v with dative [xx.16), nominative case
[xxxv.10].

olde pn [vii.4,9, viii.18, ix.10)], oud’
B¢ [xvi.47), ol pn [xxiii.27, xxiv.27],
{va uh [xxxvii.23]'.

&ve® &v [passim], &ne1dfn [xxviii.e].

10 xa®brov pn [(xiii.3, 22, xvii.14), <o
napdnav pf [xx.9,14,15,22, x1 ff.; cf. I

Ki, Ze, Je for the expression].

éx [xxxiv.13]), and [xxxiv.13}.

There are many examples in the rendering of ordinary

vocabulary and idiom:-—

TaN

'73\' :

MR Ni.

&0érw [iii.7, xx.8, P, G], Bolrouar
{passim, P, G].

&o8{w [passim, P, G], PLPphcke (iv.4,
xviii.15, P, 6], katecBiw (iii.l, P, G],
ouvierEe [viii.15].

Kataotevdgw [ix.4, xxi.11, P, La],
otevalw [xxi.11,12, Is, La]l.

This construction may, in the light of the Hebrew, be

intended imperativally.
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vfic B&Pog [xxxi.4,18, xxxii.24], Bdaen
the yhc [¥xvi.20], TO BaGoc TAC Yiig
[xxxii.18], YN [xxxi.16}].

Srapndle (vii.21, P, G)], okuielw
[xxvi.12, xxix.19, xxxviii.12,13,
x%xxix.10, II Ch)], 3rapmayn [xxiii.4s,
xxv.7, P, G)], mpovouf] [xxxiv.28, xxxv.5,
P, G].

olxoc [passim, P, G}, ofxia [xi.3,
xxviii.26, xxxiii.30, P, G]J.

éxxalo [xxi.4, I Ki, Is), xalw [xxxix.9,
P, G].

otiABooLc [xxi.15,20], dotpanmf [i.13, P,
G].

eplaype [vii.24, xxiv.21,2Za, Je],
Onepnpavie [vii.20, xvi.49,56, Ps, Pr,
Tw], UBpLC [xxx.6,18, xxxii.l2,
xxxiii.z28, P, Jb, Pr, Tw, Is, Je].

Oybdopar [xix.11l, xxxi.5,14, I Sa, Jb,
Is], Mméyag ylyvopar [xxxi.10].
varn [vi.3, xxxvi.6, Nu xxi.20 (?)],

Qhpays: [xxxi.l2, xxxv.8, G], xELHdppoug
[xxxvi.4, cf. @dpayf used just before].

AdrEw mPOC Tive [ii.1, 1ii.22, 24,27,
xx.3, P, G], raréo Tivi [xiv.4, P].
buofwpa [i.5 and passim, II Ki, Is],
ouotwoLc [x.22, P, Ps, Da].

ropevopaLr [passim, P, G], Badifw [i.9,
iii.4,11, P, G].

aroxkteive [ix.6, xxiii.lo0,47, P, G],
avarpéw [xxvi.8,11, xxviii.9, P, G]J.

KoTaoK&nTe® [xiii.14, xvi,39, Xi, Ch, Pr,
Tw], katafarire [xxvi.4,12, Jb xii.14].

dLaokopnilew [v.2,10, vi.5, Ps, za]l,
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draonelpo [xii.l1l4,15, xx.23, xxii.1s5, P,
Ps, Jej.

duvatdég (iii.8, Ju), paraphrased with
xatioxbw [iii.8], xpatalog [1ii.9,
%%.33,34, P, G], loxupdc [xxx.22,
xxxiv.16, P, G].

pe{dopar [v.11, vii.4,9, xxxvi.2l, P,
G)], &reéw [viii.ls, ix.5,10, Is], ndoxw
TL [%vi.S5].

porig [v.16, P, Tw, Je], tdfeuua
[xxxix.3,9, P, Je].

€yxeLpldLov [xx1i.8,9,10, P}, uaxaipa
[passim, P, G], E{pog (xvi.40, xxiii.a7,
Jo, Jbl, poupaic [passim, P, G].

dverdoc [xvi.57, xxii.4, P, G],
dveELBLonbg [xxi.33, xxxvi.l5,30, GJ.

véveorg (xvi.3,4, P, Ru], matpic
[xxiii.15, Je xxii.10].

gnikarinte [1.11,23, P, Ps, Pr], xaAUmie
[vii.18, xvi.8, xxiv.7, xxx.18, xxxii.7,
xxxviii.9,16, P, G], ouykaiUmTw [xii.é,
P, G, Tw], nepLPérrw [xvi.10,18,
xviii.7,16, P, G], XaTakaAUMT®
[xxvi.10,19, xxxii.7, P, G]J.

aroBviiokw [passim, P, G], TEAEVLTGW®
[xii.13, xvii.le, xviii.17, P, GJ.
riprAanuy [iii.3, ix.7, x.2, P, G},
nAnpdw [vii.1l9, G, but cf. Qal in P],
gunipmAnur [xi.6, xxvii.33, xxxii.s,
xxxv.8, P, G].

Ondpxw [xxvi.21], elpiokopar [xxviii.1s,
P, G].

kpotéw [vi.1l, xxi.19,22, II Ki), tinte
{vii.9, P, G}, xbnte [ix.5,7,8, P, Jo,



N1 Hithp.
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Ju, II Sa, I Ki, Je].

énaipopar [xvii.la, I Ki, but passim for
v], Uydopar [xxix.15, but G for v].

xovebopar [xxii.21, Ki, ch], Taxéoupar
[xxiv.11, Nal.

kLvkAOBev [passim, G], xOxAw [passim, P,

G], mepiLxUKA@ [xxxvii.2l, xxxix.7].

8évdpov [vi.l1l3, P, G], £0rov [xv.2 and

passim, P, G].

novéw npbdc [xvii.l7], nmoréwe with dative
[vii.27, xx.44].

dveLréw [11.10], Zxmetdle [xii.13,
xvii.20, xix.8, P, Pr, La], dianetdlo
{xvi.8, Ki, Cch, Ps, La].

doeRéw [xviii.21, Tw, Is, Je], doiocTnmu
{xx.38, II Ch, Je].

noapdntepa [xiv.1ll, xviii.z2, Jb],
doepela (xviii.28,30,31, xxi.29, ¢J,
gvoéunua [xxxix.24, I Ki, Ps].

Sravolyw [iii.2, xxi.27, Jb, Pr, 2aj,
Gvolyw [1ii.27, xxxiii.22, xxxvii.12,13,
P, G].

gvoiyvopar [i.1, xxxiii.22, p, Jbl,
dLavolyvouar [xxiv.27, Na, 2a].

UVAHe [xxxii.26, xxxvii.l2 bis, P, G],
Tdpoc [xxxvii.1l3 bis, P, G], uvnueiov
[xxxix.11, P, Ne, Is, Je].

etdoc [i.26, P, G], 8yic [i.10,
xxiii.15, P, G].

kepaAf [passim, P, G], xopuen [xvii.22,
P, G].

&yxadfiugr [xxix.3], xoLudouar [xXxxiv.14,
P].
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M rvebua [i.4, v.2, xiii.ll1l, xxxvii.9, P,

G}, mvon [xiii.13, Pr, Is].

359 : {nndlopar [xxiii.e6,12, Je), itnnelw
[xxiii.23, II Ki}.

I (827) Hithpo‘el : é&maipw [%x.15, cf. P, G for v],
ueTEWPLLOMAL [X.17,19, cf. P, G for v].

DoY Hi. : xotordbe [xxvi.l3, Ru, Ps, Je], &mOAAULUL
[xxx.10, xxxiv.25 (&), P, Is].

DWW okfjvepa [xxv.4, Jb, Ps, Ca, Tw, Je, la],

KQTQOKTVOoLE [XxxVvii.27].

YN Ni. : ouvArauPBévopar [xii.13, P, Ps, Jel,
arioxopar [xvii.20, xxi.29].

"EWI PR caanlyye odimiyyr [xxxiii.3, Jol,
onuaive céamiyyr [xxxiii.e, Je].

These are by no means the only examples, but they may
serve to establish a principle. There is variety, but with no
discernible pattern which might help to distinguish parts of
the text. Noteworthy, however, are certain cases of render-

ings which stand apart from the main tradition.
(3) FORMULAIC LITERALISM.

Literalism is of course quite compatible with inconsist-~
ency, and there is considerable overlap between this category
and (2) above. But it would be wearisome to note all the
renderings which are both literal and conventional, and recur
in the Greek Bible as formulae. Formulaic literalism is, how-
ever, so widespread a phenomenon that some examples must be
given, with the caveat that it is hard to distinguish be-
tween renderings which have been consciously borrowed and

renderings which arise from literalism working semi-automatic-
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ally with similar or identical originals. It frequently lies
at the root of common “unidioms” of the kind noted earlier.
It sometimes gives unfortunate results, either in principle or

in some contexts.

(a) Reasonably Appropriate Renderings.
I? partitivum : &x (xvi.16,17 bis, P, G passim].
5y : én{ with dative [xvi.15, P, G passim].
oy ESwuz [xxxii.29, P].
™R IeB [xiv.14,20, Jb].
(1) : Bavaiou [xi.1,13, I Kij.
3 : Topep [xxxviii.é, Ho).

{77 @ Aedav [xxvii.20, xxxviii.13, P, I Ch,
Je].

NI : TaBa [xxvii.22, xxxviii.i3, P, Gj}.
1BY : Zagav {viii.1i, ITI Ki, II ch, Jej.
UWIN @ @apoig [xxvii.l6, P, G].
5932 Hi. : Staoctérirew [xxii.26, x1ii.20, P, I Kij.
P71 ¢ kfAmog [xxxvi.35, P, G] followed by
tpuoiic (P, G1°.
T owv [iv.ll, P, G).
TP @ GnpLdiwTog [iv.4, PJ.
onb : dptoc [passim, P, G].
II 2tY : &yxatarieine [viii.12 etc., P, G].

by &nLtndeuvpe [xx.43,44, I Sa, Ps, Ze, I
chj.

This must surely be the text rather than the obviously
corrupt £866noav, which occurs just above at xxxii.2s.

3 Hardly a “Theodotionic” rendering (Cf. H. St. John

Thackeray The Septuagint and Jewish Worship p. 126]). This
is a conventional response to the Hebrew.
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udrLBoc [xxii.18, xxvii.i2,
P, Jb, Za, Je].

dpxn [xvi.25, P, GJ.

nanfoc (xxxi.l5, P, GJ.

mnoive [xi.6 etc., P, G].

xeTanatéw [xxxiv.18, Ch, Ps, Is, Da LXX].

celopar [xxvi.10,15, GJ.

(b) Renderings Which are Nowhere Especially Fortunate.

[ahle)= T
=Nl

a2t Ni.

P
55n adj. :
ann
"Ry e
[al”ink ]

5= b=l
b ~]

M) Hi. B
ve
P2 gen.
93Y Hi.
o3 e

i’ * I

1w

UynA&, T (vi.3,6, Ki, Ps, Tw, Je].
Bdvatog [(v.12 etc., P, GJ.

dvaptpvhoxopat [xxxiii.13,16, P, Jb, Ps};
cf. uipvhokopar [iii.20, xviii.22, 24,
Jb, Ho, Je].

npecBOTeEpOC [Vvii.26 etc., P, G].
Tpaupatiag [vi.4 etc., P, GJ.
napeuforn [(iv.2, P, GJ.

Spupdg [xv.2, xxi.2, P, G].
KAnpovouia [xi.15, xxv.4,10, P].

nepLxepaiaied [xxvii.10, I Ki, II Cch, Is,
Je].

napanikpaivov [ii.5 etc., cf. P, G for
Y.

Gpinuy [xvi.39, P, G].
yuxn [xxxiii.6, P, GJ.
apLBpd [xii.l16, PJ.
KatadovAdw [xxix.18, P].
Souviela [xxix.18,18, P, G].

xbopoc [vii.20, xvi.l1, xxiii.4o0, P,
Je].

@tpic Ouprépatoc [viii.ll, PJ.
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wbs dnocwlbébuevog [vi.8 etc., Tw, La), cf. P,
G v for v.

T2 pdéxBog [xxxiv.4, PJ.
W Tpdynrog [xxi.34, P, G].

PSP Pi. : dBpolle [xxxvi.24, cf. P, Sa, Ki for
Qal, Ni.J.!

UOP Pi. @ dvidfe (xx.12,20, xxxvi.23, xxxvii.2s8,
P, G].

W ¢ dywov [v.11 and passim, P, G].

5HP : ouvay®yn [xxvi.7, xxvii.27, 34,
xxxviii.4,7,13,15, P, Ps, Pr, Jej.

MNP : Lnrdc (V.13 etc., P, G].
AP ¢ eardxkpope {vii.l8, P, Tw, Is, Je].
N1 : to mAsovéZov [xxiii.32, cf. P, G for v].

PN : mAeovaopde [xviii.s, 13,17, xxii.12, P,
Prj.

o M bouny ebedlag [vi.13, xvi.19, xx.28,41,
P, GJ.

omT : xatanatée [xxvi.l1l, Ch, Ps, Is, Da LXX].
I ¥YYM : oelopar [xxxviii.2o0, GjJ.

PpI/oBY @ xatanetéw (xxxii.2, II Ch, Ps, Is, Da
LXX].

P ¢ otepéwpa [i.22 etc., P, Ps].

npaR : nAnopovh [xvi.d49, xxxix.19, Is, cf. P, G
for v].

naY Ni. @ alyparetedoupar (vi.9, P, I Saj.

W Pa., Pu. : &nootpégpw [xxxviii.8, xxxix.27, cf. P, G
for v}.

P ;. SvagbBopd (xix.4,8, Ib, Ps, cf. G for v].

This too is a chim#ra [cf. Thackeray op. cit. p. 125],
for it is traditional, not “Theodotionic”.
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MY : puAildoocw [xi.20 etc., P, GJ.

oY Ni. : xpivew [xx.36 (2), xxxviii.22, Ps, Pr, cf.
P, G for v].

(c) Renderings Which are Unfortunate in Our Text.

TN : elc [viii.B], &tepog [xi.l9, xvii.7,
xxxiv.23], @#rro¢ [xix.5].

ON : &4v [xiv.20, xviii.3}, el [xx.31 etc.].
N5"GR : gdv pA [xvii.le,19].
WX : 8¢ [xvii.lé bis].
2 of cause etc. : &v [xiv.7, %xvi.9,14, xx.8, xxiv.23].
2 essentiae : &v [xx.40].
XY “as regards” : accusative case [xxix.4].
: katd [viii.4, xxxvi.l7].

5 : xatd [xvi.63, xxxvi.23,34], eic

[passim]}.
1 privativum : éx [xxiv.16}.
b comparativum : éx [xv.2].

v : 8ué with genitive [xvi.8], peté with the
genitive [xxviii.17]}; both are close and

accurate in other places.

o™MEn : Alyuntoc [xxix.12, xxx.23,26], AtyimTiou
[xxx.4].

SOR : andArvpdr [xxxiv.4].

5PWD’RND : Luydc [v.1, P, G) with otaBuiwv [P, cf.
G for v].

mbN : Gpd [xvii.13,16].
TR : dvepomoc [xviii.7,16].
Lea Hi. : Braotérre [xxxix.14].

PP Ni. : PAyvopl [xiii.11,13].

(IP3) Pi. : &miokéntopal [xxxiv.11l, Le xiii.36].
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vdtog [i.18 bis].

peyarive [xxiv.9].

fwoc (xxxi.2, cf. P, G v for Vv].

Vetdg [xxxiv.26] with edroyiag.

8doc [ix.2].

{ntéopar [xxxvi.37, cf. P, G Active for
Qal].

onépua [xvii.l1l3].

Lofic [i.20,21].

vopLpua [xvi.27].

dpndfo Gpndypeta [xix.3,6, xxii.25,27].
Eréyxo (iii.26].

Td éxmopeubpeva [xxxiii.3o0].

KaBlLw [xxxvi.35].

étovpdLw [iv.3,7, P, G].

@vopBolpar [xvi.7, II Sa, I Ch].

ocuvieréw [iv.6,8), cf. Passive for Qal
(%.12 etew)a

ouvviérela [xi.13, xiii.13, xx.17].
nTépuE [vi.2, xvi.8].

napopyi Lo [xxxii.o9].

#ptoc [xii.18].

épyaocia (xv.3,4,5 bis].

évhtLov [xvi.l2].

HETAMEAODHAL [Xxiv.22], mapaxaioluaL
[xxxii.31].

papdoc [xix.12,14, P, G] with toyxlog [P,
G}.

katakéntw [v.2].

EEaLpoiipar [xxxiii.9].
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: alpew [xxxvi.7], &varoppive [x.19],
AnOPEP® [Xxxii.30], AauPdve [iv.4 etc.].

3{8wpuL [xxiii.49].
énLoTpépopal [xxvi.2].
Spacig (i.4,22, viii.2].

: SLdye [xx.37, xxiii.37].

: gyxatareine [xx.8, xxiii.s].

: avaBaive [viii.i1].

: throv [xv.2].

: mpoBupa [viii.3, 14, x.19, xi.1, P, G]
with nOanc [P, G].

: mepLoxh [iv.2].
dgviotnut [xiii.6, cf. P, G for Qal].
: kakoroyéw [xxii.?7, cf. P, G for Pi.].
: népag [vii.2 bis etc.].
: Gpxn [x.11].
: MAROOC [xxxi.6].
: nandive [xix.l, cf. P, G for verb].
nvelpa [xi.5, xx.32].

Thoow [xix.5}. This automatic rendering
scarcely supports a sense “appoint” for
the Hebrew.

dnootpoen [xvi.53 bis, cf. P, G v for
v3W].

: EnLoTPEPW [xXxiv.4,16].
: &ZanootTérAw [Vv.16 etc.].

: di1d mavtde [xxxix.l4a].

in group (c) leave the impression that

some of the original did not strictly pass through the trans-

lator’'s mind at all,

but was automatically turned into Greek
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with scant regard for the right shade of meaning in context.
There is a strong element of etymologizing. The method here
suggests that the translator may have used some checklist,
mental or written, of stock equivalents. Chapters xxvii to
xxviii are quite free of this automatic element, and have only

one or two examples of formulaic literalism at all.
(4) FORMULAIC FREEDOM.

Another large group of renderings is formulaic in langu-
age but not literal, at least in our text, and capable of at-
taching itself to more than one Hebrew original with reason-
able appropriateness. Some of these renderings are not idiom-
atic Greek; and in some of these cases there is a strong pre-
sumption that they originated with the Hebrew text of which
they are a literal version. Some weak transliterations are

listed here.

(a) Renderings Which are Nowhere Very Literal.
b Aonh [xxvii.19], P for Srgr.
™ : "HrroUmoiig [xxx.17], P for J{V)R.
oo : TUpra [xvi.S57, P, G].
W3 : Bacavitic [xxvii.6, Jo, Tw].
(V)T : Iefoviag [viii.ll, xi.l, II Ki, Je].

V> : AlB{omec [xxix.1l0, xxx.4,9, xxxviii.s,
P, G].

5099 : M&ydwr(ov) [xxix.10, xxx.6, P, Je].
o(M)ID : NaBolpng [xxix.l4, xxx.1l4, Je].
w8 : Tévig [xxx.l4, P, Ps, Is].

(V)8 : TOpog [xxviii.12 etc., G].
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Pappa® (xxi.25, II sa, Je].

Tapdpera [xvi.46,51,53,55, xxiii.4, 33,
G].

Tapvag [xxx.18, Je].

1 abw

N
ainla
PenNg

M

M3 III N=3

s o

e
II 0 Hi.

20

by om

P OHi.

nn>-by

onb

o

o

11 (S¥) denom. Qal

Ta alrep [viii.1é, I Ki, II Cch).
pétara [xi.2, Ho, Is].
kaTdroLntor [xxiii.25 bis, Am].
én’ doxdtwv {xxxviii.ié, Pr, Tw].
v doédpe [xviii.6, P], &moxa®nuévn
[xxii.10, xxxvi.17, P, Laj.

dyupal [xxxvi.3S5, P, G].

AL YMAAOTOC dyopol (xxx.18)], Am, Is for
i,

dlvaprg [xxxii.24, II Sa, I Ki, Je].

draotérAopal [iii.18, II chj.
P, G for

various originals, mpoot{Bepar

npookelpal [xxxvii.l1l6,17],

[xxxvii.16), P, G for various originals.

peidopar with dative [xvi.5, P, Is, Je].

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

én’ Bpov [xii.6, P, Is].
dptov [iv.9, P, GJ.°
Uswp [iv.11 etc., P, G].°

papdor [xxxix.9, P, Tw, Is, Je]l.

AEyo nmapafoAnv [xii.23, xvii.2, xxiv.3,

The singular collective would serve quite well here; but

perhaps dptog was thought of as pre-empted for “food”.

6

The singular is unfortunate at xxvi.1l9,

xxvii.26, and so

is the accompanying adjective: the rendering is a case of
inappropriate Formulaic Freedom.
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IT Ssaj.

neptTiOnuUL [xvi.ll, P, Es, Jb, Je].
of PonBoi [xii.l4, Ju, Ps, Na].
nepLBe&AA® [xxxii.3, Ru, II Ki, Prj.

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

al yualwoia [xxxix.25, Ps, Tw], cf. Maw
[xxix.14].

éxreinw [xxiv.11, P, I Sa, Ps, Je, La].

(b) Renderings Which are More Literal Elsewhere.

™ privativum in mxbnn {xii.19] becomes oOv, making the phrase

which is more literal

m

{h)>

N2 pl. (Q)

OR 37

bakia]

Fiatal

oW1

w3

M3Tn pl.

bal*/2mh'=

at I Ch xvi.32.

MéugLg [xxx.13, Is, Je], but at Ho ix.6
for wo.

AlLBLEC [xxVvii.l0, xxxviii.5, Je], but
for 3> [(ch, Naj.

eloodoc {xxvii.3], but for singular [G].

AeAéw with dative (xiv.4, P], but for
the familiar SR idiom {P, G].

éxtel{ve [xiii.9] with xeipa [cf. P, G].
dnoxevtéw [xxi.l6l, but for P71 [P,

I saj.

peidopar with wrong subject and wrong
dative [ix.5], but more literal at Ge
x1lv.20.

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

7| Epnuo¢ [xiii.4, xxxvi.33,12, Is, Jel,
but for singular nouns [P, G].

xaTdoxeolg [xxxiii.24, xxxvi.2,3,5], but
for "R {P, G].
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nwod pl. : éralpa [iv.9], but literal at Ex ix.32.

3 ORD : qnwbéw with accusative [v.6,20, xvi.24,
Je], but for transitives [P, G].

723 Hi. : &rdyw [xxii.13], but for 3IW Hi. with
the same object at Am i.8, Za xiii.7, Is
i.25; Sraoneipw [xxxii.15}, but for PB
Hi. in similar contexts [Is xxiv.2, Ez
xxix.12 etc.].

oy y{yvopar [viii.1]), but literal passim in
our text.

WY : émPoive (x.18], for MO [I Ki, Je}.
5p I M8 : ouyxielw [iv.3, Je}, but for <30 [P, G].

o3P pl. : Tapn [xxxii.23, Na, Is], but literal [P,
G].
7P Hi. : ovoxkotdfw intransitive [xxxii.8}, but
for Qal, Hithp. [I Ki, Tw, Je]}.
Uxaws YpP : 6 Gyroc Iopani [xxxix.7], but literal in
I1 Ki, Is, Je.
P3 : eic TOV Toixov [xii.5), but literal at I
Sa xix.10.
In one or two cases the syntax has been affected by Formulaic

Freedom:—

At xiii.6é the main verb "N becomes a wrong Piénovtec,
the participle being literal at I Ch xxix.29.

At xxxvii.19 the imperative <937 becomes the formulaic xat
épeic.

At ix.1l1l 9237 3WD becomes the formulaic xal dnexp{vato.

(c) Coinages and Unidiomatic Expressions Which are More

Literal Elsewhere,
“PR : d¢° in a relative clause [xxiii.22] mak-
ing a typical formulaic “unidiom” with
the preposition supplied from the end of
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the Hebrew clause.

xatTd [vii.27)] which is familiar with tdag
68oU¢.

&v [xxxiii.19, xxxvi.31l bis, xxxvii.27]
making formulae.

*ApGdror [xxvii.8,11], but singular for
MR at Ge x.18.

b33 : BOBA(La) pl. [xxvii.9], but B{pA(ia) at

I Ki v.32 (a) for @'o3i.

: TwaxLp [(i1.2]), but more appropriately

N1 with suffix

13/M3 pred.

53 Hithp. Imperf.

elsewhere [II Ki, Ch, Je, Da LXX, I Es,
II Es].

dartioac [xi.1,13], slightly closer for
mobp at T ch iii.21, iv.42.

ént TAC YhHc (xxxiv.29], very frequent
for powa~5p.

fixe Tivi [xxxii.1i], but for 5 N3 at Ho
vi.3, xiii.1i3.

&v mpovoul [xxiv.28, xxxv.5], making a
formula.

peyarvvOfoopar [xxxviii.23], but for Qal
imperfect (Ps, Mi, Z2a].

roAéo META with genitive [iii.10], but
formulaic for ™ 937 [P, G].

630f [iii.18, xi.21, xiv.22,23, xvi.a3,
xxii.31], making a formula.

éxmopveltow and [(xxxiii.S5), but at Ho
iv.12 for HnpR M.

&Lwopévog éni with accusative
[xxiii.15], but the active occurs with

this construction for 5v oW at I Ki
xxi.27.

éfaxovhopar [xxi.16], but for W% Pu. at
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Ps 1ii.2.

paraphrastic Unép &v peldovtal
[xxiv.21], but the Greek construction
occurs at Jn iv.10,11 for 5y o,

peTd Oupol [xiii.l3, Je], cf. P, Na, Is
for the phrase, but it is literal at Dt
xxxii.24 for nAM~OR.

{f7) fpnuopévn [(xxxiii.24,27], but the
plural stands at Je xxxiii.10 for a Ni.
feminine plural, with ndéiei¢ close by.

: elc 8verdog [xxii.4] making a formula;
cf. the treatment of HDBP just below.
&v taic NuEpaLc [xvi.56] making a
formula.

éxdiknoirg [v.15], but P, G for vOp
and /OBDY.

: glC OUVIEAELAV [xX.17] making a formula.

: xkTdopdr with reflexive [v.1 (2)], but
for & mp [Je, Ru].

: Oavatdéopar Bavdte [1ii.18, xxxiii.s,
143, but for Ho. with infinitive [P].

: éxdiLxaw éxdlxknolLv [xxv.12] making a
Pentateuchal formula.

TiOnuL o@Boipole [xviii.l2,15], but for
the noun with ™M@ [Ps xvii.11] and DW
[Je x1.4].

: TO Gpylprov €nt tékw B{dwur [xviii.s],
but literal at Le xxv.37, Ps xv.5.
: mapafaive 3dLaBnxnv [xvi.59], but for

93 73» [Jo, II Ki, Ho).

: maparilow [(xxv.9], but for ) [Is], "BM
[xx1.12, Je] and N [Je}, all with
reference to limbs.
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TP : o év dpxf [xxxvi.11], but more
literally [G].

mPR : Onbotaci¢ [xix.5, Ru i.12], for other
words in Ps passages, but at Ps 1xix.3
for the unique “MLO.

Renderings which are more literal elsewhere are not
necessarily significant for literary relationships unless they
are bad Greek, for otherwise dependence cannot be proved. It
is, however, striking that with only one exception7 coinages
and hebraizing 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 virtual-
ly all the syntactical hebraizing noted in Part I is formula-
ic or independent is a matter of definition: the fact is that

literalism however classified is the source of very many un-

There is one curious example of an “unidiom” which can-
not be traced to source: dfstéw £i¢ [for 3 BLH at xxxix.23)
occurs in I Ki, I Ch, Je, but is never literal. Cf. the
equally unidiomatic and unliteral maparintew el¢ [xx.27)
which may be modelled on it. One might speculate that false
etymology from 8éTig is at work. Some of the passages seem
to make better sense if “wrong, misbehave towards" is in-
tended.

Probably to be included here are some minor grammatical
examples of Formulaic Freedom, the omission of the article
at xvi.3 and xviii.20 bis, and changes of order at ii.s,
xxvii.24, xxxi.17, xxxii.4, xxxiii.21,22, xxxiv.6, 24,
XXXVii.6, 16, xxxix.23. 1In each case the change, while
against Greek usage, is very much in the general manner of
the text. There is one equivocal example of a name, where
argument depends on the vocalisation: TP : EZep [(xi.1], but
more appropriately in I Ch. )
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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 influential. A prime example of
ignorance is the translation of xxvii-xxviii, where the abysm-
al level of the version shows how much at a loss the translat-
or was [e.g. xxvii.l4). Particularly bad examples of slavish

literalism are as follows:—

éxopévn (iii.13].

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

kOKAw eUTAC [v.2], where the termination is wrong in
Greek.

8L6TL Bdocavog...&yéveto [vii.19], where the sense is ob-
scure, the verb disgquising neatly the difficulty of identify-
ing a subject.

&tr [viii.e6,13,15].

pia [viii.s).

oU after oUB& [xiii.9], reversing the sense.

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

kel PET® of ol menopvelkacLv [xvi.34].

xat dnlow T®V &vOuuhuatev TV netépov altdv Roov of
SdpBarpol aUTdV {xvi.24].

avTAV [xxi.32].

alThc [xxiv.5 bis} which has no referent; cf. xxiv.1l1 for
the same case (ter).

niv mAfPog £0vev (xxxi.6)]: two articles in Hebrew would
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be required to give this sense.

ndvtec ot mivovteg Udep [xxxi.14].

kal obdk Av & &kinTdv etc. [xxxiv.6; cf. xxxiv.28,

XXX1ix.26 for the same phenomenon].

dpd TNV xelpd wouv [xxxvi.7] i.e. “I vote in favour”!

Not all cases of literalism are so intolerable.

(a) The Use of Idiosyncratic Greek for Commoner

Originals,
bR @ Envoot [xxvii.7], but Eieirca at Ge x.4.

07D M : vioil Kedep [xxv.4,<10>, Je x1ix.28], but
paraphrased (Ju, Jb, Is].

SNpI : Iefeximh [i.3, xxiv.24], but Efexkmr at I
Ch xxiv.6.

W Zaddal [%x.5], but paraphrased elsewhere
[P, G].

TP AR afBog xpnotdg [xxvii.z2, xxviii.13], but
AiBoc TlpLog [Sa, Ki, Ch, Da].

oo PR @ yR Lefic [xxvi.20, xxxii.23,24,26,32],
but yfi/xépa Loviov [Is, Je, Ps, Jb].

912 : BbOpoc with word play [xxvi.20 etc.)
but variously rendered in G.

a3 (M) ¢ ABapa [xx.29 bis], but variously render-
ed in G.

3 9p3 Pi. : xaf{e &v [xxxix.9], but more idiomatic
[P, G].

bbby : F'eryedr [x.13], but normally Tpéxog{

Q™7 : Agpep [xxi.2], but vétog [Ez x1 ff., Jb,
Ec].

50 m» : 2kmopvebo 2n{ with accusative [xvi.1l6],

tpdxoc has, however, just been used.
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but dpylfopar [Ju xix.2].

=RYTPEY @ Badlyeirroc [1ii.5], but Badlewvog at Is
xxxiii.19.

5 R)P Pi. : Inidw BL& with accusative [xxxix.25],
but more idiomatic [P, G].

YWAR : @apolg [i.16]), but xpucdériLBoc [P].

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

10
Hebrew,

n5rR : Oora [xxiii.4 etc.].
mabmR e OoirLfBa [xxiii.4 etc.].
"™M> : Bowli [1.3].
nn%n : XeaB({wv) [xxvii.1l8].
935 : XoBap (i.1 etc.].!

N @appoul [viii.l4).

pw-5 ¢ peyorontépuyog [xvii.3,7].
“93-511 : peyerdoaprkoc [xvi.26].
551 pu. ptc. : &mailvetdg [xxvi.17].
qu-nsﬂ 1 Adupdvog (xxxiii.32].
nws"ﬂ::‘z : Baplyiwooog [iii.5].
aenb : og kbte [i.11, viii.2j.
obw oY : Aadc atwvog [xxvi.20].
gusb Tpy Uotnuy mpd npocdmou [xxii.30].
DT B dnd koarpol Ewc xaivpol [iv.10,117.

5 me Hi. : Apeuode &ni [xxi.36].

10 When the Greek is not original transcription, coinage

and “unidiom”, it is not found elsewhere in the Greek Bible.
See Part I, pp. 54-60, and Appendix B, Lists 8-10.

1 This appears at Jb x1ii.17° (A), for no Hebrew original.

12 This becomes BpadUyiwcooc at Ex iv.10, but the sense is

different.
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I MDD Hi. : &vePdire transitive [xvii.24, but cf.
sij.
vho s reroneTpla [xXiv.7,8, xxxvi.4,14]).
9303 NRT @ Anatookonéopar [xxi.26].
I O¥7 : Papw® (xxvii.l16].
2T P Hi. @ éxxevow paxarpav [v.2 etc.].
oWNR PPSY : Ertdunvoc [xxxix.12,147.%

n55b'1bw : yapaxkoBoila [xvii.17), Barelv x@ua
[xxi.27).

(c) Renderings Which are Less Literal Elsewhere,.

mnb35 : AePraBe [vi.l14], but for other Hebrew in
Je.

N> ¢ Xavva [xxvii.23], but for n5 at Jo
Xxv.51 (B).

M0 : SuAvn [xxix.10, xxx.6], but for @
[xxx.16], and for NAD at Is x1iii.3.

()8 : Zop [xxvi.2 etc., xxvii.2 etc.}, but at
Je xxi.13 for M.

T WN WE ol mpooriutor of mpoonAutelovIEC

14

[xiv.77], but the wordplay is less

literal at Is liv.15.

TWD ¢ naporkeolia (xx.38), but wrongly at Za
ixel2y

2 N : éxmopvelw &v [xvi.l7], but not literal
at Je iii.1l.

onER : mdTnua [(xxxiv.19]}, but wrongly at II Ki

13 énta pAvag, which stands for the Hebrew at I Sa vi.l,

would have been better at xxxix.12.

P and Jo, which have the Hebrew, content themselves with
a npog-prefix for both noun and verb.

14
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xix.26.'
:5"WP ¢ oxAnpox@pdtot [iii.7], but not literal
at Pr xvii.20, Si xvi.9.

It will be seen that Independent Literalism is not part-
icularly widespread;'® at the same time it has no especially
marked distribution. There is a certain correlation 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 translation 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. 1In 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

18 The rendering might be derived in either place from the

formulaic rendering of the noun and verb by compounds in
-natéw, -ndTnua.

s 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.12 bis, 13 bis, xviii.31, xx.25,26,
xxx1ii.31) or Subjunctive, as if they were prohibitions
[xxiv.12, xxxvi.15, xxxvii.22,23, xxxix.10 bis), and at
xviii.32 an aorist participle would have been better.
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sound; sometimes the source may be traced more narrowly.

(a) Correct Etymology Leading to a Weak Result.

TR @ paxpav etvor [xii.22], ef. xvii.3, Jb,
Je.

noab : &v eanidL [xxviii.26 bis, xxix.16,
xxxiv.28, Ju, Ps, Pr, Tw, Je], cf. &€inic
for N3 (Ps, Pr, Jej.

> Hi. : xpive (vii.l4), cf. the sense of II |2
adj. (P, G].

nben . nTHoLg [xxvi.15,18, xxvii.27,
xxXx1i.13,16, xxxii.16], cf. P, G v for v.

@UBD : otpeuvh [xxvii.7], cf. P, G for general

sense.,
PR ;. Eyyveev [vii.8), cf. P, G v for v.
NP : anévevty [viii.16), cf. P. I Sa, Jn.

nmReP anévavti [x.19), xatévavit [xi.l], cf.
P, I Sa, Jn.

N : ouviplBA [xxi.11l], cf. P, G v for .

(b) False Etymology Leading to a Reasonable Result.
n¥RTYM @ guadverxol [iii.7], ¢f. G vikog for n¥l.

M8) : nmepLéxw [vi.12, Ps xxxii.7], probably
connected with the commoner MY, =M.

YP) @ dolotnui (xxiii.1s,22,28), cf. Ez, Je
for (V™).

(c) False Etymology Leading to a Weak Result,
II 538 Hi. : mevBéw [xxxi.15], cf. P, G for I San.

VYW ouyyevelg [xxii.6], omépua [xxxi.7]), cf.
P, G for b7

Som : péprroc [xxi.30], cf. P, Sa for on.,

III 551 Pi. : titphoke [xxviii.7], TpaupaTiZe
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(73m)

TROMD
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IT J°W

I amen

P
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[xxviii.16], cf. 57 [I Ki xxxi.3], %5n
[P, Sa, Ki, Chj.

pougaia [xxix.10], cf. P, G for 29m.

cuvterEw [xxi1ii.32]), ouvtérevw [xxi.33],
cf. P, G for 353 and cognates”.

&rovarwBnoetTar [xxxv.15], cf. P, G for
nbs pi.

KOMN [xxxviii.13], cf. I Sa, Ca for a
similar v~.'®

nepotkéw [xxi.17], for M p, G.'°

oxfintpov [xxx.18], cf. I Sa, Hb for
nom, 20

anarrotprobual [xiv.7, Ho}, cf. xiv.s,
Ps for I (OW) Ni.

Svouel [xxvii.9), cf. P, G, olppeLxToL
[xxvii.27], cf. Ez, Je?'.

neproxn [xii.13, xvii.20), cf. Sa, Ki,
ch for IT mmum.?

KTOpevog [viii.3], cf. P, G for MP Qal.
&nioxonn [(vii.22], cf. I nD¥ (P, G.»

gmiprenduevoy [xvii.5), cf. Ps, Mi for I
RS,

for DM¥N.
the Greek Bible.

PeR

Well rendered 3éyopar at II Ch vii.7.

The word similarly rendered at Ne vi.2 may be the
source, though it is not quite identical.

(M) Pi.
o

katappdoow [Ps 1xxxix.45]).
kAOLOC [Je xxvii.2 etc.].
I IV receives precisely the same treatment [xxvii.9

The same notion reappears at xix.9, i.e. @uiaxf stands
The confusion with T¥D appears to be endemic in

Ta kekpuppéve (Ps xvii.l4].
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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 itemszf

sometimes shared with other places in the Greek Bible, some-
times 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.

™ : ‘EAMGC (xxvii.13, Is 1xvi.19], cf.
YEAANY [Tw, Is].>

o> : KpAtec [xxv.16, Ze ii.5].%°

b : Ausol [xxvii.10], cf. Je x1vi.9, for
o, ¥

a “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.

Iwuav at Ge x.2,4, a crude version compared with that
here.

25

2 Transcribed in Sa, Ki, Ch, and not necessarily under-

stood.
I? : Aoud [Is 1xvi.l9].
oY : AuBLeLn [Ge x.13]. Both renderings may betray
ignorance.

27
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: Kapxnddévior [xxvii.l2, xxxviii.1l3], cf.
Is Kapyndwv.

v

anan

el
Y3
Na3 “be haughty”

lai~igiel

i

m

1 (53m)

ban

1 75m Ni.

(12n)
van
"W

(M)

)
ARD Hi.

gl=3)n]

HOALBOG [xxii.l8,20, xxvii.l2, Nu
xxxi.22].

: érirextor [xxiii.7, TA EKAEKTG

P, Je].

Ex xv.4],

[xxi.1l6, Is,
Supoxka [xviii.2, Is, Je, Jb].
: miTug [xxxi.8, Za xi.2].
Oyobopar [xxviii.2, 5,17, II Ch].

@6pvpoL [vii.7], cf. wapaxn (I Sa v.9,
Is xxii.5].

UBpLg (vii.lo, Pr, Jel, cf. P, Ob
Unepneavia.

: Tapayxn [xxiii.46], cf. &kotacig (II Ch
xxix.8].

évexvpale (xviii.é, P, Jb].

xuBepvATNG [xxvii.8, 27,28), npbpsvg
[xxvii.29], cf. mpepeuvg for bamm 21 [In
i.6].

@ocbevéw [xxxiv.4, Da LXX], cf. Ho for
Qal.

dpdr {x.2, Ec iv.e6], xeip (x.7, P].
: TexTaivev [(xxi.36), cf. Ps, Pr, Si for v.

: Ou@aAOC [xxxviii.l2, Ju].

: grel@w [xiii.l0 etc., xxii.28), cf.

gxarelow [Le xiv.42, I Ch xxix.4].

GploTnur (xxiii.17,18, Je].
SraoTpépw [xiii.22], 630vng [for ptc.
cf. P, Ps,

xxviii.24], Jb for the sense

of the .

xidapLc [xxi.31, PJ.
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PR
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b ipt>)

I 17D Hi.

(D)
(PRY)

e

M Qal
(85p) Pi.
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taxéopor [iv.17, xxxiii.3,?® p, za).

pétpov [iv.11,16, Le xix.35, I Ch

xxiii.29].
@éyyoc [i.4,13,27, II Ki, Tw].

kepaTifow [xxxiv.21, I Ki, Ps, Da LXX,
TH).

BLyotéunua [xxiv.4 bis, P), uéroc

[xxiv.6, P].

xwvelbw/xwvelbopar (xxii.20,22, II Ki, II
chj.

otpatnyde [xxiii.e6, 12,23, Es, Ne, Je].

ceptldaitg [xvi.13,19, x1lvi.14, P, Ki,
chj.

&yxpueiac [iv.12, P, Ho, I Kij.
@axkéc [iv.9, Ge, II Sa].

Ortyig [xviii.18], xataduvactela

[xxii.12, Je], cf. Am for DPWY.
kOapoy [iv.9, II Sa xvii.28].
fiyobpevog [xxiii.6,12,23, Ma i.8].
éx8iknoLg [ix.1l, Ho, Mi, Je].

dvaBdArw [xvii.24], cf. &vBéw [Jb

xiv.9], &ZavBéw [Ps x1lii.1i3].
KAdGopa [xiii.19], for I® P, Ju.

konpog [iv.12], for DX II Ki, Is.

onuetov [xxxix.15], cf. II Ki xxiii.17
okomEAOV.
4vBéw {vii.10], for Hi. Ps xc.6.

éunaifopar [xxii.5}, cf. xatanaliZew [(II
Ki 1i.23], 2vipupdw [Hb i.10), &unaiyude

28

There seems to be no sound reason for printing &vtaxé-

opol instead at xxiv.23.
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37 Pi.

P3W

(r5o7)

I W8

s

hin} 3

3P
P

nowyn
mby
VEY Ni.

nbon

(b)
)

ne3~'e

Independent

.
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for the unique cognate noun [xxii.4].

CUVARNT® [xxxvii

.17], cf. &vaxa{opar [Ho

vii.6), npooroupdve [Ps 1xv.5].

voufy [xxv.5, Ze

éunopla [xxviii
xxvii.3 etc., 1

yéALov [xvi.ll,

avatoArn [xvi.7,

avatérrovta [P,

prreivn [xxvii.17, P, Jel.

nEATN [xxiii.24

xvii.38 mepirxeparaia.

npdc with dative [xxxix.11],

ii.14, iv.le, I

ii.15].
.5,16,18], cf. v for v
Ki x.15.
xxiii.a42, P].
xvii.1l0, Zza, Je], cf. TQ
Ps].
], cf. I Sa
cf. Ge

Sa xiii.5.

Yyuypuode [xxvi.5,14], cf. P for now.

ebBnvia [xvi.a9
Sraxpivopar [xx

VéxiLveoc [xxvii

[xxiii.6, P, Es

Renderings.

, Ps, Da TH].

.35,36, J1 iv.2].

.7,24], cf. Vaxkiveiva

1.

: Avdomorrc [Xxx.14,16].

BoUBacToc [xxx.17].

nnba
an
1 (mxbm)
nap

phi>)

.

anorera (xxvi.21, xxvii.3e6, xxviii.19].

kéykpoc [iv.9].

t6c [xxiv.6 bis

,12 bis].

otéreyxog [xix.11].

xaola [xxvii.17

1.
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(8) CONTEXTUAL GUESSES.

Guesswork,
but on the context,
itens.

at times;

As we shall see,

not necessarily dependent on sound philology,

is a common method of dealing with rarer

it leads the translator badly astray

but here our concern is with fortunate guesses lead-

ing to a reasonable result.

2 "W “surely if”

IR

I

weaabn

() Ni.

(PEN)

Saun

TOUN

503 Ni.

(®Y3) Hithpo'el
(Mp3)

I N13 Pi.

phs

M Ni.

aba
(5

N er

MR 8TL &dv [xv.5).

of mepl [xxxviii.é bis, 9, xxxix.4], ot

MET& [xxxviii.22].

nop [v.2, Is xliv.16, x1lvii.14].

xaAdLa [xxxviii.22], resulting in an

“unidiom” found at Jo x.11, Si xliii.1s.
xatodivouatr {ix.4].

eapavE (vi.3, xxxii.6, xxxiv.13,
xxxvi.4,6, Is viii.7].
Gykdv (xiii.1s].

(o) MroBol [xxvii.1l5].

mapaitopar [vii.27}, cf. xxi.12, xxv.9
for the Greek.

neeOppar [xvi.6,221.°%°
Intéw [xxxiv.12].
KATOKEVTEL [%XX11.47].
KaTaoPale [xvi.40].

SLapevéw [xxxvii.ll], cf. Nu xxxi.49 for
the Perfect form.

KoupeVg (v.1].

BOABLTOV [iv.12,15]; the sound may have

2 . N
® This is a case

text.

of unusual Greek for Hebrew unique to our
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been influential here.
(@5) : Zunopia [xxvii.2d].
oMy : Onoaupol [xxvii.24].
v gfaipe [xvi.27).%
(r%) : tapdoce (xxxii.2, 137.%

S : obal ([ii.10}; the sound must have
helped.

15n “flow" : porUvopar [vii.17, xxi.12).
BN : Sreotpappévov [xvi.34 bis].
aTYY : kAApate (xv.2, P, Naj.
I P : palve [xxxvi.25].
II 93n Qal “touch” : cufelyvupar [i.11].

I1 91 adj. : O80¢ (v.1, Is x1lix.2, Ps 1lvii.5]; cf. the
correct notion for the cognate verb at
xxi.14,15,21.

ban Qal : énelBée [iii.27 bis].32
"onbn : tapaxh [xxx.4,9], cf. xxx.16 for 5.
7PN Pu. ptc. : Siayeypappévog {viii.lo].
T Qal : @sppaivopat {xxiv.11].

(Bnn) Pu. : omapyavoUuaL [xvi.4], cf. omapydvorg for
the Ho. here.™

Svm @ péraype [xxx.21].
(7MY : plZa [(xvi.3), & yeyévwmoar [xxi.35].

(5n3) : omiPile [(xxiii.s0).”*

0 The form of words is difficult: v.11 is the other place

where it occurs.

a KATANATEWY at xxxii.1l3 (2) seems to be for variety.

L The sense “refuse to hear” is special to our text, and

the verb normally has a complement.

23 The active at Jb xxxviii.9 for an unique monn may be de-

rived.

= The “unidiom” with d¢BaAiumolc reappears at II Ki ix.20 for
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5%on @ edndpuea [xxiii.127.°®
"D ¢ dvaPforn [v.3].
(M®>) : npooxepdiarov [xiii.18,20].
(NI) Pi. : kpotéw [xxv.6], Ps xcviii.8 for the Qal.
(Y : tpLyamt-6v or —& (xvi.10,137.%
th55 : yAuvkaZov [iii.3].

(M¥N))  : Prcopnuia [xxxv.12], cf. Is verb for
verb.

T uoBbuata [{xvi.33).
I (M) : pioBbpate [xvi.33].
II (722) : dpyxov [xxxii.30, Ps lxxxiii.11, Jo
xiii.21}.
pew : okbdroy [xxviii.24].
(7meor) : émiuBdrairov [xiii.l1s,21).

(MBDYTD) : kradd¢ [xxxi.S5], cf. aY0 [Is xvii.6],
napa@uas [xxxi.6,8).

PED @ kpotéw [(xxi.l17, La].
93D Hi. : dnotpomidfopor [xvi.21].

(3Y) : &miriBepar [xxiii.5 etc.), cf. Je iv.30
for the sense.

II 7 : xoopfe, koopobupar [xvi.11,13, xxiii.4o0],
cf. Is 1xi.10 KQTOKOCHE®.

MY @ dyopd [xxvii.l2 etc.].
1 (m5up) : Td SLafolriia [xi.S].

II nbw Pi.

oa- M : SianepBevelo [xxiii.3,81.”%

DD B3 oMY, perhaps the origin.

= See note 29 above.

=8 See note 29 above.

Perhaps this rendering is less a guess than an attempt to
be more polite.

37
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gxm éle [xxii.29].
kA&Sog [xxxi.6,8].

exteive [i.11]; ®9D [P, G] may have been
in mind in addition.

Sraywpllopatl [xxxiv.12].
Srayw [xvi.25].

nhovdopar [xiv.9], cf. dnatdopar [Je

xx.10] .8

EKAEKTA [vii.20], cf. Ha ii.7 for the

Greek phrase.
YOHQLALw [xviii.2].

groxviZw [xvii.4,22), cf. Dt xxiii.26
CUALEY®.

avappioow [xxi.26].
éxTéve [xxxvii.6].
x&Oepa [xvi.11].
xaTanmaelw (i.24].

6rdopar
/.

[xxix.7], cf. Ju, Sa, Ki,

yogéw [vi.11], émiyopéw [xxVv.6).
npoxdpnua [xxxii.ej.®
BoéAPLTOV [iv.15].

xonn [(xxvii.6], cf. xennigtng for d®W
ptc. [xxvii.s8,26], ®WR™WIN [(xxvii.29].
kaBodnyéw [xxxix.2].

vetdg [(xxxviii.9].

GTLMALw [xxviii.24,26, xxxvi.5].

:

ings.
39

Pr xxv.15 elodia

is curious in the light of these render-

See note 29 above.

Is for



PART 1[: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE

— 143 -
I (OW) ptc. : Eumopog [xxvii.25].
oMY Hi. : dvactpépopar [iii.15].%

(5vW) : SpéE [xiii.191, cf. xelp at Is x1.127.%
(YBRY) : mARBog ([(xxvi.10], cf. Is 1x.6 dyéiratr.
(PPUB) : paraphrastic kaBeotnkdg (xxxiv.18].

(MW : pBloocog [xvi.10, xxvii.7, P, Pr],
ploociva (xvi.13, P).

(W) : ypaei¢ [xxiii.l4] with wordplay.

(5w) @ kataputebe [xvii.22,23], Qutelw
[xix.10,13, Ps].

naman ¢ Spolwpa [viii.3, x.8, P, Ps].

(MN) Hi. : 8{8wur [ix.4] making a formula with the
object.

9 : Etolpdle [xx.6].

VN : KoAedg [(xxi.8,9,10, II Sa, Jel; Eupdv
[v.1, P, Ps, Is, Je].

™ totég [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.

K This is only reasonable if “be upset, in a daze” be in-

tended. Cf. pap. &vaotpogn “confusion”.

= The rendering is wrong in the Isaiah context.
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(a) Renderings Where the Notion is Not Confined to Our

Text.
X1 advers.

M3

(@58) Ni.

(M) Pi.
()

P

O IT (TO)

(owy)

Syoun

na8n (pl.)

OND

oaREn ¢

xal [xvi.28, xx.15,23, Ps xcv.9].

‘Pé8LoL [xxvii.15], cf. Ge x.4 for
BUMT; simple misreading is probably
not the origin, in the light of this
parallel in P.

drtokw@dopar [iii.26, xxiv.27], cf. Ps
xxxix.3,10 xwedbopar .

nepopyYile [xx.27]), cf. P, Is mapofivw.
obua [xxiii.3S5, I Ki, Ne].

mpo@uURaKT [Xxxvi.8], mpopaxdveg [iv.2],
cf. mepiteLyog [II Ki xxv.1].

péroc [1i.10], cf. Jb xxxvii.2 peretd.
&@opun [v.7, Ch, Je].

doeBéw, doePela [xvi.27,43,58], avouia
[xxiii.21,44, P].

Sidyopar SifAynuae {xvii.1l], cf. SiAynoig
for the noun [Hb].43

dpaviZopat [vi.6, xii.19), cf. the
common rendering of QY [Tw, La, Je].“

6 doBeviv [xx1i.20], cf. I Ki, II Ch, Je
v for /.“

ondotacitg [xxvi.1l1l), cf. I Sa, Na for
the v.

T6 TPlywua [xxiv.17), af xdupar
[xxiv.23), cf. xkOun [Le xix.27].

kaOYNoLg [xvi.12 etc., I Ch xix.13, Pr

42 The right notion

LXX x.15.
a3

44

45

is found at Is 1iii.7, Ps xxxii.19, Da

nPOoRGAL® TPOPANUE [Ju xiv.12,13,16] is better.
epnudopat [Ge x1lvii.9] is better.
oxévdarov [Le xix.14, I Ki, Ps] is better.
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xvi.31].

,

(TW) : drbérhupe [xxxii.12, Je, Is].

(b) Renderings Reflecting a Notion Which is Sound

Elsewhere.

M3 : éxiéyw [xx.38], but correctly at I Ch
xvi.41l.

moa : xepaAiic [iii.1,2,3 (cf. ii.9), IT Es,
Ps], but cf. kegarf for n=by [P, I chj.
Y ¢ anaadtTne [xvii.d4], possibly by deduction
from the sense of the participle “babe,
suckling” [P,G].
TP ¢ Tipal [xxii.25], but correctly in Es, Ps,
Da LXX, Da TH.®
B ¢ paddw [xxix.18), but correctly for the
Ni. [Le xiii.4o0,41].
N Ni. ptc. : mAavopevog [xxxiv.4,16], but correctly

at Dt xxii.l.

3 (MB1) : Euguode el [xxxvii.9], but correctly at
Ge 1ii.7.

(c) Idiosyncratic Renderings.
pBN : paraphrastic éiétivog [xxvii.é], but
splic [Am ii.9, za xi.2)."

M7 : olal (vii.26 bis), perhaps partly by
reason of the sound, but taiainmwpla [Is
x1lvii.11].

T Ni. : pnkOve [xii.25,28], but ypovife (Is
o 48
xiii.22].

a6 &vtipgov [Jb xxviii.1l0] is sound.

Is it possible that this curious renderi?g by a word
unique in the Greek Bible is influenced by (0Tog £AdTLvoC¢ in
od. ii.424?

The “unidiom” with unkUve reappears at Is xliv.14 for

a7

48
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NP éadtn [xxxi.8), but mAdtavog ([Ge
xxx.37].

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 philo-
logy 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 sometimes
appear to provoke the desperate remedy of excision not only of
the offending item but also of its accompanying phrase. This
normally does not occur unless tradition, etymologizing and
guesswork were of no avail, that is to say in the same kind of
situation in which some more modern critics of Ezekiel have
tended to excise. But in view of the fact that the translat-
ion sometimes omits better-attested items, with which, say, it
can be shown to have had difficulty elsewhere, the argument
from Septuagintal silence should be used with caution. The

main cases are as follows:—

3> dn. (xxx.5]; ], a proper name which stands alone
only here [xxvii.23]; OWND dn. [xxiv.12) with its verb;‘9 a1/}
“bear punishment” [vi.6], a somewhat harsh combination with
the subject, and poorly rendered elsewhere; (MMaR) &n.

{xvii.21]; n®™ &n. [v.15];so Pabeinty [i.24], wretchedly render-

59 Pi., for which it appears unsuitable.
There may be a mechanical cause, however.
Ps x1iv.17, and passages in Ze, Is, might have offered a

49

50
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ed at Je xi.16; II ™ Hi. [xxxiii.7) with its phrase, a form
with which the translation is never quite at home; =
{viii.2], correctly rendered Aaumpdtnc at Da TH xii.3; - &n.
[xxxii1.30] with its whole phrase; 3W1 &rn. [xviii.7], :5m$nn

(ii.4) as part of a larger omission; I 5bm pi. ptc. 4w,

1

[xxviii.9]; OWOR &n. [vi.10]; @0 III WM [xxxi.3];° mwan
™S (vii.lé), a unique phrase; (FPNY) [xvii.22];52 ™ Hi.

[vi.8, xxxix.28], an unparalleled intransitive construction;
> Pol. pass. [xxviii.13], a near-unique form; > (5bo3) &n.

4 owo

(xxvii.24]; ©¥ Pi. (xxii.21, xxxix.28) with its phrase;®
Hi. (viii.17)] without an object; 3% P~dVY3, [xx.28), an unique
phrase, with the rest of the clause; awb [xx1ii.32) which is
never well rendered elsewhere; MOY) [xxxiv.27], never rightly
rendered except at Je xxvii.2 etc.; "PUD dn. [xvi.4]; T Hi.
“banish” in a difficult form [iv.13]; ™M@n " Hi. A [v.13], an
Ezekiel idiom never well rendered [xvi.42, xxi.22, xxiv.13);
OM) Hithp. [v.13}, poorly rendered at Ge xxvii.d42; 92V adj.

55

[vi.13], uniquely with /%;% II 9w Hi. dn. [xxxv.13] with

its whole phrase; (W) &n. [viii.11];°® III n9® (xiii.20), a

er

near-unique form; NP (xxvii.19); 1P dr. [xvii.5]; ®P .

hint.
Spupdc [II Ch xxvii.4] is good, but the rendering is
wrong at Is xvii.9.

There are sound renderings at Jb viii.16, xiv.7, xv.30,
Ho xiv.7, Ps lxxx.12.

S1
52

s3 xatevBlvoual [Ps xxxvii.23] is reasonable.

st éniLouvdyw [Ps cxlvii.2) is reasonable.

The adjective is well rendered by 8acic [Le xxiii.40, Ne
viii.1sj].

The version certainly lends no support to a sense
“vapour” [cf. H.S. Nyberg in Le Monde Orientale 14 (1920)

pp. 202-3].

£33

56



THE SEPTUAGINT OF EZEKIEL I-XXXIX
-~ 148 -

(xvi.47); 7pP7 adj. [xxiv.11]; P®¥ ([viii.3]); 11T 558 Hi. &n.
[xxxi.3]; 7™MBY [vii.7,10) with its verb; 3W Po‘el “entice”
[xxxviii.4], poorly rendered at Is x1vii.l0; PR¥ [xxv.6] with
its phrase, a word which caused difficulty [xxv.15, xxxvi.5};

MY “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 trans-
lator has the wrong end of the stick, he may then proceed to
take the bit between his teeth, treating even easy and famili-
ar items, not to mention suffixes and other grammatical mark-
ers, with the utmost carelessness. Space forbids the listing
of all the cases; the list given here could easily be en-

larged.

(a) Unsuccessful Guesses.
"R : ebye ebye [vi.l1).

OXRY1...DR : misunderstood as a future condition [ii.
5,7,11], the Hebrew construction being

uncommon.
> "R “furthermore” : &av 3& xai [xiv.21].
MY “as regards” : napd with accusative [xvi.22] as though

“in addition to”".

MW &g xat Tabta [xxiii.38]; &wg ToiiTou
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[xx.27].
oz pliakeg [xxvii.1ll].
TN : SLokdpevol [xxv.13].
s opdpa [xxvii.17].%’

308 50 petéepog kal mepiijr@ov [(iii.15), prob-
ably with "N and 53% in mind.®®

aMaN : elc opdyia [(xxi.20], cf. xxi.33 for
mwb, ceayf for MAL [xxi.20].

TaN : Fxtaoie [xvii.3].*?
N mapdTeEic [(xvii.2l].

25%W PN : Bog eldvog [xxv.15]; the Hebrew syntax
is hard.

Y3by  : netpbéporoc [xiii.1l,13].

aonN dLatiOnuL with predicate [xvi.30]60 for

an unigque form.
o8 : dpxatog [xxi.26] for an unique idiom.
(o) dn. @ dpLepdég [xx.37].

(PeN) : nedlov [xxi.12], cf. the common render-
ing of Mwpp3.

DUN “sin” : pvnoikexée [xxv.12].°
RN MN2 : KTNVEV EXAEKTHV [xxvii.20].
™3 : nodfpne [ix.2,3,11], otoif [x.2,6,7].%

T3 : Pourn [xxvii.9, cf. xxvii.27].

&7 Ju xi.33 might have hinted at a proper name. The un-

Greek pipa is literal at Ca iv.10,14, Am vi.6.

58 Jo viii.28 y@pa might have helped with on.

i Ps 1v.7, Is x1.31 hold the clue; a -ntépuyoc word had

just been used up, on the other hand.

=2 Apparently a conscious echo of Ho xi.18 (for TPON TN).

g The near-unigue phrase with the cognate noun is well

rendered at Le v.19.

With the addition of Thv &yiav at x.6,7, the latter
makes a P formula.
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Sedixaliwtor [xxi.18].

€xgecapKiLopéva [xxiv.4], apparently as
if the text were “W3n.

&v toltoic [xxiii.a3].®
eldwra (xvi.l6].
otxouc Groc®derg [xxvi.6], the adjective

probably being intended to connote

idolatry.

ouvieréw [xxii.12) with cognate, cf.

o 64
xXx11.13.

Exkpnyna [xxx.16], cf. P, G, v for V.

>

én’ apxfc [xxi.24(2)], cf. P, G, for
wxa. %

toxupdc [xxxiv.20], in spite of a
correct fpoupa [II Saj.

xé8pog [xxvii.S5], probably “coffin” is
meant, cf. @xodoundn; the word is never
well rendered, neilxivog [I Ki] being the

nearest rendering.
éxiextoUC [xxvii.24], cf. =93 [I Ch].

&vooTpEPoMaL OpBde [xxii.30]; ocuvdyw
noipvia [(xiii.s5)], ef. =W [P, G], W

(Je xvii.11].%

KEPATLL@ [xxx1i.2]), cf. P, G for Tl in
spite of Jb x1.23 mpookpolw.

émipaive with wrong cases [xxxix.28],
cf. the rendering of the Qal at Ge

63
64

vi.13.
65

66
Ho, Am, La, Jb].

Jo ix.5,44,45 might have been helpful.
This wrong notion of the verb reappears at Pr i.19, Je

Jo xvii.15, 18 have &xkoaBaipw.
Hints of the right meaning of the two words are found [P,
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xxxv.7 and the construction there.

Stavénua [(xiv.3,4, cf. 4 a.f.), &velunua
cf.

Jn iii.7, Na iii.10 for Bﬁ}, i.e. ‘brass
hats’

[xiv.5 etc.]; MEyLOTAVAC [Xxx.13],

in a context with a military tone.

oxKoALOTNG (%xvi.5], the unidiomatic moral

tone being apparently derived from the

use of the adjective in P, G.

anwdoUpatl {v.11] with an object
supplied.

dpaviocor [xxxvi.5].

@éPw [xxvii.28].

évdeia [iv.16, xii.19]; OAlyig [xii.18].
cuvdéw [iii.26].

Biid.17; CEs

xatarbowv [xvi.8, 219

Umoxaf{w [xxiv.5] for the unigue sense
“pile up”.

Sardg [xxiv.9].
perdotacerg [xvii.l7, xxi.27].

év péow [i.13] because of the harsh

construction.

néoov Tiva [xxvii.32] with half the word
omitted.

eapays [xxxviii.20], cf. Is x.29 for
mann.

tTd Eflocaydpeve [xxvii.1l5].

petTd @8lvev [vii.7], probably with some
thought of vi™A.

HETA BopUBov [vii.ll].

dnoxtelve [vii.16] for an unique parti-
cipial form.

and Poppd [xxiii.24].
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npoanayyEriiw [xxxiii.9]; eurdccomal
[xxx1ii.8); onuoive [xxxiii.3).

aidolov [xxiii.29 bis].

xottdhv (viii.12] in spite of good

renderings at II Sa xiii.10, I Ki xx.30,
Jl ii.1e.
g2{otnut [xxi.19] with the wrong case.

Td nPoC xdpLv {xii.24)] for an unusual

figurative sense. Cf. p. 96.

, z .
npooKaLopat [xxiv.11l], an unigque form
rendered by an unformulaic word.

imagination is given free rein
[xxxix.11].

Ev duvaotelg [xxii.25]) making a formula

out of a hard adverbial use.
eLoypapnuévog [xxiii.l4].

poPéouar THV Gndrerav [xxvi.16],
TPOOBEXOMAL TNV MTBOLY [xxxii.10].
&xotaoLg with cognate verb [xxvi.16].

cf. the

omission with the subject at xxiv.10].

a very weak translation [xv.4,5,

tuépar Bantel (xxiii.15}.%

Bpéxomar [xxii.24), cf. P, G for vom.
pantdg [xvi.16].68

T@ npoavaTériovia (xvii.g].

&kavorg [xxiii.33], the word being not
frequent and the parallel strange.

Hpyopar [xiii.6], cf. 5bn Hi.

67

,
CUYKAAUTTO .
68

for =n,

The participle might have been guessed from Ex xxvi.13

This puzzling rendering could be eliminated if we read v
arriving at the sound rendering of Ge xxx.35.
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otevoxTh [v.15] in a hard context.

£Xeyeipopar [xxi.21], cf. v1W, but Je
xxiv.1l has ketuar.

eZépyomal [xxxviii.8], &Xdye [xiv.22].
xketorlopar [xxvi.177.%

SrLaotpéew [xiii.22) with a following
omission.

Exylyw [xxi.12], in spite of Le
xiii.6,56 auaupdc etvat .

meEPLTLONUL [xxvii.4, cf. 3].

Oopakag [xXxxviii.4].

éxkAlve [xvi.27] making a formula.
nepLPoOAaLa [xxvii.7] with some etymolog-
izing.

MEPLMVE® [Xvi.42] with a probable verbal
echo of II Sa vii.lo.

a wild gquess (xvii.7], but cf. Na i.10,

Je x1lvi.14 for the Greek verb.

xaxbw [xxxiii.12] with wrong subject,
for P¥M Hi. at Is 1.9.

dtexvoéw [xxxvi.la], cf. the omission at

XXxXvi.15. The Greek is a P word found
elsewhere, and normal for 53W pi.”™

Bloavog [iii.20 etc.], xdAaoig [xiv.3
etc.] in spite of some sound renderings
(cf. note 45).

KQTATATNME [XXXVvi.4].

&zaotpdntw [i.4], in spite of Ex ix.24
oroYigw.

69

This may be a mindless formula rather than a guess: cf.

xotoeribew for the Qal [Nu xxv.1].

70

Tpondw [II Ch xxv.8 bis, cf. oxk®iov xxviii.23] is good.
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Abyxar [xxvi.9].

6 mwAdv [vii.l3],
but P, Ne mpdoirg.

cf. P, G for the Qal,

KoOINA&TNG [xxvii.9,27], ém.Bérnc
[xxvii.29], in spite of Jn i.5 vautixofi.
ouyKAde [xxix.7].

nintw [xxiii.3].

pitpa [xxvi.l16) for a near-unique
plural; but II Sa xiii.18 has xLTdv.

Tdc €optdc [xxiii.34] making a formulaic

pair of words; Is 1i.17 renders the form

correctly.

Qupdw [xxi.l4], Etorpoc efvar [xxi.16],
ondopar [xxi.33]).

KoiLpdopar [xxxii.20}, cf. P, G for v
DY,

great confusion (xxi.5] leading to
further errors.

napdtafic [xxiv.16], making an “unidiom”
which stands for various military terms
[P, Ju, Ki]; P, I ch have manyf.

napaxaréw with accusative [xxiv.23], cf.

P, G for vom.

Svuyxeg [xvii.3,7].

pETA omoudfic [vii.ll1].

napopyioalL [xvi.54] with a wrong object.
EmiPBréne [xxi.2,7].

xaTafdrre [xxix.5]; there may be some
confusion with ®®7 [Ho, Na].
oTakTA [xxvii.l6].

omwvefip [1.7].

GroBnkn [xxviii.13].
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a fanciful rendering [xx.5,6) with
resultant errors.

dpopropdc [xx.40], perhaps picked up
from xx.31.

nteplooopar [iii.13, cf. the omission at
i.23].

xatTaxAdopar [xix.121}.

xnuodc [xviii.oj.

ALKMA® [xxvi.4].

vague paraphrase [xxii.l18 bis, 19].
énLouviotnur [ii.6].

dpaLpéopar [xxiv.2].

éfaipw ptc. [i.4, xiii.11,13), in spite
of (mvetua) xataryldog [Ps].

GoOevéw [xvii.6].

copol [xxviii.3), in spite of Ps 1i.8 ta
xpOQLa.

KQTAoKLOG [XX.28].

dLanopeleofar [xx.26]; &€v Tolg
apopropoic [xx.31].

vepéAar [xxxi.3,10,14].

yeldoc [xxxiii.31), cf. Ps, Jb, Is for
SIDR, 3D; yarThnpLov [xxxiii.32].

adikia [xxi,32].

opBarpde Lonc (vii.13], cf. the normal
rendering of 'V.

uLoBéc [xxvii.27,33].

napakaiopal with the noun misread
[xxiv.17,22], in spite of mepLBdiriw [Le
xiii.45] and plotaf [II Sa xix.25].

xexpuppévog [xii.6,7,12], cf. Jb, La for
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oby Hi.

naLdebow [xxviii.3]; Torabtar [xxxi.8],
but La iv.1 duauvpdopar for the Ho.

vOv [xxvii.34].
obv % Pobrw [xvii.7,10].
utter confusion [xxiii.21].

Enaporc [xxiv.25], cf. vR@) (Ps, Ez],
VARG [II Ki, La], DR [2a xii.7].

otérexog [xxxi.12,13]; &vadevdpdc
cf. Ps 1xxx.10 for this
somewhat technical word.

[xvii.6],

gwro¢ [iv.14], missing the ceremonial
connotation caught at Le xix.7, Is
1xv.8.

Xardator with suffix omitted [xxiii.20]
for an unique masculine sense.

@Beipw [xvi.52], as if 5> were read, in
spite of Ps cvi.30.

0dupog [vii.1ls].

Ornootpdvvupel [xxvii.30]), in spite of
xatandoocouatr [Mi, Je]. This hardly sup-

ports a sense “sprinkle” for the Hebrew.

@neppLupévn [xxxviii.1l], ef. Ps cx1i.?

for "o Ni.

SLaoTéA e [xxiv.14], cf. Ho xiii.5 for
R7® Hi., the absolute use being unique.
otepéwpa [xiii.5) with a wrong verb,
making a sentence reminiscent of Ge
i.15; the plural noun is not badly
rendered at Am ix.11 by Ta nentekdta.
aouraxTdc [vii.22].

éxdLxéouar [xix.12].
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Sraoneipow [xvii.21].
o ai’Bprov [ix.3,x.4].
and

éxrekTAV (YRAv) [xxv.9], cf. vii.2o0,

the Greek at Za vii.l4, Je iii.19.

compounds of otpépw [xiii.l1l8 bis, 20
bis].

ouoTpoen [xiii.21] as if from I T8 in
spite of Ps lxvi.l1l mayic.

epnvnua [xxvii.32], a rare word for the
synonym which was thought to be needed
here after the mistranslation of GM3.

&ragpal etc. [i.7] in spite of Da x.6
gxacTplntev.

ouvdyw [xvi.31].

Tpoxlac [xxvii.19}, in spite of Ca iv.14

K&Arapoc.

canéopal [xvii.9}].

dciraopde [vii.251, cf. P for @MB2.
dvopaive [xxxvii.s), cf. OW.

T Lepd [xxvii.6].

nTEPUE [xxix.4].

Baocavog [xii.18], a word used elsewhere
in our text.

nopvela [xvi.25] in spite of I Sa xxii.6
pouvdg: the translator concentrates on
the idea of literal harlotry in this
passage, missing the intertwined thread

of idolatry.
dcOevfic [xxxiv.20], cf. Nu, Jb for MB7.
dpuata [(xxvii.20] with etymologizing.

TETELYLONEVNV [Xvii.4] after moALvV,

making a formula.
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AnoTAG [xx1i.9), making a formula with
avdpecg.

daxkplow [xxvii.35], the unigue Qal per-
fect being wrongly connected with npR7.
&30vn [xii.18] for an unique psycho-

logical reference.
Boh [xxi.27].
£rattdéopar [xxiv.10) for an unique form.

Lopde [xxiv.10), cf. Ju vi.19,20 for
pB.

Hynua [xvii.3] for an unique reference
to plumage. May this oddity originate
with Ps 1xviii.27 fiyepdbveg for = dr.,
a rendering clearly guessed from

context?
[éw with wrong syntax [xxiv.5].
#reoe [xxiv.5].

&k Miaftou [xxvii.l18]; Milesian woollens
were world-famous.

oneldoviec [xxx.9] as if D87 were read.
gmirexta [xvii.3,22]; dpxh
[xxxi.3,10,14]}.

possibly dnévavti cou [xxvi.9].

xbénropar [vi.9, xx.43]; npocoxBiLouat
KatTd [xxxvi.31].

(etc) mapdrvorv [xxi.15].

kpuntdée adj. [viii.l2] in spite of hints

at Le xxvi.l, Nu xxxiii.52.

gxiotnuL éxotdoest [xxvii.3S, xxxii.1o0]
in spite of gpiTte at Je ii.l2 for the
verb.

AdAnua yAdoon {(xxxvi.3} as though ﬁw5
were in apposition to the subject; the
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phrase is unique.

MLoéopar [xxxvi.3) in spite of xatanatéw

(Ps].
opdbpoxa [(vi.9) for a very difficult use.

@vtL3({8wul (xxvii.15), a plausible com-
mercial term chosen for an unique sense.

nepLéxw (xvi.57].

émiyaipovieg [xxv.15) with confusion;
dtipdoavteg [xxxvi.5].

at xHarlwota [xxxii.9] for what appears to
be an odd figurative use.

@opTifw [xvi.33].

{mepkeipal with object [xvi.47],
“unidiom” which stands for 5P ™5V at Pr
xxxi.29.™

an

N €fapBeioa [xxi.3] as though ¥ were
Ca

but this noun had just been used up.

read as a relative; viii.é6 has @rdy-

EG,

@vekpolovto [xxiii.42) in spite of
correct renderings of the v at xvi.49
(2a, Ps].

TPLoo®G [xvi.30), cf. TprLoocdg for Wb
[(xxiii.23, I Ki).
OTUYVGLw [xxxii.10), cf. the reasonable

use at xxvi.1l6 etc. for the Qal.

Sniaiotdég [v.15, xxxiii.28) in spite of
SreBpog (vi.1l4, cf. Is xv.6].

dLa mavtég [(1ii.9), cf. P, G for =Tmn.
onatardw [xvi.49].

pactolg for the nominative [xvi.7), cf.
P, G for vW.

2!

There is a pretty irony in this allusion.
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(500) : mialve [xvii.s,10].

TN ta tapiefa (xxviii.1é6] for the rare
non-prepositional use; cf. the confusion

at xv.4.
120 Ni. : xatopBbéw [xviii.29 ter], cf. I Ch, Ps,
Pr for ]2 Ni.
5%n drx. kpeEudow avtdév [xvii.22], cf. P, G for
xon, nbn.
(80) Hi. : taxéopar [xxiv.10) for an unique use.

=0 5% : pf katerlone [xxi.35].

11 580 : nintw future [xiii.10,11,14,15,

xxii.281.

AN : Onoaupdc [xxviii.13] for an unique

sense, cf. xxviii.d4.

(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 assimilation to
another form is not prominent, since the translator 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 mistranslation, and for this reason to
give all the examples would be impossible. Aspect and suffix-
ation, for example, go awry in many passages because of pre-
judice; different parts of the verb are confused with a fine
disdain, and tenses and persons altered to fit the context;
number in the third person of verbs is chronically mistreated,
on the assumption that the Hebrew verb is indefinite. Prepos-
itions, 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:—

BY3  : 4@’ fc fuépac [xx.5, xxviii.13].
| duo T [xxiii.4e6].
b TH Aauld [xxxiv.25].
O : dvOpomor [xxvii.l6].
TRy xal Nyayé oe [xxviii.16], the passage
being construed of rescue.
DTN @ vexp@g [xxxii.18].
MBR : 1d Ophoer [xix.7].
DR £y® [vii.3] with resultant wrong syntax.
TR mARBog [xxxi.7].
O™M3 @ exhAextd [xix.14]).
w3 g¥oudéver [(xxi.5].
U831 : prdopate [xxxiii.31].
b1 €v péow with a wrong suffix [xxi.25].
70T : év Tdxer [xxix.5], a P phrase with verbs
of destroying.
T Auépar [xxviii.ls].
153 Hi. rEVVA® [XXxVi.12].
15” Hithp. cuctpépopar [i.13) wrongly attached to
the Aqunadec.
D N ondw péxarpav [xxvi.15].
I s paBdoc [xxi.26].
a8R : 686¢ (ix.7].
(5m) Hi. MLURANUL [xxXii.4] with wrong syntax.
p vépw [xix.7].
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ouvdyw [xxxviii.4); but cf. II sa x.16,
where the context is similarly military.

v xelpd couv [xxi.17], cf. the Greek at
La ii.15.

dnopBéyyopar [xiii.19), cf. Ps, Mi of
prophecy.

TG pwviic [Xxxv.12], where dictation is
strongly suggested as a secondary
factor.

8t [xvi.4).

gvéminoac [xxviii.13].72
denyoluevog [xii.10].
xa1pde (xxii.4,307.7°
mATIBoC [xxxix.4].
@dikla [xviii.17).
aldvog [xxxii.27), TpauvpaTLdv
[xxxii.29].

HUOPTEG [XXXV.6).

gtoLpdLopol [xxxviii.8] with the wrong

person.
OloocxEP®S [xxii.30].

d8Lkog (xxi.8,9] in a judgement passage.
g [xxii.25].

nTEPLE [i.22]).

yiyvopar [xix.2].

efvar nmielovag [xxix.15].

Ounde [xxxix.29].

Bnpiov [xvii.23] with an extra kai to

T2

73

Dictation must have caused the error at v.6.
If this be correct philology at xxii.4 is it not odd that

the sense which results is so weak?
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make a formula.

V3P Ni. nepLotériiew [xxix.5), apparently because
of the sense “bury”.
MR : fyoluevog [xxi.2].
Su ow evppaivopar &v [xxiii.41], an “unidiom”

93% Ni. ptc.

literal at Dt xxvi.ll.

TeTapévoc [xxx.22], of a Bpaxiev.

W Hi. xatolxilw [xxix.l4].
(52v) Pi. TLHepéonar [v.17, xiv.15]).
DY : dvopaotdév [xxxix.11], cf. the Greek
phrase at Is 1lvi.5.
Y Hi. QUAGCO® [xxxiv.16].
onY @ atipdfopar [xxxvi.3].
YN : mAdyLdlo [(xiv.5].

(c) Misconceived Additions and Omissions.

Parallel with the mistranslations of (b) above are many
additions and omissions, normally of a trivial kind, which
tidy or elucidate the text in the direction of the trans-
lator’'s notion of the meaning. The mental process is not un-
like that which leads to scribal error, and indeed at times
the line between careless mistranslation of this kind and

inner-Greek corruption is hard to draw:—

xal is very frequently added where there is asyndeton,
but normally without affecting the division of the sense or
causing any inmportant rewriting. Where the addition is mis-
taken it is still a venial error in the light of the normal
too, is

manner of our text. The addition of the copula,

frequent everywhere, though it is wrong at xvi.57, xxvi.7, and

the wrong tense is put at xi.23, xvii.1l2. The slightly heavy
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eyéveto at iii.l4 is similar. Pronouns in oblique cases are
added against the text ([xvi.$S, xx.20,21,26, xxi.l6,
xxvii.28,35, xxviii.23, xxxix.3].

Demonstratives are twice dropped through misinterpret-
ation [xii.10, xxxiii.24); so is 3 [xviii.19,20, 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.l7, xx.16,
xxxi.4, xxxii.3,10,26,29, x¥xviii.7].

Other additions of this kind are &t xai at vii.10, o6poia
oot [xvi.32)], and al yuvaixeg by misinterpretation of the verb
ending at xxx.17. Onissions are common, and include QDIMY
[{i.8], this subject having been disposed of, as the translator
supposes; tol¢ Téooapoit [i.15)]) because FOUR wheels, not six-
teen, are the total in his view; B! (ix.6] with further
mistranslation because of a wrong connection with the preced-
ing passage about idolatry; Dtﬂﬂbs, AN [x.7] on the as-
sumption that the ¥R is still the subject; 2 [xii.4] by
literal-mindedness; Y (xiii.22]; ™ " [xvi.15]; b
[xvi.20] because the double entendre was not understood, cf.
oou below; YN WYY (xviii.24) because the following clause
was seen as the apodosis; 1™ NIWM [xx.22] because the
whole passage is thought to deal with judgement, not mercy;
o (xxiii.40] as otiose in view of the next clause; 7B
[xxvii.l4] to make a common formulaic pair; 5wy Swr
(xxix.20] because it was thought to be tautologous, being mis-
understood; xb [xxxii.27] because it seems more suitable for

fearsome ones to join the Y M3); A" YN (xxxiii.13] poss-
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ibly through an obsession with judgement upon the &ikaioc;
N2M3 [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 otepedw is not merely a
natural verb in context, but makes a parallel with the trans-
itive &ToLpdlw; at xxviii.l2 the omission of ~non X519 makes a
neat pair; at xxx.4 the infinitive is mistranslated with a
tidy result; at xxxi.ll an easy phrase with ¥™) Pi. is drop-
ped; at xxxii.3 small omissions occur; and at xxxii.30 the

participle is dropped.

(e) False Contrasts.

Certain curiously unhappy renderings, often in close
proximity to correct ones, are best explained by a wrong as-
sumption of variety in the subject-matter. Thus (7J2M) becomes
tépevoc at vi.4,6; NN becomes £xOeua at xvi.24, where MT has
a parallel, and Bacic at xvi.31,39 after nopvetov; MIY be-
comes xakiar [xvi.37]; ™" becomes the imitative Spupor at
xxvii.ll (2); ' becomes Iufjvn at xxx.16; Rl is MéugiLc at
XXX.15; O becomes #yxkiotpov [xxxii.3] after 3ixtua; 07 be-
comes nAfi@oc at xxxii.6 after alpa; MU becomes Tpugpn at
xxxiv.14 after pavdpar; XMW is TO yar [xxxix.11,15] after the

punning guess Té noAuvavdpeiov.
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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 re-
sorted 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 con-
nect the root somehow with something more familiar, quite im-
plausible 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:—

(PW) @ NN [xxiv.17, xxvi.15], cf. ix.4 etc.
Liby ;b {passim, I Ki], cf. xx.43 etc.

=an s N3 [xxiii.e, 12,23, cf. J1 iv.5 for
A ], eof. xxiii.7, xxiv.s.

7 N [(xxx.18], cf. Am, Je.

57D an. : as if 27D, which is non-existent
[xxvii.16], in spite of Is 1liv.12

{aomc.

W) ;o YWA (ii.3 bis]), cf. Dt xxxii.1ls,
probably the earliest occurrence of the
Greek verb.

WLy : BT [xxxi.l2], cf. Ho, Na; 1

[xxxii.4], cf. P, G passim.
o : v [xiii.9]), cf. P, G.

WY Y [xvi.7), cf. P, G passim.
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Aoby :ovmby [xiv.22,23, xxiv.14); o
[xxxvi.17], cf. P, II Ki, Ez.

mby Pu. : MY [xxxi.15], cf. La.
III (M9B) : &M [xiii.20 (2)], cf. vi.s.
3% AM @ 38 Hithp. (xxvi.20), ¢f. Nu xxii.z22.”
(378) Ni. ér. : 798 [xxi.3], cf. P, G.

PSW Hi. : 3W Hi. [vii.24, xii.23, xvi.d1,
xxiii.27, xxxiv.10, Ho i1i.13]), cf. P, G

passim.

ouon o MR [xxviii.l2), cf. P, Ps.

It is impossible to say whether the translator’'s text may

sometimes have been what he appears to have read.
(13) CARELESS OMISSIONS.

Many omissions are best described as mechanical, that is
to say that they are caused by the kind of mental lapse which
causes haplography in manuscripts. 1In fact inner-Greek haplo-
graphy 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 dittography. Whole lines are omitted
by homoioteleuton and homoiarchon, for instance at 1.9, 14
(possibly through a misread Pr3), 24,25,27, ii.2, vi.5, vii.s
TRDLLLORT, viil13 2w L TR, vii. 14 TVET...YD, vii.19 with
misreading, viii.7,18, x.9, xvi.6, xx.26, xxi.28, xxiv.9 [cf.
6 above], 13 with misreading, xxvi.17,18, xxx.13, xxxii.25 (a

major omission), xxxiii.25-27 (a major omission), xxxv.6,15,

7 The version is never happy with '38. The translator al-

most certainly read our text here.
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XXXVvi.1l8, xxxvii.25,26, xxxviii.4, xxxix.28. Shorter items
are omitted: "M [iii.16], YWIN [iii.18], MBI [v.14],
7MY AN2 [(v.15], OWIA [v.16], ¥2WN (vi.6),WR [vi.9],
b> [vi.13], 7E¥N MN3 [vii.7], BWWDA [viii.3], PP [viii.

8],75

TANN [x.2), ODENP(x.16], APITN [x.21], P (xi.15],
A5 [(xii.3), omewb [xii.4), B [xii.7], obam (xiii.3],
5o% [xiii.11], WA (xiii.16], PYBY [(xiii.20], 937 [xiv.9],
07 OABYA [xvi.38], WD [xvii.9], M37 [xvii.17], mbNm
(xviii.10], ©mbY [xviii.26], N®% [xix.13], D31 [xx.38], NI2
[xxi.24], =3 [xxiii.28], B"™W2IW an. [xxiii.42], QU™ PN
(xxiv.2], ODY [xxiv.3], M5 [xxiv.6], MNDM o980 [xxiv.12],
92 [xxv.4], PURD [xxv.9], p5 [xxv.19]), 7MY [xxvi.21],

POXIN [xxvii.16], M [xxvii.19), TOPM [xxvii.24], w39
(xxvii.33], 755 T [xxviii.o], "37PASYY [xxviii.23],

[a i) ) 155 [xxix.3], ™¥W [xxix.12], nbpw memn [xxix.15], W,
oW 2T (xxx.3), 295M [xxx.9], M3 oHBM [xxxii.22], T2vR
[xxxii.28], T [xxxii.31], P¥I [xxxiii.s8], O-12 7ONY
[xxxiii.12]), "M [xxxiii.31], OOKR AU NN [xxxiv.23]), DON
{xxxiv.30], 8 [xxxiv.31], O\ M3 [xxxv.5], PTTNON
[xxxv.8], MM [xxxvii.2], M [xxxvii.12], x> [xxxvii.18],
VD [xxxvii.23], 5y [xxxix.13], QNI [xxxix.17], O IAPO™NN

[xxxix.14].
(14) CONSEQUENTIAL ERRORS.

That error breeds error has already been seen in certain
examples. Many consequential errors are guite inevitable once

the initial divergence has occurred; but the cumulative effect

® Not both occurrences can have been dropped, for the un-

literal &n’ aUtol at 10 below would then have no referent.
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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 be-
fore, or at the most what follows very closely, and an error
at this stage will infect the rendering of easy and potential-
ly helpful items later on. Individual words and idioms go
awry in this way as follows:—

LR : &v péow [ii.6].

x5-oR : &ni with accusative [xxxvi.7].
qwxRb : e0elc [xxiii.do0].
> : 8Lo6TL [vii.9].

M T I Srayuenoetar [xxx.16], a guess helped by
ompY, but springing from the wrong
Sxpnyua above.

UM ¢ kakiag cou [xxii.l2].

YP3 ¢ émikpatée [xxix.?7] after the wrong dti,
and leading in turn to a wrong but

natural yxeip as subject.

oMl : TAC LoRg [xxxi.17) because of the wrong
androvto.
= ™ : ouvavepipovto [xxii.6], the idea of

debauchery being deduced from a mis-
translation.

591 : nvtofopar (ii.5,7), &vdiSepr [iii.11]
making the verbs complementary because
the construction was not caught.

DYl &’ AuEpag [xxxii.lo]).
123 2% : elappootTdC [xxxiii.32].

©) : 86fa [xxvii.7) because the ship metaphor

had already been lost.
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TaY : gfaipe [x%x.39] making a biblical common-

place.

bun clUotepa [xxxi.4] because the wrong sub-
ject is assumed.

(P¥M) @n. : aipa [xxxii.5] because the tree refer-
ence had already been lost.

More serious errors are the following:—

At 1.7 a whole noun clause is squeezed out of 55p to
parallel the wrong niepotol above; at i.18 xatl ELdov aOT&
results from wrong division; at ii.3 the omission of Y¥® has a
similar cause; at ii.5 el o0 derives from the misunderstanding
in an optimistic sense of the whole verse; at iii.6 the wrong
construction results from the misunderstood R5‘n&; at v.16 two
clauses are dropped because in xat €ocoviai the wrong subject
is attributed to “WR; at vi.6 the last phrase is dropped
because the phrase before is misconstrued; at vi.9 WX is
omitted, and there are other errors, as a result of the drop-
ping of the hard *DWM above; at vi.1l0 rewriting results
from the omission of the unique oin-bx R5; at vi.l4 é&x and
other errors result from the wrong abstract nouns above; at
vii.10 the wrong condition arises from the omission; at vii.l4
the omission of two clauses results from the wrong imper-
atives; at vii.1l6 amoxtevd is at least partly a result of the
omission before it; at viii.é6,13 the adjective is made compar-
ative as though <P were not temporal; at viii.ll the whole
drift is wrong, largely because the circumstantial clause was
not caught; at ix.7 mistranslation and omission of the adverb-
ial Y3 result from éxmopeudpevor (cf. the omitted verb); at

x.18 B is dropped to make a natural idea; at xii.l0-12
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major confusion results from 6 aonyolupevog; at xii.25,27
because of the wrong unxkivew the whole context is askew, pro-
phecy unfulfilled being turned into longwinded prophecy; at
xiii.13 €nafe is added because of the initial wrong accus-
ative; at xiv.10 rewriting results from an initial literal
xatTd; at xvi.23 15 W W is dropped through wrong division; at
xvi.29 Tag BiLadfixac and the omission result from Xaidaiwv; at
xvi.31 &5 is dropped because of the wrong cuvdyouca; at xx.13
nopelecfe xai is added because of error just before; at xx.44
there are additions because of a misconstrued W [905, and
errors ensue; at xxiii.32 wrong sense and syntax result from
the dropping of a hard phrase; at xxiv.4 &bo is dropped
through mistranslation; at xxiv.13 mistranslation results from
éxkinn above, for the translator sees the punishment as a
matter of remaining dirty for ever; at xxiv.17 @D is onmitted
because of wrong division; at xxiv.18 there is gross mistrans-
lation partly because of the vague ta £mi8uunuata at 16 above;
at xxvi.7 the addition of Zoti, and the genitives, result from
the wrong nominative; at xxvi.9 amnévavrti cou is added because
of wrong division; at xxvi.16 the added adverbial phrase de-
rives from pitTpac; at xxvi.17 7 8oUca and the wrong suffix
result from an omission; at xxvii.7 xai nepLfareiv ce is added
because of the phrase before; at xxvii.24 jn5:10: is omitted
because of the previous accusatives; at xxvii.25 &v avtoig
results from wrong division; at xxviii.l4 omissions result
from the mistake over R; at xxviii.24 €covtar is written
because the nouns are wrongly viewed as a complement; at

xxx.13 the omission and the plurals result from the fact that
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a parallel is wrongly supplied from below; at xxx.16 dia-—
xvBnoetaL Udata arises from &€xpnyua; at xxxi.4 fiyaye derives
from the misunderstood NN; at xxxi.1l5 W2 is dropped because
the verb is not understood; at xxxi.l17 an®iovrto is added after
the wrong participle, for the translator is not expecting a
positive idea here; at xxxi.18 xatdpndir results from the
earlier loss of the tree reference; at xxxii.19 there is a
large omission because the singular reference had been obscur-
ed above; at xxxii.20 errors result from TR above in 18 not
being given due weight; at xxxii.25-26 the misplaced &xei and
other errors derive from wrong division; at xxxiv.14 OON is
dropped because an object has been supplied; at xxxv.8 omiss-
ion and mistranslation result from an awkward construction
which was not caught; at xxxvii.1l3 omissions result from a
wrong accusative; at xxxviii.s4 °*¥BD and ab> disappear because
the nouns just before are mistranslated; at xxxviii.18-19
errors result from wrong division; at xxxix.4 8o@ncovtaL is
added for a similar reason; at xxxix.15 a wrong emphasis on

totality results from Sta mavtég 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:—

BAEALUYME [v.11], ocuvterolpar [v.13]), ocuvTpLBRicoviaL
[vi.4], xai EXapBficetar Ta Tepévn Ludv [vi.6], &v mioL tolcg
BderlypaocLy aUtdv [vi.9], énl ndvta Bouvov Oynidv xat Unoxkdtw

3évdpov ocuoxfou [vi.l13], TOV Bderuyudtov abTdv [vii.20]), dpxwv



PART 11: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE
- 173 -

&vdloetar &eaviopdv [vii.27], pétore Bderlypete [viii.1o0],
péonv TNV lepoucainu [ix.4], &ve’ &v [xiii.10), mopveia
[xvi.22], &v vH avidpw [xviii.13)], éemdpvevoav [xxiii.3],
dpaviopol [xxiii.33], oUd& uM &rsfloe [xxiv.14], o08E un
KAQUGOTIE [xxiv.16], &kSiLkfoerg [xxv.17], kaTeAlOne
[xxvi.17],7° &k nAfBouc méonc Suvapedc cou [xxvii.18]), mAABoug
[xxvii.33], énoinocac [xxviii.4], kai elmov [xxix.3], Ta&
£xAexTd [xxxi.16], &pnuov [xxxiii.28], &v Tolc eldbrorc alTdv

{xxxvii.23], xTAowv [xxxviii.13], xaloouciv [xxxix.97.

Probably to be counted here is the very frequent xiptoc¢ 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 %37 is dropped at ii.4; there is shortening at
xiii.2-3; a whole line is cut at xiii.7; further descriptions
of signs of mourning disappear at xxvii.31l; at xxxv.1l 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.

' This is not in fact fortunate in both cases [see 2% 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:—

kol &véraRé pe xal &Efpé pe [ii.2], & dvopoc [iii.19],
kaBwc N Spaocitg xal [iii.23]), elmov [vii.2]), xal &xaBapoiac
[ix.9), xal oUtot [x.16], Onokdtw tTiic 86Eng B0l Iopani
[x.22), WM ouvavapioyeole (xx.18), kol &v Tolg énitndelpaciv
UM®V [xxi.29], xat Toug MéxBoug ocou [xxiii.29], éx TV €8vdv
[xxvi.16], diLd& NMATOOC GuapPTL®V cou [xxviii.17], kat & 6eog T@V
naTépev adTOV [xxviii.26], Tol mpdTou unvde [xxxii.17],”"
Bactrelc [xxxii.31), ToUtTd dotiv 8 [xxxiii.20], T& npdpatd
pou [xxxiv.5], xal &v Tatlg &xabapolarg abT®V [xxxvi.17],
aveponivev [xxxvii.l], &relboetar xai [xxxviii.s].

In the same category come certain cases of the addition

of the article in a generalising sense, and of the very frequ-

ent adjective ndg.
(18) IMPRESSIONISTIC RENDERINGS.

Sometimes the general drift and tone of a passage are
preserved but details are confused, a phenomenon which becomes

at times a kind of Formulaic Freedom in extenso. This is

7 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.1l1, xvi.13, xx.38, xxii.1s,20,
xxvii.21, xxviii.23], but longer items may also be exchanged
[e.g. vi.12, ix.5, xix.8,9, xxi1.20, xxviii.4]. The most
spectacular example of the impressionistic rendering of a list
is at xxviii.13, where the catalogue of precious stones is not
only in an order so wrong that it defies rearrangement, but
has too many items: it is in fact word for word the list at Ex
xxxix.11-13.7% 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:-—

Lor : ouvteréw [viii.15]; we might suspect a
misreading as s> were it not that
ouvteAEw is so common in famine con-

texts.
o3 Epnuo [xxxvi.2].

5N W3 NN @ névta otxov Iopand [xxxvii.21]; cf. of
viol for P7X at xxvii.l7, &v tolc vioig
for paan-bp [xviii.2]. There is small
support for a theory of abbreviation
here.
70 (78w) ) . ,
12 (3 WR) : (ta EVra) Tob mapadeiocov THC TRULEHC
[xxxi.9].

e 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 0ld 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, where-
as direct guotation from P, however motivated, is as elegant
as an explanation as it may have been as a solution to a
practical problem.
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nepLkeparaiar [xxxviii.4,5], cf.
xxvii.10 for the whole phrase correctly.

dveiBiopa EOveor [xxxvi.3), cf. xxii.s4,
which may be the source of the aberrant
wording here, including eicg.

&v talg dvopfoLg [xxii.5) in a denunci-
atory passage.

vH Iopanh [xxxviii.8].
ottog [xxvii.1l7].

{wAc [xxxvii.5] making a

formula.
ToTNg [xxv.4].

dnaptia with rewriting [xxv.4], the
Greek phrase being closely paralleled in
P, Ju.

i dnoxadnuévn &v dxalapoiailc [xxii.10].
méEATAL [xxxviii.5), cf. ] above.

dyyoc dotpéxivov [iv.9], a near-formula.
{800 (vii.2].

ouvdyw [xxii.20]; cf. ITI Ki xxii.4 ff.

for this verb in the same context with

xovebo.

GrnoérrupL [xxxix.3].

népag [xxx.3), cf. doom passages in chs.
vii, xxi.

&dikia [xxii.7,29, Ps].

ExAexTd [xix.12], a favourite word in
our text.

xfAipLov [xx.6,15].79

79

It is hard to know how to classify this odd rendering,

which looks like an ignorant misreading of the noun at Ps
xix.10 as a comparative adjective!
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IT M8 : méitar [xxxviii.4], xovtol [xxxix.9].
PP moipviov [xxxiv.31].

VY : Aorpdg [vii.21].
(3YN) Hi. : &vopée [xvi.52]}.

WD dvBpas [x.9].
(19) PARAPHRASTIC EXPANSIONS.

In some cases we find the translator making a double shot
at the sense, probably through an unsureness about the real

meaning, and thereby inflating his text:—

pW&“ﬁ:D : dArdyrwooog (o0)8e otifapoc TH yridoon
[iii.6].
W dn. : &dixla kal akaBapoia [ix.9].

waabr neTPOPorOC ELC TOLC &VvBEououg
aOTdv [xiii.1l1], cf. the translation of
3 at I Ki vi.lo.

THwss : év talc Buyatpdot cou...@kodouncac
[xvi.30-31] after a guess at the unique
form nobY.
mawn rovrba (bxa) : (Ond Thv oxiav) adtol @vamalceTdr kat TaQ

KkAAuaTa abTol dmoxaTacTaBAceTaL
[xvii.23].
MIN @ mARBoc TR foxvog [xxxi.l18].

5

o35 : &v EamidL eipfvng [xxxiv.27].
(20) RENDERINGS BASED ON SOUND.

Sound was a secondary factor at times, as we have seen; in
a few cases it is primary:—
T2 : BéBpog [xxvii.20 etc.].

IT "3 : BapPapoc (etvar) [xxi.36].
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NN : ndca N YA [xxxii.s}.
W @ dppoviae [xxiii.42).

(21) TENDENTIOUS MISTRANSLATION.

It is not always possible to distinguish between genuine
error and deliberate mistranslation, but in any case the end-
product is normally a trivial deviation rather than a signi-
ficant distortion. At times, however, the drift is definitely

altered, or the emphasis is laid on rather thick:—

At iv.5 by the addition of an archaic nevrtfikovta xat
£€xatov, a form literal at Ge viii.3, the translator connects
the judgement which Ezekiel is to act out with the flood. At
iv.14 yéveoi¢ somewhat overemphasizes the prophet's ritual
purity. At xvi.28 Buyatépac heightens the depravity by making
lust into perversion. At xxix.1l4 388ev &rnueeroav overemphas-
izes the idea of exile. At xxx.5 the translator softens the
note of judgement with the partitive t@v ui®v and other small
changes. At xxxiv.2 un makes an indignant question. At
xxxv.5 €yxaBifw and the rest make Edom an even worse villain.
At xxxvii.19 &nt TNV @uANV Iouda and the wrong IouSa below
overemphasizes the gains of Judah. At xxxvii.21l, xxxix.17
230D is expanded to make the idea of a circle of enemies. At
xxxix.21 €v Luiv 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 pre-
sent community or highlight the priesthood. They are too few;
accurately rendered passages in opposing senses render thenm
nugatory.

Probably pure romancing are the astonishing versions at
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xxx.24 (where MPOB is not obviously either softened or made
more pointed by the substitution of Ailyurtog¢) and xxxv.7. In
both cases foreign nations are involved, and in both the
translator wanders off into formulae, but the rationale is
unclear. a&rniLédTne at xxi.3,9 is curious: does it represent
22 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 MW as subject is smoothed away, it is for stylist-
ic reasons, and at xxxii.6é 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 5:—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, vexpdg at xxxvii.9, and the

omission of NN at xxxvii.lé6.
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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.BO Divers-
ity of rendering shows no clear pattern, and of the general
tone and quality the most that can be said is that in xvi,
xx-xxiv or so, and in xxx-xxxix a certain difference is felt,
but at the same time many examples bind the whole version into
a unity. The present writer suggests, however, that parts of
our version must be distinguished on different grounds: in our
text there is a pattern of relationship with other parts of
the Greek Bible which is not uniform. One section, which we
may call Ezekiel A, appears to have consisted of i-xv (stopp-
ing at the denunciations of ch. xvi), xxv-xxx.19, and probably
also of xl-xlviii. It shows knowledge only of the Greek Pent-
ateuch, I Samuel, Kings. I Chronicles, Ruth, and Canticles as
versions [kepuric ii.9 etc.,® dalpa iv.9,% nepioxf xii.13,®
elc tovg évBéopouc xiii.1l1,® dvaoctedfic xxvi.20,% &xrextolc
xxvii.2s,% BOBALa xxvii.9, % ‘Poé&LoL xxvii.1s,®® TL TPOOK®
xxviii.?,89 TPALUATLLW® xxviii.lﬁ,90 Hadaw xxix.le,91 OKANTPOV

xxx.19°%] or as literature [Bavitew Gavetwdfion iii.18,% xthon

®  see pp. 100-1. &1 See M p. 145.
8 see oMOED p. 124. 82 See AMSHL p. 134.
8 see waBN p. 177. 8 see "3¥ M3 p. 167.
8  see EWI3 p. 150. 7  see 533 p. 125.
B8 89 ‘75 A
See |71 p. 144. see III 550 Pi. pp. 133-4.
= As n. B9 supra. 9 See MO p. 145.

92 93

See MW p. 134. See M p. 126.
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. 94 ’ . — s ’ 96
cEaut® V.1, peldouar tTotc dpBaiuoic 1x.5,9 émiBaive x.18,

’ . 97 s \ = s 98 o » 3 ’
PaArTLac xi.l, ELG TOV Toiljxov x11.5, EXSLKAW EKSLKNOLV

xxv.12,” *ApéSior xxvii.s,11,'® plpe xxvii.17'®'], though it

2

did not invariably use them'®. It shows independence of

Psalms.103 Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Pr'overbs,’04 the
Twelve and Nehemiahws. It influenced at least Isaiah, Jerem-

iah and Joshua [AePiaBe vi.14,'°® of mpoohrutor of mpoomAuT-

108

ebovrec xiv.7,’% Spar xiii.1o, Xavva xxvii.23,'” sufvn

xxix.lO“o] and probably the Psalms version in one place“1

% see b mpb p. 126. ®  see oM p. 123.

%  gee WY p. 124. 7 see 75D p. 125.
% see 3 p. 124. %  See bPY Ni. p. 126.
100 101

See MMN p. 125. See M0 p. 149.

Relationship with most of these texts persists through
our version, and is both q?%:ological [see "> Ni. p. 119,
OB p. 134, T2 p. 145, p. 133, 7&\‘6 p. 144, M2 Ni.

p. 145, (9p2) Pi. p. 118, 7'B3 p. 134, 7 Hi. p. 150] and
literary {MJ Hi. B p. 176, 3 Tan p. 125, N2M p. 154,

3 (MP)) 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.

102

fos Some of the Psalms must have existed in Greek, for the

translator of Ezekiel A knew Ruth, and Ruth shows the
UnbdotacL¢ meaning which appears to go back to Ps 1lxix.3.
Cf. PN p. 127.

For the complicated relationship of our text with Pro-
verbs see I (MNB) p. 142, o oMW Hi. declar. p. 159 and
Appendix C.

15 gee MWD p. 155, (OYR) Ni. p. 144, "BYTPOY p. 130, Swe
p- 156, M3Y p. 147, ®Y p. 134, M7 p. 145, 7N p. 152,
WD Ni. p. 145, T p. 150, PO pl. p.,156, I AT p. 157,
SN p. 145, NS p. 154, D7D p. 166, ¥OD Hithp. p. 156,
oD% p. 155, II (BRY) p. 156, W p. 134.

see 537 p. 131.
See ™A etc., p. 131.
see (buw) p. 143.
See M> p. 131.

See TNO p. 131.

€toLpalw npdownov [iv.3,7]) is unidiomatic and not literal
at Ps xxi.l2.

104

106

107

108

109

110

m
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A second section, which may be called Ezekiel B, and
forms a literary unit stopping where the Oracles against
Foreign Nations begin, seems to run from xvii to xx. It re-
flects a philological acquaintance with the version of Psalms

(EmpBrenduevoy xvii.s, 2 #iynua xvii.3'"@) and has a verbal

114

echo of it [TiOnut d@Baipolc xviii.1l2,15 ']. napoikecia at

xx.38'"°

seems to have been taken up in the Twelve [Za ix.12]}.
A third section, or Ezekiel C, consisted of xxi-xxiv with
the omitted xvi. Again knowledge is shown of the Psalms vers-
ion [&Zaxovdopar xxi.16“6], but phrases are also picked up
from the Twelve [Zmdye xxii.13,''” gei{dopar Omép xxiv.21,''®

9

N ; , -4 5 11 . :
and Exmopvelw and xxiii.s, and further examples given in

Appendix C], which was used for philology (3iactériw
xxiv.14m°]. The Greek Isaiah appears to be still unknown.121
the Jeremiah version is plainly later [&xmopvele &v xvi.17,'%
Zreyeipopar xxi.21'].

Ezekiel D, as it may fairly be termed, consisted of
xxx.20 to xxxix. It shows a philological acquaintance with
the Psalms version [amepptlppévn xxxviii.lln“], the Twelve
[28aqifo xxxi.12'®®], Lamentations [&xAlopar xxxi.15'®] and
Isaiah [@dpayE xxxviii.20m7], and literary dependence upon

the versions of Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah and Jeremiah

"2 See MDYDY p. 134. 13 see mp7 p. 158.

14 gee @MW N p. 126. B see W p. 131.

116 See MM Ho. p. 125. D7 See Mo Hi. p. 124.
18 gee burm p. 126. 9 see pAR NN p. 125.
120 gee III V7D p. 156. 21 gee M¥m Qal p. 154.
122 g5ee 3 Mr p. 131. 123 gee W Ho. p. 153.
128 gSee (M®) p. 156. 125 gee W®) p. 166.

12 gee (WMbY) Pu. p. 167. 127 gee M3 p. 151.



PART 1I: THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUE

- 183 -
[pédrayne xxx.21,'?® fixe tivi xxxii.1l,'® f Apnpepévn xxxiii.
24,130 HEYAALVOTICONAL xxxviii.23’n]. Verbal echoes of earli-

er 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-

g There are of course other books which have been

vening.’3
thought to have existed originally in a truncated form. This
conclusion has nothing to say about authorship, only about
method: except that one man might as well have done the work
at a sitting as break it into sections, one man might have
executed the whole if the four stages were sufficiently close
in time. Our text is a unity because certain earlier versions
were used throughout, but it is not a unity in the sense that
at various stages fresh influences were brought to bear. The
instinct, at least, of older scholars was sound at this point.
In the glacier-like progress of the Greek Bible, each stage
was bound to carry with it an ever-larger detritus of tradit-

ional material: something was added, but more was retained, by

each translator.

- see S0 p. 140 and Appendix C.

See R with suffix p. 125.
See N3N p. 126.
See 5T Hithp. p. 125.

Unless we are to assume that certain books of the Greek
Bible had local currency only.

129
130
131

132
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE for (1) dependence on P and other books
earlier than the whole text (2) dependence on later books and

(3) influence.

s
fids 21
ivs.
v.
vi.
ix.
X5 1
Xi.
xii.

1
xiii.1
xiv.

9
8
9
1

5
8
1
5
3
1

Kawang [«P, I cn]
eavur@ 8avatwbnon (<P}
Srlpa [4P) 3,7 éToLpdlw mpdownov (*Ps xxi]
KTAoN CEAUT® [4Ru)
14 AeBraBa [»Je]
eiaouaL Toig dp8aruoic [4P]
enLBava [«I Ki)
PaAtigg [<I Ch]
elg tov Toiyov {41 Sa])
ngpLoxn (¢sa Ki,Ch]
elg TOLg evSeopouq {41 Ki] 19 3par [»Is]
7 ol mpoonAuToL XTi. [»Is]

xvi.7 avopBoipat [4II Sa,I Ch]47 imepxeipal [4Pr xxxi]

17 éxnopvelow &v [»Je]

xvii.20 mepLoxn {[<«Sa,Ki,Ch] 3 nynua (4Ps 1xviii]

5 FnLBxﬂnopevov [«Ps, Mi]

xviii. 12,15 tLean SPBaAOUG [4Ps xvii]
2dNs 5 Umdotacitg [4(Ru) Ps 1xix]
xX. 38 &xAéyw (41 Ch] 6,15 knpLov [¢Ps xix]
38 mapoLkeocia [»Tw)

xxi. 30 BéPnrog [<4P,Sa) 16 €raxovdopar [<4Ps 1ii]
xxii. 20 ouvvayw [4II Ki] 13 éndye [4Tw
xxiii.15 @lwopévog éni [4I Ki] 5 &xnopvelew amnd [4Tw]
xxiv. 16 napdtafig [<«P,Ki] 14 SLactérrw [«Tw]

17 tplywpa [<4P) el Sopar Unép [<«Tw]
XXV, 12 éxdixdw &x8ixknovv [«P)
X%XVi. 20 dvaoctalfic [(<P)

xxvii.8, 11 ’Apadior [<4P]

15 ‘Pé3LovL [<4P)

9 BUBALa [«I Ki)

17 ulpa [<4Ca,Am]

24 éxiextolg [<I Ch] 23 Xavva [»Jo]

xxviii. 7 TiTpwoke [<I Ki]
16 Tpavpatilw [<4I Ki)
XXix. 18 paddw [<4P] 10 Tufvn (*1s]
XXX, 19 oxnrtpov [<4I Ki]
xxXXi . 12 é8a9i£w [4Tw]
15 €xivopar (<La]
XXxii. 11 fixw Tivi [4Tw]
xxxiii. 24 A Npnuepévn [4Je)

XxXXiv.4,16 TAavOpEVOG [4P]

11 éniLokéntouar [<P)

xxxvii. 9 guguodw elc [<P]

xxxviii.13 xdun (<I Sa,Ca] 11 dneppLppévn («Ps cxli}
23 peyaiuvOnoouar [4Ps, Tw]
20 Qapay [+Is)

xxxix. 28 émogalvw [<P]
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(2) The Question of Date and Provenance.

A relative dating of the four parts of our version may be
deduced from the relationships outlined above; an absolute
dating can be made only within the limit of a century or so
given by the linguistic 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 Ecclesiasticus. Ezekiel
A is certainly our earliest source for certain rare Greek
words; and a later date for Ezekiel D chimes with the cluster-
ing there of late grammatical phenomena.

Ezekiel A must be Egyptian: not only does it cut short a
large-scale denunciation of Egypt in the Hebrew, but it has a
sound tradition of Egyptian names in xxvii-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

B is unfortunately no proof of the writer’s cultured

corpus’
Hellenization, for some acquaintance with it was inevitable
where Greek was the lingua franca. Since this translator
worked before the versions of the Twelve, Isaiah and Jeremiah,

these versions must be in his debt for the sound topographical

33 ¢f. pp. 101-103.

See p. 138.

See p. 145 for the possible link between xxvii.6é and Od.
ii.424.

134

135
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tradition which they all share'®. Ezekiel C might be Egyptian
in the light of &nnAtbtng [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.

3¢ gee 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.':’7

The translator is often quite at sea, and is respons-
ible for some very bad examples of Contextual Error. At the
same time some of the best original philology is found here:
later prophetic versions would have been the poorer for lack
of it, for to Ezekiel A must be attributed much which is shar-
ed with, say, the Twelve'®. The version is a brave attempt,
but extremely unreliable in detail.

Ezekiel B is a comparatively sober piece of work, helped
by the Psalms version. Consequential Error is rare, and so
are loose additions to the text. There is some sound original
philology [8uoake xviii.2, BATyiLc xviii.18, Sraxpivouar

'*® pbut the Hebrew is not easy, and

xx.35,36, otéreyxog xix.11],
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 ([tapaxf xxiii.46, depioTtnui xxiii.17,18,

10 hut also some bad, and avoidable,

otpatnyds xxiii.eé etc.])
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

a7 This is a quite sufficient explanation of the peculiar-

ities of chapters xxvii-xxviii, i.e. Zop and the aspects
noted on pp. 120-1, 127-8. The language is tough, the
translator was raw.

See pp. 135-8.
See pp. 135-8.
See pp. 135-8.
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that it is innocent of sound original philology in spite of
its length, and is even more impressionistic, formulaic, care-
less and free in spite of the relative simplicity of the orig-
inal. It is even less to be trusted in detail than the earli-
er stages of our text.

No part of our version is an especially careful or in-
formed piece of work. There are many marks of haste. The
phenomenon of wrong division suggests that the original was
read in very short pieces, often less than a clause at a time,
which were translated as they came; and there are other errors
which could have been corrected at leisure, but were not.
Within the four sections the signs of interpretative activity
are equivocal. Whether one looks for theological sensitivity
or for a desire, say, to soften or suppress the harsher tones
of judgment on the nation, examples appear to cancel one an-
other out. The practicalities of ancient book-production were
such that one man could not both read and write together: at
least two, therefore, must have been at work, possibly with a
translator as middle-man. Clearly such a co-operative systen
would tend to have a ‘pacing’ effect and discourage emendation
or reflection. Who the translators were, and whether they
were Aramaic-speaking with a Greek veneer, it is impossible to
say; but only Jews with some Hebrew could have known and used
earlier Greek versions as our translators did, and the verbal
echoes seem to preclude the possibility that the ultimate
Greek version was a freer ‘writing-up’ by a non-Jew, the actu-
al translation-work being done in rough by a Jew. But we are
certainly witnessing stages in the decline of the tradition

which reached its acme with the Pentateuch version.
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Part Il

THE BEARING ON THE HEBREW TEXT.

It will already be clear from numerous examples in Part
II that in the majority of the dark and difficult places in
our Hebrew text the version, even in its better aspects, is a
rope of sand. No one would seek to defend the Massoretic Text
at all costs: but again and again it seems most probable that
the translators were faced with a text which, while it cannot
be assumed to have been identical in all respects with ours,
apparently laboured under the same fundamental corruptions,
and contained many words for which the translators possessed
no sound tradition. Are there places where it may confidently
be argued that a different Hebrew text was used, or that a

sound tradition has been preserved?
(1) CORRUPTIONS IN THE GREEK TEXT.1

Scattered suggestions for emendation of the Greek have
already been made. There are other places where even if the
result for the Hebrew of taking the text seriously were not
comparatively trivial, inner-Greek corruption is the probable

explanation.

(a) Additions by Dittography.

ii.7 otkog, vii.1l0 TO mépag, viii.l2 adtdv, xi.13 olppor,
xi.22 adtov, xiii.1o eipfivn (2), xiii.l1l8 ndcav, xiv.22 Td

xakd, xxi.32 ToralTn, xxii.9 &v ocof, xxii.l12 &v ocoil, xxiii.lo

For the Greek text see especially Katz in Biblica 35
(1954) pp. 29-39.
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elc Tdc Buyatépac, xxvi.l0 abtol bis, xxvii.1l2 ocoU, xxviii.l1s
gyeviOnc, xxviii.l8 ocol, xxx.5 &v aUTf, Xxx.22 aUTol, xxxii.26
both mavtec and tpaupatiar, xxxiii.29 altodv, xxxiv.10 pou,
xxXiv.21 Upev, xxxvii.l?7 ceauvty, xxxviii.l2 moiidv, xxxix.13

2w s I
adbTolg.

(b} Omissions by Haplography.

At viii.5 there is an intolerably harsh anacolouthon, the
construction with {300 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 abtd¢ could easily have dropped out before
adToic. At xxiii.l5 the explanation of the difficulty in the
Greek noted earlier’ must be that BapuAldvog stood after uldv

[cf. viol BaBur@dvog just below].

(c) Wrong Readings.

Inner-Greek contamination could well account for the

following:—

ii.6 mpoobdnov, vii.2,6 fixelL TO mépac misplaced, viii.l
néunte, ix.3, x.2,4 TOV YepouBiLv plural, xvi.46 Tudv, xxiii.?7
avTAC, xxix.18 €nt TUpov, xxxiii.lé &v adTtolg, xxxvi.31 abTdv.

Other probable wrong readings are:—

iv.5,9 &veviikovta xat &xatov: 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

1ecoapdkovta Nuépac in 6 tally with the wrong number inserted

See p. 75.



PART I1f: THE BEARING ON THE HEBREW TEXT
- 191 —

in 4 above [cf. tac 3Uo &8ixiag (sic!)}. The atticizing form
suggests late scribal activity.’ Read tpraxooiec xatl
£veviixovta with some mss. at 5.

xviii.4 bis, xxxv.10 &pai: read £poi to conform with the
usage of our text.

xx.4 el €kdiLxNow adTouc ExdiknoeL: read el E£kBLKNOELC
avtolg, &xkdLknoerc.

xx.21 &n’ altolc &v Tf €pnue: read év TfH éphuw after the
SECOND &n’ avtoic.

XX.28 TolC Oeoic: read Tac Buolac.

xxii.9 dvdéora: read dvoupiav, cf. xxiii.21,44.

XXv.15 BrXavéoinoav: read ££ediknocav with some mss., for
the translator has the Niphal right at 12 above.

xxix.18 (&nt Tipov) xat Tfig Sovrelag: read (and Tipou)
diLa tThc douvrelag.

xxxii.16 BpnvnoeLc: read Bpnvhoouciv.

xxxiii.21 Swdekdtw: read dexkdtw.
(2) PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY SHOW A DIFFERENT TEXT.d

There remain some outstanding cases where the possibility
of differences between the Vorlage of the Version and the
Massoretic text must be discussed. Left out of account here
is the guestion 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

See p. 101.

For this section and section (3) below cf. Driver in
Biblica 35 (1954) pp. 145 ff., 299 ff.
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Vorlage is possible. At this point in the argument the aim is

a discussion which is exhaustive, not selective.

(a) Passages Where the Version May Show a Longer Text.’

xii.27: QW 13 Yié 4vOphrnou
o R bxagr ;3 ofkoc Iopani 6 napantkpal vey

AEYOVTEG AEYOUGLV

The formulaic Aéyovteg 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 >WN which has dropped out next to the
similar @R? It is possible. At the same time the Greek
might be an echo of ii.5 etc., xii.25 above, an inner-Greek

dittograph, or even an attempt at a double rendering of D™MBR.

xxiv.14: T2 katd Tac 6300c oou
v jﬁﬁsnbﬂ kol XaTd td €VOUNANATE ocou KPLV®
oE
T OOTR DN A&yer xUproc.

;N \ n v
8La Tolito Ey® xPLV® CE XATd I&

alpatd cou xal xatd TE EVOLUAU-

aTh cou xpLVdD oe: N

axdBaptog 7

dvouaoTh Kol NOAAT Tol mapa-—

nLkpal veL v,

Inner-Greek dittography coupled with a double translation of

o772 by katd Ta eipatd cou would account for much of this.

Not to be included here are the expansions at iv.13, v.2,
where the translator is simply persisting in mistranslation.
In the latter case measurement contexts in Exodus must be in
his mind; the error then infects v.12.
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But what is to be made of the hebraizing address at the end?
It is not a word-for-word repetition of the passage at xxii.5,
and is scarcely a trivial addition. 1In 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 n
@xdbaptoc 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: 50N R3O WK DX

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 92X 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: WM
That the translator knew this root in the kind of sense re-
quired here is clear from mixpov at xxvii.30. At the same
time he may not have been able to fit the word in here explic-
itly, and may have thought that it was sufficiently implied by
£y o6punl and very similar in sense to the Hebrew phrase which

follows it.
viii.16: nwom

That the translator did not have this number before him is no

more likely than that he wrote down gixoor as an approximation
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fully warranted by ®c. Probably he did not grasp the use of

2 to introduce numerals.
x.12: D3 5,

So many words hereabouts end in © that this might be a case
of mechanical omission. But the phrase may also have seemed
tautologous in context. Another possibility is that a less

‘proper’ sense of the noun was recalled, and edited away.
x.14: WI-9B. .. RS pup nraTR

This may be a case of editing. The translator, plunged into a
repetitive passage about wheels, wings, faces and eyes at the
beginning of his work, is here faced with more of the same,
and he may well have found this piece of description simply

too much of a good thing.
xi.12: DOODR. . . WK

Causal WX does not seem to have been well understood else-
where [vi.ll, 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: 3 Spm wR. . Dwam

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 &v T neptoxi

adtol? Once a human siege rather than a divine snare were in
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mind the rest will have seemed incongruous.
xviii.32: M 2w

A quite sufficient explanation here is the desire to edit away
an essentially repetitive passage which spoils the finality of

the incantatory aéyst xUpLog.
xx1ii.38,39: R¥ ova

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: 5?3
The translator of this section is wedded to formulae. It is
therefore very likely that even if he read 51? here he would

have dropped it to obtain a classical narrative clause with

xai £yEvVeTo.

(c) Passages Where the Version May Show a Variant Text
of Similar Length.

i.s: oW M xat XeLp avepbmouv
It is hard to know what was read here. Especially in the
light of Spolwpa @vepbnou 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: “aONRY xal Bficopal oe
a9y naenb elg Epnuov
T30 WR D2 KQL TAC QuUyaTépac oou KUKA® GOU

23w-b3 Wb gvonLov mavtog drodelovtog

If the translator read our text this is a very bad error. But
error it may be, by a combination of formulaic thinking, link-
ing the rejected women with daughters, and literal-mindedness
after the ambiguous literalism of 8ficopal oce elg #pnpov. The
translator misses the idea of the nation publicly disgraced
among the gentiles, and envisages simply a group of defence-

less females.

vii.11: Bp opPM kat guvIplyet

pmmenb  otApLyne dvépou

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 ©7n,

rendered similarly in P, in his mind; and the end-product is

alliterative as well as plausible sense.
vii.23: g st liat7}] Kal TOLHACOUGL QUPHOV

It would be wrong to argue for W1 on the basis of the vers-
ion, for this is precisely the kind of detail for which it is
unreliable. After three third person plural verbs it was only
natural to put a fourth, and to add a xaf .®

viii.2: WUR-TRDD MW Suolwupa Gvdpog

Whether or not ¥\ is right here, it is not clear that it was

Ccf. 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 ¥N was a defectively written N,

s,

viii.5: neRn mam kot (30U and Boppd iem.

nagnm WS &nd v ANV TV npdc dvatordc

It is not certain that the translator read a different text.
His context is full of notes of direction, and as we have seen
context could produce serious distortions even of easy

Hebrew’.

ix.9: OW7 poRm x5oem 8TL AnmAARoBN M YR ACBY TOAADV
Mo ARG P kat 7 ndALg EnmAfoen &dikiag

xal éxadapoiag

At vii.23 we find Aadv for MT D7 PYBUR, probably by deduction
after 310TL from the gquessed oupudv. In this passage OTL is
wrong, and probably an echo of vii.23, and Acwv nmoiAis®v may
easily be a case of Consequential Error,8 the increase in sin
being viewed as a direct result of population pressure. Cf.
xxxii.6 for another possible case of confusion between 07 and

DY.
x.1: UPITOR Endve Tob otepeduatoc
osvon wRT-Sy Twin Tol Unép Ke@aAfic TV YEPOLBLV
In the light of passages such as i.25 something like é&ndve

would almost certainly have been written here whether or not

by were read.

See pp. 160-163.
See pp. 168 a.f.-172.
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X.8: oamzb xm xal eLdov T& Yepoufiv

That "R™NRY was read is possible, but not necessarily so. The
passage is an account of things seen and heard by the prophet
[cf. x.9 below] and an active verb would be an easy ad sensum

change here.

X.21: OB AP3ITN I téocapa npdcwna T Evi
nxb

amxb B> PIWMY kal dkTd mTépuyEC TH EVQ

It is not necessarily special pleading to argue that oéxtd
could have been written although our text was read. In this
section numbers are rewritten without scruple {v.2,12) and the
translator has an imprecise idea of the number of wheels per
creature [i.15]. What is written here gives a symmetrical
result, with two wings per face. The translator may also have

taken the dual 2'®)> to mean “pairs of wings”.

xii.2:  WIT3 ¥R &v péow T@V ASLKLOV QUTOV
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 oixou

ol @dixou [cf. doeBfic at xx.38 for =],

xvii.22: TRPr YRMW €x xopuehic
PR Y kapdieg aUTEV droxvid
The substantival use of 0 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 YN had been simply dropped. ::Bn‘jﬂ is a phrase
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found at Dt xx.8, IXI Ch xiii.7, and rendered 8eLAdc T xapdig.
Might this have been the basis for a desperate guess here?
xviii.1o-11: 5 xal &dv yevvhon

o0 Y pDT3 widv roLpdv éxxéovrte alpa

ABRD IRD PR e kat motoUvia GuapTAuaTa

mep X5 MOR-DoTAR XM év @ 686 Tob matpdg avTol TOb

- 7 4 ’
Sikaiou ouvk &mopelon

Guaptiuata looks very like a guess at a confused text, probab-
ly with MR®M in mind, the syntax being modelled on that of the
preceding phrase. The rest, though very free, was virtually

required in context to avoid a breakdown of the sense.

Xix.1: P RY TR xal oU AdPe BGpfivov

brapy WowI-br ént TOV dpxovia Tol Iopani

It would be hazardous to assert that the translator necess-
arily read a singular here. Carelessness might account for
this sort of change, and the immediate context would make a
singular natural. In addition, if it is true that the trans-
lator of this section had “Ezekiel A” before him, he will have
been familiar with passages in xxv ff. where SINGLE rulers are

denounced (e.g. xxviii.12].
xxvii.19: Srweis ™ xal olvov...8% Aoni
5 ol 8npog
That ™ is the right reading here has been convincingly

argued.9 At the same time it need not have been the trans-

lator's text, for we have seen far more drastic cases of mis-

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 oivoc in his context one line
earlier.

The order in &% AomA oidnpoc is most untypicall’ 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. &£ Aon\ probably slipped from

after oivov because it conveyed no clear idea to the scribe.
XXX.5: %1 oY YD Tépoar xai Kpfitec xat AiLPueg

Allowing for the kind of small change in order of which we
have seen other examples12 only two items merit discussion
here. Both Y [xxix.10, xxx.4,9] and b [xxvii.1l0]) 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.l0, and possibly an element of false contrast with

At@Lonia just above.

xxxii.1l: M xat Eyéveto

WY PW3 év T@ évdexdtw Eteu

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 MWY here.

= 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.

Ccf. pp. 19 a.f.-21.
See p. 174 a.f. ff.

1

12
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xxxii.30: B >V NoY exel ot dpyoviec toll Boppd

»3-5o1 obo nAVTEC oTIpaTnyoil Accoup

In this section of the version, where very free rewriting took
place [e.g. xxXx.24, xxxv.7)}, it is quite as likely that the
translator was led astray by ]88 as that he read a text dif-

ferent from ours.’’

xxxiv.29: bOB oS PPN kol dvaotow avToic EUTOV
oub et pAvng

BH3 and others cheerfully rewrite with o5¢. There is indeed a
certain abruptness about the prepositional phrase“ which
renders the suggestion attractive. However, not only does
elpfivnc stand in a context where eipfvn has already been used
more than once to render MY3, 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 adeqguate-
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”.

Accoup here is probably the source by contamination of
the odd Acocoup at 19 above. It has been argued elsewhere
that E8wp originally stood there (p. 115].

It has parallels at I Ch xxii.5, Ne vi.l3, Is 1lv.13, Je
xxx1iii.9, Ze 1ii.20; it tends to stand late in the clause.
It is clearly distinct from " D¥S in Temple-building con-
texts.

14

s To make interpretation of these few examples harder, the

sense of O¥ is not always positive. It may mean “byword’.
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xxxvii.17: lah rDB el¢ Papdov plav tob ool avTdc
T3 omeRb v xal &oovtaL &v Tf xeLpl covu

ToU Bficar adTdC 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, o™ k>, He need not

have READ this order of items.
xxxviii.21: YOp MR kal karéocw €n’ adtov
3 5% rdv gbpov
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. 7N becomes
goBéopal at xxvi.l6, a passage which this translator should

have known.
(3) PASSAGES WHERE THE VERSION MAY PRESERVE SOUND TRADITION.

In three cases, all in “Ezekiel A", plausible renderings

are given for words of doubtful meaning:—

Lawn : Haextpov [i.4,27, viii.2].
P @ puppde [vii.23].
o5Y : gapétpa [xxvii.ll, Je].
To suggest that biwn 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

5 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 '3 becomes vioi at iii.1, iv.3, xii.24, xxxvii.le.

MT W3 becomes ofxoc at ii.3, xxxv.5.

xOpLog appears, with no equivalent in MT, after a ° at
X1i.2, xxxvii.23, xxxviii.2o0.

M has no equivalent at xxvi.l4 after MT R.

SR has no equivalent at xxxvi.8 after MT M.

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,19 and make

small additions and omissions.

v See especially Driver in Textus 1 (1960), pp. 112-131, 4
(1964), pp. 76-94.
Cf. the comment on IoudSa at xxxvii.l9 on p. 178.

cf. SR W3TPR on p. 175.

18

19
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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. 1Its 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 adnires 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 Ezekiel in
three distinct but interdependent ways. The enquiry has been
genuine: the method was entirely dictated by the nature of the
material, nor was the end foreseen in the beginning. The text
has been read as Greek by a Hellenist, as translation by a
Hellenist turned Hebraist and as a potential source of textual
and philological illumination by a student of the Massoretic
text. The resulting pyramidal structure, in which Part II
rests on Part I, and Part III cannot stand without Part I and
Part I1 together, is composed of very large amounts of detail
carefully analysed. The conscientious reader might be excused
at times for wondering whether some of this may not be incon-
sequential. It is in particular unprecedented for so much
attention to be paid to every aspect of the Greek language of
so long a piece of Septuagintal text simply as Greek. It is
also unprecedented for anyone to describe so minutely how the
work of translation was done, or to attempt to arrive at a
more or less complete picture of the thought-processes behind
it. In the third place, there is no precedent for the culmin-
ating stage of the work, the scrutiny of the residual apparent
Massoretic-01ld Greek divergences which had been isolated in
this laborious way.

It should be emphasized that if the method and approach
had been different certain seminal conclusions would never
have emerged. Study of the language as though it were any

other Greek text has made it possible to explode old theories
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of multiple authorship without denying the facts which had
suggested them, to date the work and to identify what is
‘hebraic’' about it. It has made possible the formulation of
the concept of the “unidiom”, and brought to light pivotal
examples of the latter. On this foundation, study of the
manner and method of the translator(s) has sharply illuminated
old theories about unity. The “unidiom” which is literal in
one context but not in another has led to new knowledge about
relative dating and the inner history of the Septuagintal
corpus. So has careful investigation of the source of idio-
syncratic philology originating in or borrowed by the text.
It has been demonstrated beyond doubt that i-xxxix was render-
ed in four distinct stages, at least two of which are connect-
ed with Egypt, and that the resultant four sections are not of
the same quality or reliability. This is the evidentiary
basis for the verdict in Part III that in passage after pass-
age, where prima facie there is a case to be made for a
Vorlage different from the Massoretic text or for understand-
ing it in a new way, the argument is too lightly rooted in the
facts to be at all decisive. Lastly, it is evident that the
minds of the translator(s) were saturated in the language and
versional technique of the Greek Pentateuch to an extent con-
sistent with the probability that both original and translat-
ion were, if not always perfectly understood, known by heart.
In view of the delimitation of the present study to i-
xXxix, it is ironical that the weight of interest on the part
of the Jewish community whose urgent practical and religious
needs were to be met by the translating enterprise was almost

certainly in the contents of x1-xlviii. In these later chapt-
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ers we find a hopeful vision of the idealised Temple and of a
people renewed. The contrast with much of the earlier mater-
ial is pronounced. In the light of the firm conclusions to
Part I {pp. 100-1) and Part II (pp. 180-4] on the question
of unity, chapters i-xxxix are paradoxically both a linguistic
unity which no trained Hellenist would think of impugning, and
a renditional pastiche. The earliest Alexandrian Ezekiel in-
cluded by way of preamble only those parts of i-xxxix which
survived a careful process of bowdlerization. Given the high-
ly scatological nature of extended passages involving (to a
degree unequalled anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible) the de-
velopment in lurid detail of the intertwined idolatry-adultery
metaphor, a very negative view of the People of God, who are
termed congenital idolaters from before the Exodus, and the
uninhibited condemnation of Egypt and all her ways, only these
selected parts of the earlier chapters were deemed acceptable
in a society where the community hoped to establish and main-
tain a prosperous and happy life. Beginning with xvi, large
amounts of text were deliberately censored out. This choice
represents an attitude markedly different from the extreme
scrupulosity which must have characterized the approach of the
translators of the Law. Whatever the motives of those who
worked in due course to repair the omissions, we must reckon
among other things with a diminished degree of reverence, and
as a corollary with a possibly heightened degree of careless-
ness, for example in the matter of smaller-scale expansion and
abridgement.

Hitherto Septuagintal study has worked with two fixed

dates only, that of the traditional early Third Century B.C.
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rendering of the Law, and the general if not wholly undisputed
assumption that by the late Second Century B.C. the translat-
or of Ecclesiasticus was looking at a completed threefold
Greek Canon. It seems likely that work on the bulk of the
Former Prophets would not have been delayed more than a cent-
ury after the Law was rendered; but until the present study no
concentrated effort has been made, using modern methods and
modern knowledge of the history of post-Classical Greek, to
date or place geographically any of these non-Pentateuchal
canonical books. The deductions concerning the date and pro-
venance of i-xxxix in Part I (pp. 101-3] and Part II [pp. 185~
6] (given the tendency for scribal interference to make docu-
ments look if anything somewhat later than they are) establish
incontrovertibly two facts. In the first place, wherever and
however the work was actually done, the demand for it and the
point of view that informed it continued to be Egyptian.
Secondly, there were at least two and possibly three bouts of
activity in the rendering of the Hebrew Bible into Greek. 1If
there were only two, Ezekiel xl-xlviii, with i-xv and xxv-
xxxX.19 as extended introduction, occupied something of a mid-
dle position in the second bout. It came later in the sequ-
ence than most if not all of the Former Prophets (showing
knowledge of Canticles but influencing Joshua) but certainly
served as something of a trail-blazer for such overwhelmingly
hazardous enterprises as the rendering of Isaiah and Jeremiah
(and possibly of parts of Psalms and Proverbs). If on the
other hand there were three such bouts of activity, the orig-
inal Alexandrian Ezekiel was even more signally a pioneering

work, marking the earliest engagement on the part of would-be
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translators with the Latter Prophets and virtually all the
Writings, with their textual and philological pitfalls. It is
tempting to suggest that whether there were two such post-
Pentateuchal ‘pushes’ or three, relatively early acquaintance,
perhaps as an honorary °‘Former Prophet’, with Canticles served
as a powerful disincentive to any translator who might think
himself equal to any of the Writings. In any case it is
interesting that the linguistic evidence so rigorously assess-
ed in Part I leads to a date (c. 150-50 B.C.) reasonably con-
sistent with the completion of the Greek Bible by the late
Second Century B.C. There is attraction in an hypothesis that
the author of a Greek book which is so complete a tissue of
biblical allusion to both Hebrew and Greek texts, and whose
Greek is so good that he was perhaps less than first-rate as a
Semitist, had formed part of the translating team, and that
his is the voice of experience in more than the demands of the
limited task of which he writes.

A tentative reconstruction of the inner history of the
last stage, or last two stages, of translation work produces
the following sequence. Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth and
Canticles were certainly available to those who made Ezekiel
A. Ezekiel A was available to those who made versions of
parts at least of Joshua. Isaiah, Jeremiah and Psalms.

Ezekiel xvii-xx, or B, is later than part at least of the
Psalms version, but earlier than part at least of the Twelve.
Ezekiel xvi with xxi-xxiv, or C, is later than yet more of the
Psalms version, and, significantly, later than several parts
of the Twelve. It shows no sign that the Isaiah version ex-

isted, but was plainly known to the Jeremiah translator(s) at
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two points. It picks up a striking “unidiom” from Proverbs
xxxi, providing a clear back-allusion to what may have been a
‘floating’ or ‘purple passage’ piece of selective translation
of that very difficult book. It is plausible that in this
case the more connected matter in xxv-xxxi had already been
rendered into Greek, but it is difficult to believe, not least
because of the notoriously poor quality of the work, that the
collection was attempted at all early in its entirety.

Ezekiel xxx.20 to xxxix, or D, was made later than parts at
least of Psalms, the Twelve, Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lament-
ations. Thus we arrive at Samuel, Kings, I Chronicles, Ruth
and Canticles; Ezekiel A; Joshua and Psalms; Ezekiel B; parts
at least of the Twelve, Proverbs (xxv to) xxxi; Ezekiel C;
Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lamentations; Ezekiel D; possibly the
bulk of Proverbs; and Ecclesiasticus. It is not possible to
say more about the place in this sequence of Job and Ecclesi-
astes than that they are at least as unlikely as Proverbs to
have been attempted early as complete books. Much more in the
way of firm dating, both relative and absolute, would emerge
if the methods employed in the present study were applied with
similar precision to these and other 0ld Greek books. Daniel
is a case in point. Meanwhile Hebraists may note that those
who rendered Ezekiel A to D were using texts constituted by a
date which can be fixed with some exactitude.

It is clear from the conclusions to Part I on the quest-
ion of hebraism [pp. 103-6] and to Part II on the quality of
the version [pp. 187-8] that our text is written in a dialect
of Canaanite. The Greek is profoundly un-Greek, not so much

in its vocabulary or its idiom, usage and semantics, as in its
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fundamental structure. With the Septuagint proper, the col-
lection of 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 is ‘translationese’, and in the case of our text
heavily derivative. The dependence is most obviously upon the
Law in its Alexandrian Greek dress. Many locutions and
renderings can be understood only as traditional formulae that
were not always completely understood or appropriately applied
by those who took them up. The version is unapologetically of
the ‘stained glass’ variety, exemplifying an equation of fid-
elity with literalism. Moreover much of the glass has been
moved into place from older structures. Perhaps because the
models were virtually uniformly prose renderings of prose
works, i-xxxix appears to be innocent of lexical refinements
of the kind which mark the difference between a high poetic or
rhetorical Greek style and plain prose. There are many indic-
ations that the Vorlage was imperfectly understood, some that
Greek itself may have been imperfectly known, or perhaps con-
sidered in the context of Bible translation to be somewhat
malleable. It is legitimate to wonder of what language those
who rendered i-xxxix into Greek were true native speakers.
This does not mean that there is substance to the notion that
anyone ever spoke Greek like this, except that conceivably in
the context of prayer, public worship and personal religion a
certain stylistic penumbra may well develop about the sacred
scriptures.

Even given the fact that dynamic equivalence was clearly
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not the aim, the quality of the rendering cannot be termed
high. It probably reflects an unfortunate coincidence between
a decline in knowledge of Biblical Hebrew (without which there
would have been no demand for written translation on any
scale) and a bruising encounter with a long and difficult
original. It seems likely that the production of the 0l1d
Greek as a whole was characterized by a steadily widening gulf
between the standard demanded by the difficulty of the origin-
al and the standard attainable by the grasp of those who
sought to render it. Ezekiel A and B are somewhat less unrel-
iable than C and D. All, however, are weak and to be taken
with a heavy pinch of salt by the serious Hebraist. Probably
for completely unavoidable mechanical reasons the method was
atomistic, and did not lend itself to reflection, let alone
correction. One may hazard a guess that commercial pressures
were involved; but whatever the cause, no part of the version,
if we discount the major editorial decision made, one must
believe, when Ezekiel A was excerpted, was done at sufficient
leisure for a Tendenz or Tendenzen to develop: there is an
abundance of misinterpreted detail, but nothing that might
suggest a sustained interpretative effort. Even the use of
the Greek Torah cannot be shown in more than one place to have
been theologically informed. The work of the present writer
may nevertheless have gone some way towards identifying the
community which commissioned or at least requested a version
of Ezekiel i-xxxix, and its reasons for doing so: namely,
Jewish people in exile from the Jerusalem Temple, and needing
their devotion to and hope in God to be reinforced with vision

but with minimal offence to their pagan neighbours in Egypt.
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A case could perhaps be made for a desire on the part of that
community to distance and dissociate itself from the idolatr-
ous pollutions and compromises of the Palestinian past.

This study was originally intended to expose the manner
and method of the 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. 1t is hoped that where the
detail of Part I is not directly relevant to the rest of the
work, it may at least serve as some contribution to the
neglected field of Septuagint grammar and lexicography. The
Hebraist's interest is different; but the present writer, her-
self an Hebraist who originally expected the 0ld Greek to lead
to much in the way of fruitful emendation and suggestive
philological insight, and who never lost sight of that origin-
al aim, urges her fellow-students to come to terms with the
whole of the argument. In the pyramidal structure, Part III
[pp. 189 ff.] is the apex. Here the outstanding apparent di-
vergences between the Massoretic text and our version are
scrutinised in the light of the work embodied in Parts I and
II. It was disappointing to find no unequivocal cases of the
version's yielding new Hebrew text or interpretation. It may
be that the results appear somewhat negative, as though much
shaking and sifting has served to pan out very few grains of
gold; yet it remains the case that in this study methods for

the application of the 0ld 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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APPENDIX A. The Limited Inventories.

List 1. Prepositions.

év&'uéoov
avti

dvwbev
anévavti
and

&n@ npochnou
aud

éyric

eLg

eéc uégov
£1¢ npdownov
£x

€x BELLev
€x péoov
Eunpocev
v

&vavtiov
Evex-a, -ev
év péocw
&vonLov

£ ebevipwy
Enave

&ni

&Nl MPOoOIOL
Eog

KaTd

Katd npdownov
KQTEVAVTL
xQTONL GOEV
KOKAQ

HET&

oniow

napa

napes

nept
nepLxixie
npo

npodc

obv

Onép
Onepdve
UMEPEVWBEV
onoé

inoxédte
OnoxaTtewlev
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List 2. Pronouns and pronominal adjectives.

adtdg
£autoD
&yd
#xaoctoc
éxédtepoc
&xéLvog
guautod
&nbde
gtepocg
fuelc
88e

o

Booc
SoTiLg
olitoc
nboog
oceEQULTOD
ol

Tig

e
TorLolTog
Opetc
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APPENDIX B. The Voca ary.

The form guoted 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 guoted 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 cor-
responding 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 0l1d Greek version of one or
more of the remaining books.

E: occurs only in Ezekiel in the Greek Bible.

The abbreviations for the names of biblical and apocryph-
al books are those of Hatch and Redpath; for other sources

they are those of Liddell-Scott-Jones and Lampe.
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ABpaap
ALAap
*QL A
AHH®V
AGTIA
AOLpoue
Agooup

Boult

=yaL
YEALYEA
T'ouep
(ToperrLv
T'wy

Aavini

Aapwp
Aauvl &
AeBraBa
Aedav
vECep
EAvoar
Epparp
»Qappovl
apoLg
Oeypapa
Oofer
Iaxkof
Ielexina

Iepovoainu £

®LV
Iopani
Twaxiy
Twp
Twone
Keden
Kn8ap
Koue

*Maywy
Moocoyx
MwaP
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A list of words and names having no recognis-
able Greek morphology, or a morphology not
appropriate to the syntactic function reveal-
ed by context. A note of number and gender
is added where these are deducible. An
asterisk indicates that the word is always
determined.

m.s. [xxxiii.24} P, G.

m.s. [xxxiii.24] P, G.

pl. [viii.16] G III Ki, II ch.

m. or n.s. [xxi.25,33, xxv.2,3,5,5,10,10] P, G.
[xxvii,19] E; TH Za xiv.12.

[xxv.9] P, G.

m. Oor n.s. [xvi.28, xxvii.23, xxxi.3,
xxxii.22,29,30] P, G.

m.s. [1.3) E.

n.s. [xxxix.11,15} P, G.

S. or n.pl. [x.13] E; AQ, SM Jo xii.23.

m.s. [(xxxviii.6} G Ho i.3 [f.s.].

em.) [xxvii.4] E.

m.s [xxxviii.2,14,17,18, xxxix.1,1,6,11,11,11,15}
P, G.

m.s. (xiv.14,20, xxviii.3] G I ch, II Es, Da LXX,
Da TH, Bel, I Ma, III Ma, IV Ma.

(xxi.2] E.

m.s. [(xxxiv.23,24,25, xxxvii.24,25] G passim.
(vi.14] G Je.

(xxvii.20, xxxviii.13] P, G.

m.s. (xi.1] G I Ch.

[xxvii.7] E.

xxxvii.l6,19] P, G.

m.s. [viii.l4] E; HEB, SYR ibidem.

{i.16, xxvii.lé6] P, G.

m. or n.s. (xxvii.l4, xxxviii.é6 em.] P, G.
[xxxii.26, xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.l1l] P, G.

m.s. [xx.5, xxviii.25, xxxvii.25, xxxix.25} P, G.
m.s. (1.3, xxiv.24] G Si, IV Ma.

.s. [passim, some 25 times] P, G.

or n.s. (iv.11] P.

.8. [passim, some 140 times] P, G.

.s. [1.2] G IV Ki, Ch, Je, Da LXX, I Es, II Es.
.S. [%xiv.14,20] G Jb.

.S. [xxxvii.16,19] P, G.

[xxv.4,10] G Je.

(xxvii.21] P, G.

[xxiii.23] E; SM, TH ibidem.

m. or n.s. [xxxviii.2] P, G.

[xxxii.26, xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.1l] P, G.

m.s. (xxv.8,9,10] P, G.

EgaES

NafPouvxodovocop m.s. [xxvi.7, xxix.18,19, xxx.10]

vayep

G passim.
[xx1i.2,3] G Jo, Ob, Je.
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Nw&
Pappad
Paypa
Papwd
Pwg
Zapa
Zad3aL
Zavip
«Zapav
Inip
Top
Tove
Tapvac
dakovd
Papaw

Xavaav
Xapupav
Xappav
Xepouf,
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m.s. [xiv.14,20] P, G.
[xxi.25] G IXI Ki, Je.
[xxvii.22] P, G.

[xxvii.16] P, G.

[xxxviii.2,3, xxxix.l].
[xxvii.22, xxxviii.1l3] P, G.
m.s. [x.5] E.

[xxvii.5] P, G.

m.s. {viii.1ll] G Jo, IV Ki, II
[xx%v.2,3,7,15] P, G.

f.s. [xxvi.2,3,4,7,15, xxvii.2
[xxiii.23] E.

[xxx.18] G Je, Ju.

[xxiii.23) E; SM, TH ibidem.
m.s. [xxvii.l7, xxix.2,3, xXxX.
xxxii.2,31,32] P, G.

[xvi.3, xvii.4] P, G.

m.s. [xxvii.23] E.

m.s. [xxvii.23] P, G.
-iv m.s. and pl. [ix.3, x.1,2,2
16,16,18,19,20, xi.22, xxviii.

»(Xetiiv em.) pl. [xxvii.6] P, G.

«XoPap

Xopxop

m. or n.s. [i.1,3, iii.15,23,
xX.22.
[xxvii.l6] E.

Ch, Je.

,3,3,8,32] G Je.

21,22,25, xxxi.2,18,

,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,15,
14,161 P, G.

X.15,20,22] E; TH Ez
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List 2. A list of hellenized names and other words,

including some of semitic or other
origin. A note of number and gender

foreign
in our

text is added where these are deducible.

Terminations as they appear in our

text are

indicated; nominative forms which do not
occur appear in brackets. The singular form
is quoted unless only the plural occurs in

our text. An asterisk indicates
word is always determined.

aBap-a f.s. or n.pl. [xx.29,29].

that the

AfyﬁnTL—OL, -ovg, —wv m.pl. [xxix.13,14, xxx.4,10].

Alyunt-(og), -ov, —ou f.s. [passim].
Al{B{on-eg, -wv m.pl. [xxix.1l0, xxxviii.5].
*A{OLOT- (L), -rav, -1 f.s. [xxx.4,9].
*Apoppai-og adj. [xvi.3,45]).
«’Ap@dL-oL, -wv m.pl. [xxvii.8,11].

*AcgoUpL-(oL), =-ovg, -wv m.pl. (xxiii.S$,7,9,12,23].

Bapurdv, —-®va, —-®vog s. [passiml}.
*Bavai-(og), -ou m.s. [xi.1,13].
sBacavit-(1g), -13o¢ f.s. {xxvii.6}.

BoUBaot-(0g), -ouv s. [xxx.17].

BUBA—-(ra), -twv pl. [xxvii.9].

Bloo-o¢ s. [xvi.1l0, xxvii.7].

Agpacxk-6g s. [xxvii.l8].

Arbomor-(rg), ~-e1 f.s. {xxx.14,16].
*“Exrac f.s. [xxvii.18].

‘HiroUmor-(Lg), -ewg f.s. [xxx.17].

Qaf{p-(ag), -av s. [xxi.l].

* I18ouvpaia, -av, -¢ f.s. [xxv.12,13,14,14, xxxv.1l5, xxxvi.5].

’Iefov-iag, -iav m.s. {viii.1l1, xi.1].
s’ Touvdai (a), -av f.s. [xxi.25].

*Io08-ag, —dv, —¢ m.s. (passim].

K@uni-(oL), -oug, -wv m.pl. [xxv.5, xxvii.21)
Kapxndévi-oL m.pl. [xxvii.l2,25, xxxviii.13].
xao—-(ila), —-log s. [xxvii.17].

Kpfit-€¢, -o¢ m.pl. (xxv.16, xxx.5].
xundproo-o¢. -ov, -oL f.s. and pl. [xxvii.s,
»A{Bav-og, -ov, —-ov, - m.s. [xxvii.S5, xxxi.3,

AlBu-ec m.pl. [xxvii.l0, xxx.5, xxxviii.S].

A08-oL m.pl. [xxvii.l0, xxx.5].
Méydwr-(ov), -ouv s. [xxix.1l0, xxx.6].
Méugp-(1¢g), -ewg f.s. (xxx.13,15].
M{ant-(og), -ou s. [xxvii.l8].

’Oor-a, -av f.s. [xxiii.4,4,5,36,44].
‘Oorp-a, —av f.s. [xxiii.4,4,11,22,36,44].
TaBolp-(n), -nc f.s. [xxix.1l4, xxx.14].
Mépo—ar m.pl. [xxvii.l0, xxx.5, xxxviii.5].
“Pé6BL~(0L), —wv m.pl. [XXVii.l1lS].

c4ppat-a, -ov n.pl. (passim).

Td-(i1g), -tv f.s. [(xxx.15].

xxxi.3,81.
15,16].

Tapdper-a, -ag f£.s. [xvi.46,51,53,55, xxiii.4,33].
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cangLp-(og), -ov, —-ouv s. [i.26, ix.2, x.1, xxviii.13].
T18-(bv), -dva s. [xxvii.8, xxviii.21,22].
olkA-(oL), -oug m.pl. [iv.10].

T63ou-a, -ov n.pl. [xvi.46,48,49,53,55,56].
SuAv-n, —ng f.s. [xxix.10, xXxx.6,16].

TOpr-(a), -ag f.s. [xvi.57].

Tav-(Lg), tv f.s. [xxx.14].

TOp~-(og), ov, -ouv s. [xxviii.l2, xxix.18,18,20].
¢arti-ac, -ov m.s. [xi.1,13].

Xardai-(or), -oug, -wv m.pl. (passim].

Xdvv~-a f.s. or n.pl. (xxvii.23].

Xerpf-(a), -wv pl. [xxvii.18]}.

Xettral-(o¢) adj. [xvi.3,45].
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List 3, A list of words attested at least as early as
the fourth century B.C. and surviving in the
post-Classical language at least as late as

the mid-third century B.C.

dya0dc adj. P. GAOTINE G. avéunua P.
dyando P. fua adv. P. évouia P.
ayyeria G. auapTdve P. dvopoc adj. P.
dyyeroc P. audpTnua P. avopbde G.
dyyoc P. dpeptia P. &vbéorLog adj. G.
ayLélo P. dpaptordc adj. P. vt 3{ 8w G.
yrog P. GuéBuotog P. avtiraupdvouar P.
dyxLoTpov G. auvécg P. dvudpog adj. P.
dyxbdv G. duneroc P. dvedev adv. P.
dyopd G. GumeArdv P. dnaipw P.

&ypbc P. duopoc adj. P. dnairotprLbdw G.
dyw P. avapaive P. grnardtng P.
aderpn P. dvapdtng P. anaptic P.
a3erpde P. avapLpilo P. &rapyh P.

qanq P. dvapréne P. dnoc adj. P.
adLxéw P. avaBodw P. dneLféow P.
@8ixknua P. dvapBorn G. anerabve G.
gdicia P. avappioow G. anepel{dopar G.
detbdc P. avayyéEriw P. dnéxo P.

@6poifew P.
atdofov E.

atpa P. dvaipéw P. anoBhkn P.
aipetilo P. avaxaio G. dnobvhokw P.
ai'pw P. avaxkpdie G. dnoxdebnuaL P.
atoydvn G. &vakpole G. dnoxaBioTnuL P.
atoybve P. avaraupive P. dnokarlntw P.
ai xparooia P. dvarioke P. dnoxevtéw P.

at xpdrotoc adj. P. dvédiworg P. aroxvi{Zw P.
atdv P. gvapiyvour G. anokpive P.
atbviog adj. P.! dvapLpvioke P. anoxkte{vw P.
dxaBapoia P. dvanade P. anérivuL P.
dx4Baptoc adj. P. avanto G. anonndde G.
dxavea P. avacTpépo P. arnonAlve G.
&kon P. avachle P. dnoppiniw P.
dxoAouBéw P. avatérre P. gnoctéAre P.
dxolw P. dvatorf P. dnoctpépw P.
dkpoc adj. P. avapépo P. dnootpoen P.
dxpwtApLov P. dverréw E. anotive P.
drardle P. dvepog P. anopépe P.
are{pw P. avhp P. AnoPOEYYOudAL G.
ariZo (B) P. &veée P. anbpBeyua P.
arioxopar P. iveoc P. dntopar P.
arrdyrwoococ adj. G. HvOpa¥ P. dnwbéw G.
arrbtTprog adj. P. avepbmLvoc adj. P. anbisLa P.
arrbdpurog adj. P. dveponog P. andpus E.
aroreh P. gvioctnuL P. apé P.

drc P. @volye P. dpyvpoc P.
&robéne adj. G. dvopéw P. apyvpolc adj. P.

dviyw P.
avadevdpbc G.

dnniLbtng P.
anodidwpL P.
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apLOudc P.

aprotepbde adj. P.

dppa P.
@ppovia E.
aprilo P.
diptoc P.
&pxh P.
dpyopar P.
dpyev P.
doéPera P.
dacepo P.

doegPptic adj. P.

dcOevén G.

dcBevhg adj. P.

dotpann P.
dotTpov P.

doxnuoveéw P.
doxnuooilvn P.

dTLpéio P.
atipla G.
dtLpde G.
atuic p.
aOAR P.
dparLpéw P.

Gpavifew P.

apaviopds P.

dpedpog P.

donyéopar P.

GeinuL P.
&w(otppt P.
dpopuf G.

dpurdxkTwg adv. E.

axéTnc P.
padiLfe P.
BaBog G.

paBdlc adj. P.

Bédrrw P.

Bantdéc adj. E.
pappapoc adj. G.

Baplvw P.
Rlaoavog G.
Baciaeia P.
BacLAE0C P.
BactAaede P.
Béorg P.

BéPnroc adj. P.

BiLpriov P.
BLBpdoxw P.
Braotdg P.

pRraopnuia G.

Brénw P.
BoA P.
ponBéw P.
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Bon@bc adj.
B6Opoc G.
RéARBLTOV G.
RBopéag P.
Bookw P.
BouvAelw P.
BouAf) P.
BoUAopar P.
Bouvde P.
polg P.
Bpaxiov P.
Bpéxew P.
Bplpa P.

P.

pOoocLvoc adj.

p@roC G.
vdra P.
yaredypa E.
véveoLg P.
Yévnua P.
YEVVAWL P.
yﬁ P.

yiyac P.
v{yvopar P.
YLyvhokw P.

P

yYAuntdg adj. P.

YAdooa P.
yvbpoc P.
yvepl{lo P.

yYveotdg adj. P.

ypawﬁ P.
TpapLe P.
TPheo P.
yupvoe adj.
yovh P.
Baxplow G.
Sardc P.
d3ei P.
Beixvuut P.
dévdpov P.
deXiLb6¢ adj.
8épua P.
8eopdg P.
8w (A) P.
SLaypioe G.
Sidyw G.
dLadnkn P.
Siraipée P.
Srakpl{ve P.

P.

P.

SrapaptOpopar P.

SLavonua G.
Siavora P.
dravoiyw P.

SranapBevelo E.

draneLréw G.
drLanetdvvupr G.
dranopelopar P.
Svapnayf P.
SLapnile P.
Svappfiyvout P.
Sraocneipw P.
BLaoTéAAw P.
BrLacTpépw P.
SrLachle P.
dratdocw G.
Srationue P.
Bragdeipw G.
SLapbopd G.
BLagovée P.
Sraxée P.
Sraywpilo P.
3{dwuL P.
dLeEépyopar G.
SLépyouar P.
dinyéouar P.
SiLiocTnuL P.
dixarog adj. P.
BLkarooclvn P.
Sixarbe P.
Sikaf{wpa P.
3{xn P.
dixtvov G.
SL08e00 P.
droploow G.
dimhacLdle E.
3Lwléo G.
SLdkew P.

8brog P.

3b6ua P.

86&a P.

S0XQLw P.
dovrel{a P.
douvaelow P.
doUAoc P.
3paxwv P.

3paz P.

3punbde P.
d0vapar P.
a0vaprg P.
Suvaoctelia P.
duvatdg adj. P.
duvopf P.

Bopov P.
2yv{lo P.
£yy(0ev adv. G.
&yyic adv. P.
&yeipo P.



£yxéenuar P.
EyxaBifo G.
égyxatTareinw P.
éyxreio G.

éyxpupiac sc. dptog

gyxploe G.
&yxeLpiBLov P.
&yxéw P.
£3apile G.
£0&Mw/0éAw P.
#Ovog P.

el 8og P.
eldwlov P.
elxdv P.

etul P.

gtpAvn P.
efodye P.
etoaxolw P.
eltodéxopar G.
efoépyopar P.
gl'codoc P.
etonopeliopar P.
gxdLkéw P.
£xdlw P.

éxel adv. P.
&xeiBev adv. P.
éxintéw P.
£xOA{Bw P.
éxxaf{w P.
&xxevoéw P.
&xxanolia P.
éxxalive P.
éxAéyw P.
éxieilnw P.

&xrextog adj. P.

£xiuvore G.
éxabw P.
&xneTdvvuuL P.
EKNMLEL® G.
éxnopelopar P.
&xpnyua E.
éxondo G.
#xotacLg P.
éxoTpéow P.
#xtacLg G.
éxte{vo P.
éxTpEpo P.
Expépo P.
éxgofén P.
£xpuode G.
éxxéo P.
Exyiyo G.
£\arov P.
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érdgTn P.

érdtivog adj. G.

EraTTow P.
&rappbdc adj. P.
Ereyxoc G.
eréyxw P.
éreéo P.

&reoc P.

érepavrivoc adj. G.

érépag G.
éanic P.
EuParie P.
Eunailow P.
Euni pninuy P.
gunipnpnur P.
gunopelopar P.
éunoplLa G.
éunbdprov P.
Eunopog P.

gunpooBbev adv. P.

&umvpoc adj. G.
Eupuoiw P.

évaviioc adj. P.

évdenc adj. P.
EvderLa P.
&vdéw P.
£va{douL P.
£v8lw P.
Eveyupdie P.
Eveiunua G.
&viaqutdg P.
gvioybw P.
&vtéAropar P.
Zvifike G.
£vToAf P.
évipénouar P.
&veTiov P.
éxdyw P.
2caLpéw P.
Egaipw P.
gtarei@w P.
£Zavaiioxke P.
&zavioTnur P.
&xante P.
€Zeyeipw P.
&xepnude P.
EEEpYOML P,
eEAVEYKA P.
£x1rdoxopuar P.
es{oTnuL P.
#ewBev adv. P.
éopth P.
énfiyw P.

énarLvetde adj.
énaipe P.
énéve adv. P.

APPENDICES

E.

&ndveBev adv. P.

&naporg P.
énapinuL G.

énéxeLva adv. P.

énépyouar P.
énepwtdw P.
énmipaive P.
EmBaTnc G.
EmPrénw P.
&nLyLyvooke P.
éniBeoLg G.
emebunua P.
gmeuvuntdc adj.
EnixaBile P.
gnitkaréw P.
énitxkarlnto P.
énixkpatéw P.
EmLAqupive P.
én{rextoc adj.
£nLAnbw P.
EmLpel YVudL G.
ém mopelopar P.
EnLokéEnto P.
énLoth P.
én{otapar P.
éniLothun P.
éniotpéow P.
énitouvvioTnuLr P.
ém Ttdoow P.
£nmL Thdeupa P.
éniLtiOnuL P.
gnipaive P.
gmixaipw G.
&pacthe G.
Epydlopar P.
&pyaocia P.
&pyvov P.
gpnuia G.
gpnuoc adj. P.
Epnuoée P.
gpLov P.
épnetdg adj. P.
Epnw P.

Epyxopat P.
€o6iw P.

éonépa P.

Eotdc ptc. G.7
&oxatog adj. P.
#ow adv. P.
ZowBev adv. P.

5

[
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&1L adv. P.
ETOoLNGLw P.

£toLpog adj. P.

&tog P.

e0 adv. P.
eLdppocTOC
evBavia P.
ev0lc adj.
eOroyéw P.
evroyia P.

adj. G.
IP.
and adv.

eUnpénera G.

elplioxkw P.

evepaivopar P.
el@poocvVn P.

evwdia P.

ebbvupoc adj. p.°

gpiotnuL P.
Epopdw G.
#x6pa P.
&xepbdg P.
Exw P.

Eyo P.
£orog adj.
Lo P.

Léw P.
Lnroc P.
Inidw P.
Intéw P.
Luydc P.
Loypagéw G.
Lon P.
Lopde G.
Lovn P.
Lovvupr P.
Ldov P.
fiyéopar P.
fidvopa P.
fixo P.
firextpov E.
Hrrog P.
fuépa P.
fiurtoug adj.
flouxdLo P.
fouvxia G.
8dracoa P.
8&upoc G.
8dvatoc P.
favatdéw P.
Bdntw P.

E.

p.?

f8gtov (A) P.

BepérLov P.
8ebg P.
Oeppaive G.
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onpiov P.
enoaupbdc P.
OrGw G.
oripw P.
BATYLE P.
8b6puvBoc G.
8pdoog G.
6padw P.
6pnvéw G.
fpfvog G.
GplE P«
epbévog P.
euydtnp P.
6uuiaua P.

GupLathprLov G.

6upde P.
BupolpaL P.
80pa P.
Bupéog G.
Bupia P.
olw (A) P.
Bwpak G.
taorLg G.
{aonig P.

UdLoc adj. P.

tepelg P.

tepbg adj. G.
i{xavég adj. P.

ipdtTiov P.

tpuaTLopég P.

té¢c (C) G.

{nndlopar G.

innebo G.
tnneve P.
{nrog P.
{otnut P.
totdég G.

toxvpbg adj. P.

toxbg P.
Lx00¢ P.
{xvog P.
xaBaLpéw P.
xaBap{Zw P.

xaBfapdg adj. P.

x@eaporLc P.

xaO&Lopal P.

xd@Beua G.
xaBelLdw P.
xalnkw P.
K@enuar P.
xaBlLw P.

xaB{oTnut P.
xaBdérov adv.

xaLvdég adj. P.
xaLpbg P.

xalw P.

xax{a P.
KaKOALOYEWD P.
xaxdc adj. P.
kaxdw P.

xax®we adv.
KaAdutvog P.
karéw P.

xdrrog P.

kardég adj. P.
KQAONTO P.
x&uLvog P.
xapdia P.
xapndc P.
xacoiTepog P.
katapalve P.
KeTafdrre G.
KaTapLBaLe P.
katafLBpboxe P.
katdyw P.
xatadéw (A) P, (?) G.
xatadourdw P.
xatadvvactele P.
xataroyxive G.
xataxkaiw P.
KETAKAUTTO P.
KaTaKkeviéw G.
Kataxidw E.
xatakAlZo G.
xataxdnTe P.
xatarelinw P.
xatdrornog adj. P.
xatarbo P.
KaTanatéw G.
xaTanalw P.
KATAOKANTw P.
xataoknvdéw P.
katdoxrog adj. G.
KATAoQPALw G.
katdoxeorg P.
KaTeEpYQLomaL P.
xatecBiw P.
KATELVOUVY G.
Katéyw P.
xatioxbe P.
xatoixéw P.
xatorkia P.
xatoik{Zw P.
xaTopBdw G.
xaToploow P.
x&Ttw adv. P.
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kalynoLg G. xoauog G. péroc P.
keykpdc G. KUBEPVATNG G. HEPLMVGW® P.
k&Edpog P. KUKAGBEV adv. P. uépog P.
képac P. xUxroc p.M péooc adj. P.
KeQEAn P. xUpa P. 1G. peotdg adj. G.
kegaric P. xunapiocoLvoc adj. petaperotueL P.
kNuég G. kUpLoC P. UETELPLLONAL G.
kfijmog P. koAl P. HeTéwpog G.
knpiov G. Koun P. uétpov P.
x{dapLg P. xbnn E. pETwnov P.
KAG3og P. Adréw P. undaudg adv. P.
kralw/xrbw P. Adanua G. unKOvVe G.
kARG P. ACUBGVD P. ufiv P.
KkAnpovopéw P. rqunac P. unpdéde P.
kAnpovouia P. Aadc P. uATNe P.
kAfpoc P. ratpelo P. ufitpa P.
kalvn P. AéBnc P. prafve P.
koLAla P. Aéyw P. piaopa P.
KOLMGw P. rertouvpy{a P. uixpdc adj. P.
ko{Tn P. AtV P. HLpVAokOouaL P.
KOLTOV P. ANoTAG P. HioEw P.
xbéraocrLe G. alOLvoc adj. P. ui1o86c P.
xéun P. riBoc P. ui{cBoua P.
xouiZo P. ALKMGO G. utoog G.
xoviopTtdg P. ALpdG P. uiTpa P.
xovtdg G. roy{Zopar P. uveia P.
xbébnpoc P. rA0YLOUOC G. uvfipa P.
KOnT® P. rbyoc P. UVTHETOV P.
Kopugn P. Abyxn (A) G. pvnoLxaxéw P.
KOOUEW G. roimde adj. P. poLxebw P.
xbopoc P. robw P. HoALABOC P.
xouvpelc (A) G. rbxoc P. porlvouar (Act.) P.
kpdLw P. Avpatvoupar P. ubévog adj. P.
kpatatdg adj. P. ALNEGD P. pboxog P.
xpatéw P. paddo P. pouvoixbdg adj. P.
xpauvyn P. pHaxpdv adv. P. uox8oc¢ P.
xpéac adj. P. | P. paxpdc adj. P. poxrdg P.
kpelttov adj. comp. udrayua G. puxkThp P.
KPEUGVVLUL P. uévapa G. pukTnEile G.
KpLen P. pavedve P. uopov P.
kpiBiLvog adj. P. pavteia P. vaoég G.
xptua P. pavTeVopay P. vann P.
xpive P. paoctde P. veavioxkbde P.12
xpLéc P. pataioc adj. P. vetxog G.
xploLg P. uétnv adj. G. vexpbe P.
xpotén G. péxarpa P. véuw P.
xpUnte P. pEYAAQLXED G. véog adj. P.
kpuntdg adj. P. peYaAlVe P. vebing P.
xpUoTairog P. pévac adj. P. veUpov P.
KTGopar P. péyebog P. vEpEAN P.
xTAVN, T& P. HEYLOTGV G. vAnLoc adj. G.
xTAoLg P. Héen G. vnrLdtng G.

xtilw P. pérL P. vficog P.
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voun P.
vouiLpog adj. P.
vbéuoc P.
voooeD® G.
véTog P.
vouunvia P.
viuen P.

vOv adv. P.
vdtog P.
inpaive P.
tnpacia G.
&gpéc adj. P.
giLpoc G.

ZUiov P.

Eupbv P.

686¢ P.

&3olic P.

és8ivny P.

otxéw P.
of’knua G.
otxia P.

ot ko8ouéw P.
oixog P.

otvog P.
Srebpog G.
ori{yog adj. P.
S bkAnpoc adj. P.
8roc adj. P.
Sruvpa P.
Suvuour P.
Suoitoc adj. P.
ouolwua P.
opoiwg adv. G.
duofworLg P.
SpopEn G.
dueardc G.
Supaks G.
Bver8og P.
Svoua P.
dvopaoctdg adj. P.
&vog P.

SVuE P.
dvixiLov P.
sV G.

620c adj. G.
8mioBe(v) adv. P.
oniocBrLog adj. P.
6nAn P.

oniov G.
8pacig P.

opGe P.

opyh P.

6p6dg adj. G.
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épOdc adv. P.
SpLov P.

Spufy P.

opuog P.

Spveov P.

8poc P.

éploce P.
Sppavéc P.

doufn P.

dotéov P.
dotpdkiLvog adj. P.
doplg P.

oUkéTL adv. P.
ovpavdc P.

ol¢ P.

olitw(g) adv. P.
dpelie P.
bpBarudbg P.
Sxrocg P.

Oxupdg P.

Syrc P.

nairdef{a P.
naL8evw P.
napapalve P.
napafoin P.
napadelikvupt P.
napé&delLoog P.
napadidour P. iG.
napaBardoocrLog adj.
napakarée P.
naparia P.
napdivorc E.
napaiie P.
nopanay adv. G.
napaninte G.
napatasic P.
napateive P.
napeEUPBOAn P.
napBévog P.
napodelo G.
napoLkEw P.
napopy{fw P.
ndg adj. P.
nhoocarog P.
néoxow G.

nathp P.

natpic P.

ray0g adj. G.
nedi{ov P.

nel{6w P.

reLvéo P.

nérTn E.

névne adj. P.

neveéw P.

néveog P.

népag G.

nepLayw G.
nEPLPBAAAD P.
nepLBdrarov P.
nepLépyouar G.
nepLéxw G.
nepLLbvvupt
repLkeeaiaia, 7 G.
nepLkOKAY adv. P.
REPLOLKOBOUE® G.
neproxn G.
nepLuréxe G.
nepLrwotolpar P.
nepiotaociLg G.
REPLOTEAAD G.
nepLTiBNUL P.
netervbg adj. P.
nétouar P.
nétpa P.
netpbdporog adj. G.
nnyﬁ P.

maLve G.

mxpla P.

nkpbc adj. P.
n{uninuL P.

nive P.

nuéIng P.

niwIew P.

nitTug G.

niov P.

riravée P.

ndvn G.

niateia (sc.) 686¢
niatic adj. P.
nAeovilw P.
nreovaocude P.
nreovexktéw G.
nigoveslia G.
nhcupd P.

nigvpbdv P.

naAfBoc P.

nAN8lve P.

nAnpne adj. P.
nanpdée P.

nAfpoua G.
nAfpeocLg P. 1
ninotov adv. P.
ninopovA P.
nAlveoc P.

niotov P.
nhouvtilw P.

13
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nvevua P. ntepuscopat E. okondg P.
nvof P. ntepwtdg adj. P. oxopniog P.
nodhpng P. ntoéw P. oxbdTOGg P.
noréw P. ntdoLg P. oxvAED® P.
roLkLAla P. TTEXOC P. oxDiov P.
noikLAua G. nOAN P. ox({uvog P.
roixirog adj. P. TLALY P. opépaydoc P.*°
moLpaive P. nop P. copbc adj. P.
noLpfv P. nopyog P. onapyavéw G.
noluviov P. nOpLvog adj. G. ondw P.
norepurkbdg adj. P. nupbdc P. onelpw P.
norgeprotThc adj. P. mhyev P. onévde P.
ndérepog P. noAéw P. onépua P.
nbéiLc P. Papdoc P. oneldw P.
noArax®c adv. G. paive P. onfiaiov P.
norlc adj. P. pantég adj. E. omLvenp G.
novnpég adj. P. péw P. onodé6c P.
nbévog P. PhyvupL P. onovdfn P.
nopebopatr P. pfipa P. onouvdfn P.
nopveia P. pnTivn P. otabuiov P.
nopveiov G. oila P. oTabudc P.
nopvebo P. pinte P. otakTh P.
nopvA P. Péupara P. otTaguAn P.
noppvpa P. pOouat P. otéap P.
notapde P. odxxog P. otéreyxog P.
nothpiov P. COATL YE P. otevaypdg P.
notilw P. caAnifo P. oTevlio G.
notg P. cavig G. otepedo G.
npdoLc P. cdpdrLov P. otepéoua P.
npecfitepoc adj. P. odpkivog adj. G. otépavog G.
npoavatéAiiw E. oQpE P. oThin P.
npbBatov P. opévvuuL P. oThpLyue G.
npbdBuvpov P. ceLoudc G. otnpile P.
npovoun P. ceiw G. oTiLBapdc adj. E.
npoochyw P. ceAfivn P. oTiARW® G.
npocdéyxopatr P. oepidarrg G. oToAfn P.
npocdi et P. onuaive P. otdua P.
npookalw E. onueiov P. otpatnydc G.
npoockelpar P. ofuegpov adv. P. oTpéew P.
NPOCKEPRAALOV G. ohne G. oTpwuvh P.
npookoArde P. oLay®v G. oTpOVVLUL G.
npookuvéw P. oidnpog P. cuyyevhc adj. P.
npbotaypa P. oLdnpolg adj. P. ouykaAOTT P.
npootTiGnuL P. oiyrog P. ovykAibe G.
npooplitwc adv. G. ocitoc P. ovykieio P.
npdownov P. okérog P. olyxpaocLg E.
npopntetw P. oKE&nN P. cuAAauBGVe P.
npoentng P. okelog P. olppovroc G.
npoQUAAKA P. oxAvepa P. olppixToc adj. G.
npol adv. P. okfintTpov G. obunag adj. G.
npepelc G. okLd G. CUNTEPLAAUBGVD G.
np®tog adj. P. okoALbéTNG E. cuuninTe P.

ntépuvi P. oxbdroy P. OUUNAEKE® P.
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cvumopelopal P. tdé5evpa P. ouiaxh P.
cuvéyw P. TdéEXov P. obras P.
cuvaywyhy P. Témoc P. ourdcow P.
CLVANTL P. 161 adv. P. @UAN P.
cuvdéw P. Tpanela P. plpopatl G.
cuvvépyoual P. Tpabua P. outeia G.
cLVEYW P. tpavuatiag P. gutelo P.
ouVIEArELQ P. TpavuaTiie G. @utbdv P.
ouvvieréw P. Tpaxnrdc P. ole P.
ouvvinpée G. TpLocbdg adj. G. @ovn P.
ouvvipi{Be P. TpLockHc adv. G. ©dc P.
ouplliow G. TpLyantdg E. xaipe P.
cLPPEnTe G. Tpiyopua G. x&rala P.
cbokrLog adj. G. Tpbdnoc P. xaAxdC P.
cUOKOTALW G. TpoX6C G. xarkobe adj. P.
cloteua P. TpLvenR P. x&pax P.
cuvocTpéew P. TOnTe P. x&pLc P.
ouoTPOoYH G. YakivliLvog adj. P. xldoke P.
opayf P. OixiLveog P. xetrog P.
opdlw P. UppLg P. xelpappog adj. P.
o@bddpa adv. P. Oypacia G. xelp P.
oxoLviov G. Udwp P. xéw G.
obLe P. betdc P. xNpa P.
o®ua P. vibde P. xXLALdg P.
Tarvia E. Ondpxe P. xAopbc adj. P.
tapreifov P. tnepneavia P. xo0g P.
TanelLvoég adj. P. OnépkeLpatl G. xphoLpog adj. P.
TaneLvée P. Onepopéw P. xpnotdg adj. G.
Tapboocw P. Onvoée P. xplo P.
Tapaxn G. Onodéw G. xpvoiov P.
Thoow P. Ondédnua P. x®ua P.
Thon P. Onoxalew G. xovebw P.
tdopog P. OnbéotacLe P. xbpa P.
Tdxoc P. OnoosTpdvvLuLl G. yarTApLov P.
Telve G. voioTnuL P. yériLov P.
TeLYLlw P. Oynmibée adj. P. yeuvdhc adj. P.
Teixoc P. Uyog P. yebdocg G.
TereLbdw P. bybe P. yopéw E.
TEAELTAE P. oalve P. yuxf P.
téroc P. eaxbe P. youiZe P.
Tépevog G. earaxpbdc adj. P. ®3e adv. loc. P.
tépac P. e4pays P. ®dic P.
TAyavov P. @apETpa P. ouoc P.
Thkw P. eéyyog G. oplopar G.
TiLdpa G. eeldouar P. éc adv. p.'°
T{6nuL P. @épw P. &c adv. G.
tixTO P. @Belpw P.
TLpA P. @eLAbveLxoCc adj. E.
TLHepée G. ELOE P.
TLIPOoK® P. @oBée P.
toroltog adj. P. eopTiLew E.
Toiyxog P. epdvnoLe G.

téx0g P. eplaypa G.



APPENDICES
- 231 ~

A list of words first attested in secular
sources of the third century B.C.

at@prov 6.1

dnévavty adv. P.
anepiTuntog adj. p.'°
dnoocppdyLoua G.
SLAynua G.

#xbepa G.
&xAaoonv E.
&réBoocav P.
&veyxvpaocpde E.
gcdreryrLc G.
EEanocTéAA® P.
&Zovdevdw G.
EmLyopéw E.
&obtepoc adj. G.
£TOLpAcOAconaL G.
funv P.

totdve E.

xaTdALUE P.
KaTaokhveoLs G.
kaTapdyopar P, G,
keTévavtl adv. P.%
waxkpdBev adv._P.
peTorLkeolia G.

ot kodoun G.
npovopelo P.
oULVECYEBNV P
cuvterécw P.
ocuLVIpLRA P.
yuypég P.

22
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List 5.
Pentateuch.

dBuvocog, f G.%
dyliaocpa G.

avetéo G.

ai yparwtetopar G.2*
aroxa@nuévn, A G.
Gpnraypa G.

atexvée G.
B3EALYME G.
Bepnrdew G.
pnplAiLov E.

Borfc G.

dedLkai wuar G.
dLaoxopn{fw, -{w G.
SLyotébunua E.

et onABooav G.
ex3dixnoiLg G.
éxropvelo G.

Exxed G.

A list of words first attested in

the Greek

nEPLOTOULOV G.

n{ecar G.**

npoceyyllew G.

RPOCHAUTOG G.
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