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Editorial

LAIL in all, the [xxx] is to my mind the most difficult problem in modern
Septuagint work.* This sentence was written by John Williams Wevers about
50 years ago. What thorny issue would we substitue for xxx today? Most
probably, the answers would be different. — Maybe not the most difficult
problem to your mind, but certainly some interesting subjects you will find in
this issue of JSCS 49 that is just one short of the significant number of fifty
issues.

JSCS 49 (2016) opens with “Constructions Denoting ‘To Have’ (Predica-
tive Possession) in the Greek Genesis” by Theo van der Louw, who studies the
relevant expressions using a new linguistic approach. Innocent Himbaza asks,
“Quelle est la Septante du Lévitique ?”, and comes to the conclusion that also
for Leviticus the so-called main text tradition has undergone some hebraizing
revision. Martin Meiser asks for Antiochian Readings of I-1V Reigns in Early
Church Fathers, a question that is of some importance for the question of
pre-Lucianic and Old Greek and kaige-readings in the early tradition. The
John William Wevers-Prize paper 2015 is Osxeueivac und 023910 in 1 Konige
11,19 by Christoffer Theis who presents a new and surprising solution for
that mysterious name, indicative of the sometimes mysterious relations bet-
ween ancient Israel and Egypt. Claude Cox investigates “Ipsissima verba”:
The translator’s “actual words” in Old Greek Job and what they tell us
about the translator and the nature of the translation. The title of Joshua L.
Harper’s paper Shall | Surely Translate This? The Hebrew Infinitive Absolute
in the Greek Twelve Prophets plays on this locution in Biblical Hebrew, and
he also discusses how these translations may have sounded in Greek. Anna
Angelini in Ruins, Zion and the Animal Imagery in the Septuagint of Isaiah
34 shows how the translators did their best not only to understand but also to
convey the meaning of a text that was already ancient and distant in their
time. Carson Bay in A Note on Papyrus 967 and Daniel 2:1 shows how one
of the chronological problems of the book of Daniel was solved in the
Septuagint and how this solution was attested in ancient tradition, even
though its manuscript attestation was unknown until the 20™ century.

Two doctoral students have sent their dissertation abstracts.
Congratulations! And: Vivant sequentes!
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The book reviews once more show the wide range of interest and the
manifold questions of Septuagint research.

Concerning practical matters: Thanks to Hans Ausloos and Benédicte
Lemmelijn there exists now the long awaited European bank account. For name
and numbers of this account, but also for paying via Paypal, see the cover pages
of the Journal and the homepage of IOSOT.

There is now also a 4-page folder with information on 10SOT and JSCS
available at the homepage. You are invited to download it and put it on your
bulletin board or print it out double-sided and fold and distribute it.

Siegfried Kreuzer

September 2016



Constructions Denoting ‘To Have’
(Predicative Possession) in the Greek Genesis

THEO VAN DER Louw

Abstract: Following the typology by Heine (1997) Ancient Greek has three kinds of
constructions denoting predicative possession, sivai twvoc, sivai twvi, and &yswv. They
differ in the type of possession they express, the types of possessor and possessee they
can be construed with, and the way one of the two participants is brought into focus. It
appears that the usage of LXX Greek conforms substantially to the picture derived
from non-translated texts. Differences can be summarized as follows: under-use of
sivai tivog, anomalous and under-use of gygtv, and over-use of sivai tivi. These cases
are mainly due to negative interference and statistical interference. Really unidiomatic
renderings are not frequent. A second factor is translational norms operating on the
microlevel. Thirdly, it appears that unsuccessful experiments with &yswv led the Gene-
sis translator to increasingly use eivai Tivi as the most versatile rendering of Hebrew
predicative possession.

Introduction

The comparison of Hebrew and Greek phrases that express the notion “to
have” is an interesting exercise. It illuminates similarities and differences
between the two languages as linguistic systems. At first blush, constructions
denoting possession seem to run parallel in Hebrew and Greek. Both lan-
guages use be + dative to express possession: Hebrew has 7 23, 2 ¥, 9 PR
(and % in verbless clauses) and Greek has eivai tivi. But alongside &ivai tiv
Greek features &yew “to have,” which has no counterpart in Hebrew. This
situation inspired Soisalon-Soininen (1978) to investigate how the Septuagint
translators handled this language difference.® Since then, the differences
between eivai Tivi and &yt in original Greek have been explored by Kulneff-
Eriksson (1999). In 1997 the now classic study by Heine appeared that put
“predicative possession” — the linguistic term for “have” constructions — in a

! Lexica of LXX Greek (LEH and GELS) treat ivai vt and &gt too briefly to be of use.
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wider linguistic framework, that of grammaticalization theory.? These studies
make it well worth looking at the topic afresh.

Predicative possession typically involves a verb (predicate), in contrast to
attributive possession, which does not exceed the noun phrase. Compare
Susan’s book (attributive) to Susan has a book (predicative). Heine’s claim is
that possession, as it is manifested in language structure, can be traced back
to other domains of human experience. He argues that predicative possession
is expressed in eight different “event schemas” in languages around the world
(Heine 45-67). One of those eight domains of experience is Location. Now
there are languages that express possession in terms of location. Originally,
such expressions had a locative sense, but gradually they started to express
possession and in doing so lost their locative nuance (i.e., became grammati-
calized). Thus, in Russian one can say: u menja kniga “(located) at me is a
book,” although the book might have been borrowed by a friend at the time
of the utterance. The expression of location is called an “event” in linguistic
terminology. Hence the term “event schema.”

Needless to say, the linguistic labels of the different event schemas reflect
specialized usage. The term “Action Schema” does not refer to “action” in
the everyday sense of the word, rather it says nothing more than that it origi-
nates from transitive verbs meaning “to hold”, “to take” etc. For now we will
limit ourselves to the schemas occurring in Hebrew and Greek:

Table 1: Three samples of Event Schemas

Label of event schema Eormula Example

Action Schema X holds Y John has a bike
Goal Schema X exists to / for Y mihi domus est
Equation Schema X is Y’s (property) the child is mine

The Action Schema (< “to hold”) involves an agent and a patient. In the Goal
and Equation Schemas, existence (of the possessee) is specified either by a
genitive or a possessive pronoun, as in the Equation Schema, or, as in the
Goal Schema, by a benefactive (often encoded as a dative).

% Heine’s treatment of possession has become influential and has widely served as the
basis for monographs and cross-linguistic research, e.g., Possessive and Existential Con-
structions in Sign Languages (Sign language typology series 8; eds. U. Zeshan & P.
Perniss; Nijmegen: Ishara Press, 2008).
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In this paper, we shall survey predicative possession in original Greek
texts and use it as a foil to throw the peculiarities of translation Greek into
relief. We shall then engage the source text to show how and why the Genesis
translator handled predicative possession the way he did.

Constructions Denoting Possession in Ancient Greek

In Ancient Greek, three event schemas expressing predicative possession are
represented.

Table 2: Event Schemas in Greek

Classical Koine
Action Exewv AMEEAVOPOG (...) Exétm APpadp 600 viovg Eoyev
Kol KTipoto wévto Gal 4:22
Hom. Il. 3.282
Goal glvou + £€0TL YOp MUV vopog Apylplov kai xpuciov ovy
dat.? Plato Symp. 184d VIhpyEL pot
Acts 3:6
Equation | sivou + 10 nediov v pév kote tdv | ‘Byd pév sipn Hoviov, Eyd
gen. Xopaopiov 0¢ Amor®
Hdt. Hist. 3.117.1 1 Cor 1:22

An immediate benefit of engaging Heine’s comprehensive model is that
through Table 2 Greek is shown to express predicative possession in three
instead of two ways.* That is one first step beyond Soisalon-Soininen and
Kulneff-Eriksson who restricted their discussions to the alleged polarity of
eivai Tivi or ew and, hence, had to attribute all functions to one of these
two. Another benefit is that Heine compares the different schemas along
more parameters than were previous applied to Greek. This is what we shall
now undertake.

The Equation Schema (in Greek &ivai tivoc) is associated with the “be-
long” construction in many languages. The structure of The bike is Bernie’s
parallels [yvopilw] tov témov Gravta 6vta Zivevog “[I declare] that the

% Incl. variants with (¢x)ytyveoBon, Onapyew, keioBon ki, (Smyth §1476; Kulneff 16-17).
* There exists a more than marginal overlap between the Goal and Action Schemas in
Greek.


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29ale%2Fcandros&la=greek&can=*%29ale%2Fcandros0&prior=*mene/laon
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29xe%2Ftw&la=greek&can=e%29xe%2Ftw0&prior=*(ele/nhn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C7&prior=e)xe/tw
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kth%2Fmata&la=greek&can=kth%2Fmata0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pa%2Fnta&la=greek&can=pa%2Fnta0&prior=kth/mata
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whole place belongs to Zenon” (P. Cair. Zen 4 59643, 21-23 [l BCE]).
“Have” constructions and “belong” constructions differ in that the possessee
is typically definite in the latter (Heine 30, 66). The above example neatly
shows its function: focussing on the possessor.® It also expresses permanent
(as opposed to temporary) ownership.® Interestingly enough, it is not used for
inalienable possession.” The latter is evident in view of the anomalous clause
*The nose is Bernie’s. Party allegiance is expressed through the Equation
Schema: to 1 Cor 1:22 (Table 2) one could add fcav... Tvég pév diinmov,
Twveg 6¢ 100 Peitiotov “some belonged to Philip, others to the aristocracy”
(Dem. 9.56).% Eivai tvog (the Equation Schema) is used in Greek with pos-
sessors that are human, concrete (materials, LSJ 488b), non-concrete (de-
scent, class, LSJ 488b). Likewise, possessees are typically human (cf. the
examples above). Animate, non-human possessees are exceptional, e.g.,
mpo{Pa)ta Exeivov dvta (P. Cair. Zen. 3 59492, 9 [I1l BCE]). More frequent
are concrete (LSJ 488D, 11b) or non-concrete possessees (“nature, duty, cus-
tom,” Smyth §1304).

The Action Schema is represented by the verb &yew. For example, xai ovy
gEel €€ovaiav ovdeic “and nobody will have power” (1 Macc 10:35). It is
typically used with a wider array of possessors than sivai tivi (Kulneff 152).
The contextual meanings of £yewv are often related to the notions of “hold,”
“contain,” “control.” Examples are: holding physical objects,’ and more ge-
nerically, possessing non-animate objects (e.g., weapons, houses, ships) or
non-concrete things (e.g., hope, power, escape). To a lesser extent we en-
counter animate, non-human possessees (Kulneff 88f.). The notion of con-
taining comes to the fore in part-whole relationships, e.g., body parts.'° Con-
trol is denoted in the use of &yswv to express the possession of landholdings
(Kulneff 82-83). In human relationships, &yew is preferably used if the pos-
sessor is socially superior to the possessee, e.g., a man “has” (&ye1) a wife,

® Cf. Smyth §1480; BDR §189.1; pace Kulneff 145, who through overlooking eivon +
gen. ascribes focus on the possessor forcibly to &yew.

® Heine 66, 110, 117, 225; KG §423, 15. n.18

" The distinction between alienable and inalienable possessions is encoded in many lan-
guages. Examples of inalienable possessions are kinship terms, body parts, part-whole
relationships etc., whereas alienable possessions are typically objects or temporary rela-
tionships (Heine 10-16).

8 Cf. also the examples in Smyth §1303-1304 and LSJ 488b.

° BDAG 420, 3; Kulneff 82-83.

' BDAG 420, 1.b.o., but already much earlier: Hom. 1I. 1.225; Hdt. 4.23.2. Cf. the
examples in Kulneff 90 3.
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children, slaves (Kulneff 160, 163), while examples to the contrary obviously
occur but are not prototypical. Whether the possession is temporary or perma-
nent is not important. Summarizing, the Action Schema is more versatile and
less prototypical than the competing schemas (cf. Heine 85f).

With respect to sentence perspective, &ew is generally preferred if the
possession is definite and has no focus function (Kulneff 144-150). This
entails that the possessors are typically definite as well. In other words, &yew
does not lend itself to introducing or emphasizing either possessor or pos-
sessee.

The Goal Schema is represented by sivai twvi, €.9., otv fipiv KMipog mpog
Bopp[av] “to/for us is a piece of land to the north” (P. Cair. Zen. 59243,11
[252 BC]). Possessors are typically human. In this schema, possessors may
have possessees that are either socially inferior or superior, even a deity
(Hom. 1l. 4.7; 20.209). Other possessees are cattle and flocks (Kulneff 88-
89), which make up someone’s wealth. This supports Heine’s finding that the
Goal and Equation Schemas™ are likely to be associated with permanent
possession and are seldom recruited for the expression of physical possession
(i.e. temporary control of something you do not own).*? For example, a sen-
tence like | have your pen, great that | could borrow it would not be ex-
pressed with givai tivi but with &yewv. Less typical possessees are concrete,
non-animate or non-concrete.

Eivai Tivt (the Goal Schema), where the possessor appears as a comple-
ment and the possessee as the subject, lends itself well to expressing focus on
the (indefinite) possessee (Kulneff 144-150, 168). Thus it fulfils a discourse
function. So, for example, if a possessee makes his entree in a narrative, eivoi
Tt predominates. However, word order shifts may achieve a focus on the
possessor as well, e.g., left-dislocation in & 6¢ Nroipacag, tivi Eotat; (Luke
12:20; cf. BDR §189). The difference with the Equation Schema (givoi tivoc)
is that the focus is not on ownership but on the fact that someone has the
possessee at his disposal (Smyth §1480).

Kulneff-Eriksson found that in her corpus of texts £ysw generally outnum-
bers eivai Tivi and kept gaining ground. Eivai T receded, the percentage
(13%) in the latest texts (Isocrates, 1V BC) suggesting a steep decline (Kul-
neff 151). She did not cover the Hellenistic period, but her picture suggests a

! Both are subsets of the more generic “Existence Schema.”
12 Heine 92-93; pace Smyth §1480 “The dative of the possessor denotes that something
... has fallen to his share temporarily.”
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rapid extinction of eivai twvi, which, indeed, has disappeared in Modern
Greek. That suggestion, however, is not borne out by the samples of Koine
adduced in this paper and elsewhere (Mayser 8§82, 892), which prove that the
three schemas were still holding sway until the 1% cent. AD.

Constructions Denoting Possession in the Greek Genesis

Let us start our review of predicative possession in translation Greek with the
Equation Schema (givai tvog). Its occurrences fall within the limits of classi-
cal Greek. For example, a sentence like 32:18 Tivog &l xai mod mopedy), Kai
Tivog t0 mpomopevdpeva tadta Eunpocbév cov; “To whom do you belong
and where are you going, and to whom belongs these things coming ahead of
you?” is completely natural given the combination of possessor and pos-
sessee and its expression of a focus on the possessor.*®

Table 3: eivai tvog in Genesis

possessor possessee

human | anim., non-hum. | concrete, non-concrete
non-animate
human 32:18 | 32:18,19; 34:23 | 38:25, 25 11:6
other

However, LXX Greek exploits the possibilities of the Equation Schema to a
very limited extent. Non-human possessors are absent from Table 3, and
human possessees are the exception rather than the rule. At the same time,
animate, non-human possessees are over-represented. LXX Genesis lacks
cases such as those listed in grammars that illustrate the typical function of
the schema to express descent, class, materials on the possessor side or na-
ture, duty, custom on the possessee side (cf. LSJ 448b).

With respect to the Action Schema in LXX Greek, what strikes us most is
its rarity: &yew, which occurs on every page of original Greek writing, is
found only 62 times in the 354 pages of Rahlfs’ Pentateuch (incl. senses other
than “to have”).

B Also 26:20; 30:42; 32:17, 18; 38:25. This construction is mentioned in SSG §22j,
22v (i), with examples from outside Genesis.
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Table 4: &ewv = “to have” in the Pentateuch™

11

possessor possessee
human animate | concrete, non-concrete
non-animate
human Gen 16:4, 5, Gen 24:15, 45; Gen 18:31;
11; 18:10; 34:14; 38:23; 23:8; 41:38;
19:15; 43:26; Exod Exod 33:12;
38:24, 24; 28:39; Lev 21:23; | 36:2; Num
44:19; Exod 22:20; Num 7:9; 27:18; Deut
2:1; 21:22; 22:29; Deut 4:38 2:25; 24:15
Deut 28:30
animate Gen 1:30; 7:22;
8:11; Lev 11:21;
22:20
concrete, Gen 1:29; 37:24;
non-anim. 49:25; Exod
28:28; 36:30; Lev
25:30; Num 19:2;
non-concr.

Given its low frequency, the possibilities of £xswv are exploited well. Next to
human possessors we find animate, non-human possessors: animals that
“have,” e.g., “an olive twig” (in its beak) or the “breath of life.” More frequent
are concrete, non-animate possessors, such as trees (having fruit), a cistern
(containing water) etc. Human possessors “have” non-concrete possessions
(sometimes implicit), in accordance with Greek conventions. In human rela-
tionships, the possessor is often socially superior: a man “has” a wife or chil-
dren, a woman “has” a baby son. But the reverse also occurs, as in 44:19, Ei
&xete matépa 1 adededv; “Do you have a father or a brother?”” This reflects
the expansion of &ew during Hellenistic times. It now increasingly expressed
“having” possessees of a superior status without the notion of control.™ The
under-use of the Action Schema is illustrated, inter alia, by the absence of
non-concrete possessors, which are frequent in original Greek (Kulneff 173).

Y There are 42 cases for the meaning “to have” in the Géttingen Pentateuch (&yopévoc
= “near” [for which see SSG §26g] is discounted, as are other uses Gen 43:27; Num 16:3;
Deut 30:20).

15 Strabo, Geogr. 6.3; 11:2; Plut. 175D, 579D, 591D; Matt 3:9; John 8:41; 1 John 2:23
etc. (I thank Dr. Anssi Voitila for putting me on the track of these examples.)
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It is atypical for £€yewv to be construed with indefinite possessees. A good
example is 18:10, kai &gl viov Tappo “and Sarah will have a son,” where
both the focus on the possessee™® and its indefiniteness are unidiomatic.

The Goal Schema (givai Tvi) is the most popular one in LXX Greek. As in
original texts, eivat is varied with yiyvesOon and vméapyew.t” A difference,
however, is that sivai Tivi occurs in a verbless variant, 11:1 kai govi pio
néow “and all had one speech.”®

Statistically, the rate of efvai Tt versus &yewv (= “to have”) in Genesis, 41
1 23, i.e., 65% vs 35% is the reverse of Kulneff-Eriksson’s outcome, viz. 416
: 986, i.e., 30% vs 70%. Even if we consider that her figures are slanted by
the latest corpus texts (Isocrates) — which are not a good sample of 4™ cent.
Greek as they suggest a sweeping victory of gyew — it is still clear that sivai
Twvi is used in a disproportionate frequency.

Table 5: eivai Tt in Genesis

possessor |possession

human animate concrete, non-concrete
non-animate
human 18:14; 19:8, [12:16; 12:20; 13:5; 8:11; 24:23;

12; 24:29; 30:30, 43; |24:36; 26:14; 27:38; 31:14,
31:42;°40:5; | (26: 14) 39:4,5,5,6,8; |16; 38:99;

43:6, 7; 32:6; 33:9, [45:10, 20; 49:10; 50:11
44:20; 48:5 |9,11 47:20, 26

animate 47:4

concrete

non-concr.

'8 The announcement of a birth to a childless couple implies that the son is in focus.

7 Gen 9:27; 12:16; 20:12; 26:14; 30:42, 43; 32:6; 47:20 and 39:5; 45:11.

'8 Once in Genesis but frequent in Exod: 26:17; 27:9, 16; 29:28, 40; 34:19.

¥ 1 reckon a divine “possessee” as an extension of the human category, linguistically
speaking.
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Table 5 bears this out. Animate, non-human possessions, almost absent from
original Greek (Kulneff 173), figure prominently in LXX Genesis.®’ And
whereas &yewv ought to outnumber eivai Tivi as it comes to human possessors
with concrete, non-animate and non-concrete possessions (Kulneff 173),
Tables 4 and 5 show the reverse. The term we apply to collocations that may
occur in original texts but that translated texts are teeming with is “statistical
interference.”

In accordance with original Greek, social status plays no role if both
possessor and possession are human. Next to instances where eivai Tivt
expresses the possession of socially inferior persons,® we find cases of
superior “possessees.”22

Eivai Tt is the favourite construction to bring out focus on the posses-
sion, in other words, to fulfil a discourse function. In 16:1 (below), a new
participant (an Egyptian slavegirl) is being introduced by association with an
already active participant (Sarah). Discourse-wise, the slavegirl is indetermi-
nate and in focus.?® Approaching such contexts from a discourse viewpoint
has the advantage of simplicity compared to explanations based on the tradi-
tional sentence-based framework. Thus, in his monumental Syntax, Muraoka
accounts for the difference between determinate and indeterminate noun
phrases occurring with ivoi v as ownership versus possession (SSG §93c),
with somewhat artificial results.?*

fv 8¢ anti] moudickn Aiyvrtia, | she had an Egyptian slavegirl, 16:1
7 dvoua Ayép. whose name was Hagar.

gyéveto 6¢ T donpo Tod Laban got the inconspicuous 30:42
AaBav, ta 8¢ Enionpa ToD [sheep], Jacob the conspicuous

Tokop

o1 dYo viol cov o yevopevol the two sons you got in Egypt 48:5
oot &v Alydnt@ ... éuoi giow ... are mine

% Muraoka holds that in these constructions the dative expresses an “inalienable or
inseparable relationship” (SSG §22wd). However, his example of Gen 26:14, where flocks,
cattle and fields are the possessee (by definition all alienable) disproves this point.

2! Gen 19:8; cf. also Exod 2:16; 21:4.

22 \/iz. a brother (24:19), an elderly father (44:20), a deity (31:42).

2 Cf. also, inter alia, Gen 11:1; 12:16; 16:1; 18:14; 19:8.

% E g., that in 16:1 Sarah was the possessor rather than the owner of the slavegirl seems
odd. In 30:42 the issue of possession vs. ownership is alien to the context.
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Eivai twve is also used, less correctly, in contexts that require a focus on the
possessor (48:5% above). In some of these cases, eivar twvog, as in 30:42,
would have been more idiomatic.

How did the LXX translator treat “have” constructions in Genesis?

So far we have found that the use of the three schemas in LXX Genesis con-
forms substantially to original Greek. Differences can be summarized as
follows: under-use of eivai tvoc, anomalous and under-use of &yewv, and
over-use of givai tivi. These findings can be explained to a certain extent with
general observations. The main source for the under-use of &ygw is obviously
the absence of a Hebrew verb to prompt it (negative interference). Second,
givai Tvog is under-used because Hebrew expressions that involve a certain
descent, class, category or material (with », 13, w°X or otherwise) have been
translated literally with éx, amé, vidc and &vBpwmog in the Pentateuch.?® Thus,
for a7 0™2v7 *79 (Exod 2:6) we find Ano tdv maudiov tdv ‘Efpaiov todro.
Philo, in his retelling of the story, idiomatically uses the genitive: [yvobcov
8 ét] tdv ‘EPpoiov €oti (Mos. I. 15). Third, the over-use of sivai T is
caused by the frequency of the Goal Schema (sivai tvi) in Hebrew. Many
instances of eivai Tivi are perfectly idiomatic in Greek, yet their frequency is
not (statistical interference).

A look into Hebrew predicative possession will help to further illuminate
the dynamics of the translation process and which translational norms gov-
erned it on the microlevel. In classical Hebrew, “have” constructions are all
derived from the Goal Schema:

Table 6: Realizations of the Goal Schema in Hebrew

EXISTO™NEC to [ for | Hun, 9 x| 797w% 39 0 ux 21 vhwr vy x| 33:9

to be to / for o3 DO7aR) RTINY 107 L. vivon | 135

@ to / for 2+ 0 miaaopw %o &3 | 19:5

It is not easy to do computer searches for predicative possession in Hebrew.
Since queries for 7 + 27 yield lots of “noise,” and do not show verbless

% Also 31:16; 40:5; 45:20; 48:6.

% Cf. the examples given by I. Soisalon-Soininen, “Die Wiedergabe des partitiven 72
im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax (eds. A. Aejmelaeus and
R. Sollamo; AASF, Ser.B, Tom. 237; Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 158-159.
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clauses, I took Jenni’s instances of the “Lamed ascriptionis” as a point of
departure (Jenni 54-83). T dropped instances where a translation with “to
have” was out of the question, such as o°77x7 077 *n»m (17:7), which is es-
sentially a predicative clause. A scrutiny yielded 75 cases in Genesis, here
charted to their Greek renderings.

Table 7: Hebrew and Greek predicative possession in Genesis

sivai Tivt sivai sundry guoc | Eyxsw other
TIVOG genitives KT
Su | 33:9, 11; 44:19
39:4,5, 8;
43:7; 44:20
SR | 477 11:30
9o | 12:16; 13:5; | 30:42 49:26
26:14;
30:30, 43;
31:42; 32:6;
33:9; 38:9;
47:20, 26;
48:5, 6
5+@ | 12:20; 16:1; | 11:6; 13:1; 24:2; | 14:23 | 18:10; | 40:8;
18:14; 19:8, | 26:20; 255, 6; ; 34:14 47:22
12, 12; 23:9; | 32:18, 29:9; 31:1, | 20:7; ;
24:29, 36; 18, 19; 1, 19, 21; 33:9 49:10
31:14, 16; 34:23; 32:24;
39:6; 40:5; 38:25, 25 | 41:43;
43:6; 45:10, 45:11;
20; 48:5; 46:1, 32;
50:11 47:1,4
tot.# 39 9 16 3 3 5

(instances of 9-wx~(2) are printed bold)

Several patterns become visible through this chart:
(1) > w> and % 773 are mainly rendered as ivai Tt

(2) 7 + verbless clause features the greatest variety of renderings.

(3) 7 wx~(72) is mainly rendered as cd¢ or with genitive constructions.
(4) "Eyxzw rarely renders Hebrew constructions that denote possession.
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Since the subdivisions of the Hebrew Goal Schema do not run parallel to the
three Greek schemas, we will now analyze how these four observations can
be accounted for.

(1) It is typical of 7 v» and % Px to mark focus on the (indefinite) posses-
sion, as in 33:9 °nx 271 °7-w> “I have a lot, brother.” That parallels the function
of eivai vt in Greek. Hence the high percentage of eivai twvi for
Surand Py

Also rendered frequently as ivoi Tvy is 7 777, Narratives that describe the
growing wealth of the patriarchs call for aorists. As aorists are rare for &ysuw,
this makes eivai Tt the obvious choice.?® In 30:43 the possessee (God) is
superior, and 33:9 features an (indefinite) possessee in focus. In many cases,
then, eivai tvi is employed idiomatically. Of the 15 occurrences of 5 7 only
5 renderings can plausibly be viewed as Hebrew interference.?®

(2) The variety of renderings for 7 + verbless clause also shows a system
(7 wx~23 will be discussed sub (3)). The “periphrastic genitive,” e.g., X%
77 wR (GKC §129h) is rendered idiomatically as a genitive, peta édv
npoPaTev Tod Totpdg avtic “with her father’s sheep.”*® Where the possessee
is in focus, elvai Tivi occurs as expected.®* A focus on the possessor explains
the instances of sivai twvoc, e.g., 20:20 @dokoviee aOTAY sivar 10 BOwp
“claiming the water was theirs”. The category “other” concerns contextual
renderings that need not detain us here. Remaining cases smacking of He-
brew interference are limited in number (31:14, 16; 40:5; 48:5).

(3) The renderings of > wx-22 are quite varied: we find either relative
clauses of the type (mévto) doa fv avtd (39:6) or noun phrases such as
navto to od/avtod (20:7; 13:1) and wavta to vwdpyovta avtod (25:5). This
is no random variation, for on closer inspection it appears that the translator
aims for a certain simplicity of syntax. The key factor is the proximity of =23
9-wR to the verb, which constrains the use of a relative clause. If the phrase
in question is prepositional, or closely follows or precedes the verb as a sub-
ject or object, then a noun phrase is preferred:

7 Accidentally, 2 X occurs only twice in Gen. That 7 ¢ and % 1°X parallel each other
is borne out by the 20 occurrences of X in Exod — Deut, of which 18 are rendered as
givai Tve.

2 E g., Gen 12:16; 26:14; 30:43; 32:6; similarly 47:20. Cf. Kulneff 40-48.

2 Gen 30:30; 38:9; 47:23; 48:5-6 (?).

%0 Gen 29:9; 31:19; 41:43; 47:4

! Gen 16:1; 18:14; 19:8, 12, 12; 24:29; 43:6; 45:20; 50:11.
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T27WR7n npROR) | &l ... Mjuyopat dnd Tavtov tdv odv | 14:23
727 72 07 | oto oot th 6 33:9
i27WRNR 1297 | kad SieBifacev whvto T avtod 32:24%

The translator generally avoided the complexity resulting from juxtaposing a
relative clause to a verb, e.g., *£o1® oot Tavta Sca coi éotv.** He made an
interesting exception to this “simplicity rule,” however. Where the extent of
the possessions played a role, he did use a relative clause with givai tivi close
to the verb, for example, where Abraham’s servant showcases Isaac as the
heir of his father’s fortune:

| Py e ien | kad E8wkev avtd Soo iy avtd | 24:36; cf. 39:6 |

If 5=9wx-73 is far removed from the verb and more loosely connected to it, the
translator did not have to bother about connecting it to what followed. So,
paradoxically, the distance “freed” the translator to give a literal rendering:*

IAYR-NRY IR YN | ... copmpomépyan adtdv Kod THY yovoika | 12:20%
2 WR22°N%) | avtod ki mévTa, doa Ny odTd

In 13:1 the enumeration continued after 7-¢&-23, which constrained the
translator to use a noun phrase to avoid a relative clause within an enumerati-
on.

RIT 080 07X 29 | AvEPn 8¢ ABpap €€ AlydmTov, avtog 13:1
97YR721 YR | kol 1) yov adTod kai Thvto To adTod
72337 0y vi7 | kol AT uet’ anvtod, gig v Epnuov.

(4) Our fourth point is the scarcity of £ysw for constructions denoting posses-
sion, which so puzzled Soisalon-Soininen. It is used 3 times for phrases with
9 and 14 times for an array of other constructions (Soisalon-Soininen 184-

185). Often it renders prepositional phrases such as anIw=2y 7721 — &yovca

% Also 20:7; 24:2; 25:5; 31:1, 1, 21; 46:1, 32; 47:1.

¥ Such cases do occur, however, e.g., 30:30.

3 In several of these instances mévta Soa giyev (1 Macc 9:36; Mark 12:44 etc.) would
probably sound better.

% Also 45:10. | am inclined to consider 45:11, which does not fit the analysis, a varia-
tion to avoid repeating the construction in the preceding verse.
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v 08piav &l tdV dumv (24:45).% The translator was thus perfectly capable
of using &yswv and was certainly not avoiding it.

There are several factors explaining the non-use of &yew. That it is not
used with non-concrete possessors flows from the translator’s adherence to
the word classes of the original, which didn’t prompt him to render, e.g.,
RPN (26:20) with *@oBog Eoxev avtovg but with épopnonoav as the closest
formal equivalent. The nature of the narrative material, rich in aorist forms,
constitutes another factor, the aorist of &g not being common. Also, eivai
Twv IS over-used, to the detriment of &yew.

There is yet another factor, which allows us an intriguing glimpse into the
translator’s development. Note the following examples:

Ny 9% 2w 2 | 0 Enavaotpéeov fiEm mpoc of kotd Tov Gen 18
7Y s2-mIm o | kapodv todtov gig dpag, kol el viov
IAWR | Zappa 1 yovn cov. (...)
ny2 TOR N TR | M eic TV kapdv todTov avasTpéym Tpdg
J2 M 0 | of sic dpag, kal Eoton T Zappae vide.

PT2YNR XY IR | 2 kopie, o0 fpdTnoug Tode TaIdc Gov Gen 44
-1 2K 029w Ry | Aéyev Ei &yete notépa fi 68eA@ov: 2 kol
STTRTOR MR AR | elmapey 1¢) kupio “Eotiv fuiv ot
T 191 AR MW | mpeoButepog Kol madiov YHpmg vedTEPOV
T0R D°IRT | o0t

The translator employs &yewv for  + verbless clause, but when this con-
struction is repeated in the same context, he switches to sivail Tt In
other words, on two occasions a typically Greek verb is abandoned for a
morphematic rendering. Why would that be? It is not unusual for this
translator to change his course, but the general pattern is that he first uses
a literal rendering and then abandons it for something more idiomatic (Van
Klinken). So, whence the opposite procedure in these two passages? Was it
for mere variation? | do not think so, since | found no other instances of vari-
ation between &ystv and ivai Tivt in the same context and even less the other
way round, as one would expect. It is also telling that in both passages the

% Also 1:29, 30; 7:22; 8:11; 18:31; 19:15; 23:8; 24:15, 45; 37:14; 38:23; 41:38; 43:26;
49:45,
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same mechanism is operative, i.e. a switch from literal to idiomatic in the
same context.*’

The transition from &yew to elvai tivi is not stylistically motivated (avoid-
ance of repetition) but occurs for discourse reasons. In 18:10, Abraham’s
guest announces that Sarah will have “a son.” The son is indeterminate and is
obviously brought into focus as a new participant. So instead of &yew, the
translator should have used sivai Tivi, which typically supports this function.
And that is what he did in vs 14, without going back to correct vs 10 (cf. Tov
50). Likewise, in Gen 44:19 the “father or brothers” are indeterminate from
Joseph’s point of view and constitute the focus of his question. Since, dis-
course-wise, sivai Tivi is indicated, it is logical that &ystwv is not used again in
vs 20. This intuition remained in place well into the 1* century AD, e.g., in
Philo’s version of the Joseph story, yvoivg 8’ 0 Pactledg Ot kol Tathp 0Ty
avt® (Jos. 251).

The following picture emerges. The Genesis translator seems to have be-
come aware that he was overdoing sivai tvi. In these two passages he broke
away from it, using &yew — but then repented. In Tov’s words, he was “hesi-
tating” and changed his course (Tov 49-50). His trials with &ewv did not
succeed, and this may have prompted him to realize that translating idiomati-
cally is a good deal more complex than it seems, and that eivai Tvi was not
so bad, after all, as a versatile rendering. Since departing fom &ivai Tvi was
risky and could lead to unnatural results, it was probably better to stay with it.
Unnatural results were bound to show up anyhow, and sivoi tivt at least had
the advantage of formal correspondence, which significantly facilitated the
job.

Though the translator developed in the course of his work, the develop-
ment was not one-dimensional towards greater naturalness, as has been sug-
gested (van der Louw 228). True, finding natural renderings was one of his
aims, but finding versatile and viable renderings was another. This insight
helps to account for a paradox that is otherwise hard to explain, viz. that the
next book, Exodus, generally and rightly considered a freer translation than
Genesis, has fewer cases of &yewv and exhibits more interference in the ren-
dering of predicative possession.

¥ Such switches from literal to free (and sometimes the other way round) are ubiqui-
tous in LXX Genesis. Cf. “The Evolution of the Greek Genesis Translator” (forthcoming).
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Conclusions

In the translation of “have” constructions in LXX Genesis, the choice for one
of the three options is governed first of all by conventions of original Greek
writing for the respective contexts. The second factor is source language
interference in a general sense, unidiomatic renderings being comparatively
small in number. Translational norms on the microlevel constitute a third
factor. Fourthly, it appears that unsuccessful experiments with &yew contrib-
uted to an increasing use of givai tvi as the most versatile rendering of He-
brew predicative possession.
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Quelle est la Septante du Lévitique ?
INNOCENT HIMBAZA

1. Introduction*

Depuis les découvertes des manuscrits de la mer Morte, deux manuscrits
grecs du Lévitique, 4QLXXLev? (4Q119 = Ra 801) contenant Lv 26,2-16 et
4QpapLXXLev® (4Q120: Ra 802) contenant Lv 1,11-5,24[6,5], ont attiré
Dattention des chercheurs. Le premier est daté de la fin du 2° s. ou du début
du 1°s. av. J.-C., le deuxiéme du 1* s. av. J.-C. Parallelement, deux éditions
de la Septante du Lévitique ont vu le jour, celle de Rahlfs et celle de Wevers.
Soulignons toutefois que Rahlfs lui-méme n’a pas connu les découvertes des
manuscrits de la mer Morte. Les rééditions qui citent ces manuscrits sont
donc postérieures a sa mort. Bien que connues de ces éediteurs, les lectures
particuliéres de ces manuscrits qumraniens ne furent pratiqguement pas inté-
grées dans le texte. Elles étaient jugées comme des révisions interprétatives et
stylistiques d’un texte grec plus ancien représenté, dans le Lévitique, par les
grands Codices comme A, B, F, G et des Papyri comme 809, 858, 931"
Cependant, depuis une vingtaine d’années plusieurs voix se sont élevées
pour affirmer I’inverse. Les manuscrits qumraniens du Lévitique refléteraient
la formulation la plus ancienne de la Septantez. D’un coté, les auteurs comme

1 P.W. Skehan, « The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual Criticism », Volume du Con-
greés, Strasbourg 1956 (VTSup 4 ; Leiden: Brill, 1957) 148-160 ; P. Kahle, The Cairo
Geniza (Second edition; Oxford : Basil Balckwell, 1959) 223-226. Ce jugement a
d’ailleurs influencé le manuel de la Septante de Harl, Dorival, Munnich qui évoque la
révision de la LXX en vue d’améliorer son grec. Le manuel se base sur le manuscrit
4QLXXNum. Voir M. Harl, G. Dorival, O. Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante. Du
judaisme hellénistique au christianisme ancien (Initiation au Christianisme ancien ; Paris :
Editions du Cerf ; éditions du CNRS, 1994) 120.

2 P.W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, J. E. Sanderson, Qumran Cave 4. IV : Paleo-Hebrew and
Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 9 ; Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1992) 161-186 ; E. Ulrich,
The Septuagint Manuscript from Qumran: a Reappraisal of Their Value (SCS 33 ; Atlanta,
Georgia: Scholars Press, 1992) 49-80 ; E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origin of
the Bible (Grand Rapids, Michigan-Cambridge, UK: William B. Eerdmans; Leiden, Bos-
ton, Koln: Brill, 1999) 165-183: S. Metso, E. Ulrich, « The Old Greek Translation of
Leviticus », The Book of Leviticus, Composition & Reception (ed. Rolf Rendtorff, Robert

22
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Ulrich, Tov et van der Louw considerent globalement les manuscrits qumra-
niens comme reflétant la formulation la plus ancienne de la Septante, alors
que de I’autre c6té, d’autres comme Wevers et Petersen continuent a privilé-
gier le texte des codices®.

Dans une publication, centrée sur 4QLXXLev?% j’ai soutenu la premiére
position®. Pour cette contribution, je résumerai les principaux cas textuels de
ce manuscrit et je m’attarderai ensuite sur le manuscrit 4QpapLXXLeVb. La
synthése donnera un regard global sur ces manuscrits en comparaison avec la
Septante éditée (LXX-ed).

Emanuel Tov a particulierement fait observer que hormis les différences
de formulations et de vocabulaire, ces manuscrits partagent le méme arriere-
fond historique que la Septante éditée®. Il ne s’agit pas de traductions indé-
pendantes les unes des autres. Cela veut dire qu’il faut considérer les lectures
variantes comme des recensions et qu’une version est issue d’une autre. Or,
cette observation pose la question de la Septante du Lévitique, c’est-a-dire le
texte du traducteur ou celui qui en est le plus proche. C’est la raison de la
question de départ : quelle est la Septante du Lévitique ? Ces lignes tenteront
de démontrer qu’en comparaison avec la LXX-ed, les deux manuscrits de
Qumrén sont les plus proches du traducteur grec.

A mon sens, plusieurs indices font pencher la balance vers I’idée que les
deux manuscrits de Qumran refletent la formulation la plus plus ancienne de
la Septante. Les lectures les plus significatives de 1’'un comme de ’autre
manuscrit seront analysées. En filigrane sera également posée la question de
la technique de traduction de la Septante du Lévitique.

A. Kugler ; Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2003) 247-268 ; E. Tov, « The Greek Biblical Texts
from The Judean Desert », The Bible as Book. The Transmission of the Greek Text (ed.
Scot McKendrick, Orlaith A. O’Sullivan ; London: The British Library & Oak Knoll Press,
2003) 97-122 (= E. Tov, Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible, and Qumran, Collected Essays, Texts
and Studies in Ancient Judaism ; Tlbingen : Mohr Siebeck, 2008, 339-364) ; T. Van der
Louw, « Translaiton and Writing in 4QLXXLevA » The Books of Leviticus and Numbers,
(ed. Thomas Romer ; BETL 215 ; Leuven, Paris, Dudley MA: Peeters, 2008) 383-397.

% J.W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Leviticus, (Septuagint and Cognate Studies 44 ; At-
lanta, Georgia : Scholars Press, 1997 ; J.W. Wevers, « The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Septu-
agint », BIOSCS 38 (2005) 1-24 ; N. Petersen, « An Analysis Of Two Early LXX Manu-
scripts From Qumran : 4QLXXNum And 4QLXXLev* In The Light Of Previous Studies »,
Bulletin for Biblical Research 19, NA (2009) 481-510.

* 1. Himbaza, « What are the consequences if 4QLXXLev* contains early formulations
of the Septuagint ? », Die Septuaginta —Orte und Intentionen, (ed. S. Kreuzer, M. Meiser
and M. Sigismund; WUNT 361, Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr Siebeck, 2016) 294-308.

® E. Tov, « The Greek Biblical Texts from The Judean Desert », The Bible as Book,
106-107.
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2. 4QLXXLev?

En dehors des cas de reconstruction des lacunes qu’il est difficile de juger, la
comparaision textuelle entre 4QLXXLev® et la LXX-ed montre quinze cas de
lectures variantes®. Ces quinze cas touchent majoritairement au style mais
aussi au choix du vocabulaire. Certains de ces cas nous semblent difficiles a
expliquer si bien que nous les considérons comme non résolus’. Il s’agit par
exemple de Lv 26,6 ol 4QLXXLeV? lit [o] expoPwv vuag, alors que le LXX-
ed lit dpdg 6 éxpoPdv pour le TM ogn (terrifiant). Dans le méme verset,
4QLXXLeV? lit la phrase ka1 moAepog ov Siehevoetar St Tng YN vuov (et la
guerre ne passsera pas par votre terre) en fin de verset, alors que la LXX-ed
la lit soit au début, soit & la fin, voire les deux & la fois selon les manuscrits®.
Le TM lit la méme phrase a la fin du verset, en accord avec 4QLXXLev? En
Lv 26,8, 4QLXXLeV? lit mevie vuov, la LXX-ed, € dudv mévie pour le TM
mwng 0an (cing d’entre vous). Au niveau du vocabulaire, on peut citer
I’exemple de Lv 26,15 ot 4QLXXLev® lit [rpocta]ypact pov, la LXX-ed,
kpipaoiv pov pour le TM -wawn (mes ordonnances). Pour ce cas, on peut
néanmoins penser que la LXX-ed a révisé 4QLXXLev?® puisque c’est kpuuol
qui est devenu le terme grec standard pour I’hébreu vown’.

En revanche, les quelques cas recensés dans le tableau ci-dessous permet-
tent une assise un peu plus solide pour apprécier les lectures différentes des
témoins grecs. La LXX-ed est représentée par les éditions de Raphls et de
Wevers qui contiennent les mémes lectures.

Référence | TM 4QLXXLev? LXX-ed
26,4 nY) | [Tov vetov Tt ynt | TOV VETOV VUiV
VUOV
26,4 7IEa v | Tov Euhvov kap [ kai To EOAO TV TESiIOV
M2 GOdMGEL TOV KOPTOV
ATV
26,5 U7 | auntog dAomTog

® p.W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, J. Sanderson, Qumran Cave 4 1V, 161-165.

"Voir I. Himbaza, « What are the consequences if 4QLXXLev* contains early formula-
tions of the Septuagint ? ».

8 P. Harlé, D. Pralon, Le Levitique, (La Bible d’Alexandrie 3 ; Paris : Cerf, 1988) 205,
ont préféré garder cette lecture au début et a la fin du verset. La traduction anglaise NETS
la met a la fin du v. 5, ce qui correspond au méme emplacement que la traduction alle-
mande Septuaginta Deutsch qui I’a gardé au début du v. 6.

® Voir E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls, 174.
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26,9 R | [kt gotor poJv m | kKol otiow TV Swwdnknv
2°NR | ddnkm ev vy pov ped’ vudv.
DA
26,11 Syan | Boeivéopan Boelv&eTan 1 yoyn Hov
B2k
26,12 ay? "7 | potgbvog pov Aadg

Lv 26,4 : Une traduction littérale de la LXX-ed (votre pluie) a corrigé une
traduction libre ou venant d’une Vorlage différente reflétée dans 4QLXXLev?
(la pluie de votre terre).

Lv 26,4 : La traduction littérale de la LXX-ed (et ’arbre des champs don-
nera son fruit) est comprise comme une révision d’une traduction libre ou
d’une Vorlage différente reflétée dans 4QLXXLeva (et I’arbre [son] fruit).

26,5 : Une traduction rigoureuse de la LXX-ed (battage) correspondant au
TM a remplacé une traduction approximative de 4QLXXLev?* (moisson).
Cette derniére lecture était vraisemblablement influencée par Lv 25,5.11. La
lecture de 4QLXXLeVv? pourrait s’expliquer par le rapprochement entre bat-
tage (v7) et vendange (7°x2). Ce rapprochement a fait que battage (w>7) fut
interprété alors comme « moisson » (2°xp) en tant que la récolte des grains,
comme le blé, alors que la vendange est la récolte des raisins. Méme Wevers
est revenu sur sa position et pense que la lecture la plus ancienne est celle de
4QLXXLev™.

26,9 : Une traduction littérale de la LXX-ed (et j’établirai mon alliance
avec vous) a remplacé une traduction libre (et mon alliance sera en vous).

26,11 : Une traduction littérale de la LXX-ed (mon ame aura en aversion)
a remplacé une traduction libre (j’aurai en aversion), moins littérale ou une
lecture comme 2¥ix.

26,12 : Pour ce cas, la recherche est unanime pour dire que la lecture de la
LXX-ed (pour moi un peuple) est une révision de la lecture de 4QLXXLev?
(pour moi une nation). La lecture de la LXX-ed refléte un usage standardisé
ultérieurement en grec, un usage qui tend & réserver a Israél le titre de Xaog
alors que les nations sont nommées #0vog. Dans ce cas, 4QLXXLev® repré-
sente 1’étape antérieure a cette standardisation.

10«1 am not clear why I adopted the majority ¢A6ntoc as original text, since &untoc
seems to me to be LXX, and dAdéntog a revision ». J.W. Wevers, Notes, 439. Quelques
années plus tard, le méme auteur confirmait ce point de vue. Voir J.W. Wevers, « The
Dead Sea scrolls and the Septuagint », 3.
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D’une maniére générale on observe que la traduction de 4QLXXLev? est
souvent libre. Le traducteur évite les sémitismes et certaines de ses formula-
tions semblent countourner les difficultés textuelles. Si cette traduction était
chronologiquement placée en deuxiéme lieu, elle n’améliorerait pas la traduc-
tion littérale que nous avons dans la LXX-ed. De plus, les choix lexicaux de
4QLXXLev* qui sont moins standardisés ou moins idéologiques, sont diffici-
lement compréhensibles si un réviseur avait devant lui les termes actuels de
la LXX-ed.

3. 4QpapLXXLeV

L’appréciation de 4QpapLXXLev®, daté du 1% siécle av. J.-C, est pratique-
ment la méme que celle de 4QLXXLev®. Remarquons que ce manuscrit est si
fragmentaire qu’il est difficile d’avoir une vue d’ensemble de ses lectures
aussi précise que pour 4QLXXLev®. En effet, quelques mots des six premiers
chapitres du Lévitique ont survécu et plus de soixante de ses fragments sont
non identifiés. Cependant, ce manuscrit s’est particuliérement rendu célébre par
sa maniere de rendre le tetragramme par Tow au lieu de xopog (Lv 3,12 ; 4,27).
Une telle lecture pose plusieurs questions sur lesquelles nous reviendrons.

En comparaison avec la LXX-ed, la majorité des lectures variantes de
4QpapLXXLeV’® sont d’ordre stylistique alors que d’autres ont une valeur
textuelle. Comme c’est le cas pour 4QLXXLev?, Emanuel Tov a observé,
avec raison a mon avis, que ce manuscrit et la LXX-ed ont le méme arriere-
fond historique. 1l ne s’agit pas de deux traductions indépendantes. Cette
observation est importante puisqu’elle implique que ’une de ces deux ver-
sions dépend de ’autre et est issue d’elle. Cette affirmation doit cependant
étre tempérée par la possibilité d’une évolution ultérieure de chaque version /
recension indépendamment de I’autre.

Le tableau ci-aprés montre que les récentes éditions de la LXX ont diffé-
remment apprécié les lectures de 4QpapLXXLev®. Les éditions de Rahlfs et
Wevers n’ont pas toujours retenu les mémes lectures de ce manuscrit. Lors-
qu’un mot est identique dans les deux éditions, il n’est noté qu’une fois dans
la colonne de Rahlfs.

Référence | M 4Q LXX-ed Rahlfs | LXX-ed
papLXXLev® Wevers
1 |Lv24 M0 | ev KMPav]ot &v KMPave, &v KMPBave

d®POV KLPI®
2 | Lv25 2972 | mepupaplevng | mepupapévn
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3 | Lv34d %y | ano éml
4 | Lv31l any | ooplev, oo evwdiag oounv
[evwdiag £Owdiag
5 | Lv312 | oo Kvpiov
6 | Lv314 2 | Tol oo Kvpie
7 | Lv44d X271 | Ko sloaéf e Kol Tpoodet
8 | Lv46 yay | emtokig tol] EMTOKIG EMTAKIG TO
omys | Saktvdmi= doKxTUA®
Smr:vaw
WK DNYD
9 | Lv47 an | mgl o)
kop]r[ow]oewg | OAokavTONITOV
10 | Lv 4,18 W | TovT[ TV TPOG TOV OVTVOG
pog
11 | Lv 4,27 o | loo Kupiov
12 | Lv 4,27 “X? WX | ov momBnoeton | f ov
ripyn mombnceTon
13 | Lv 4,27 ayR) | mAnpelnonont | mAnpueinon
14 | Lv 4,28 neyy | Xduopov yipoupov
15 | Lv5)9 nR¥a | opoptiog apoptiog apoptio
16 | Lv5,10 oy 797 | ko Kot E€hdoeTon Kol
e&]hooet[on £EMdoeTon
mePL 0O TOD
17 | Lv5,18 v | Jom foet
18 | Lv5,21 mma | e tfov low TOG EVIOANG
(6,2) Kvpiov
19 | Lv5,21 PYY | mown]kev noikncév
(6.2)

L’état fragmentaire du ms 4QpapLXXLev® ne permet pas toujours un recul
suffisant pour apprécier ses lectures particulieres. C’est la raison pour la-
quelle, seules quelques variantes textuelles qui permettent une assise solide
pour la discussion seront abordées ici.

Dans ses Notes on the Greek text of Leviticus publié en 1997 Wevers a re-
connu qu’aujourd’hui il ferait d’autres choix textuels, considérant que dans
certains cas c’est 4QpapLXXLev® qui représente le texte le plus ancien.
L’¢édition du Lévitique de Gottingen contient donc des choix de lecture que
leur auteur a abandonnés.

Le plus d®dpov kvpie que nous avons en Lv 2,4 dans I’édition de Rahlfs,
est considéré comme une expansion populaire par Wevers. Metso et Ulrich
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s’accordent avec lui**. Comme nous suivons cet avis, nous considérons que la
lecture de 4QpapLXXLeV®, adoptée par Wevers, est la plus ancienne.

Dans son article de 2005, Wevers donne 1’image globale d’un scribe peu
soigneux, ce qui expliqgue la majorité des lectures particuliéres de
4QpapLXXLeV®. Il reconnait cependant deux cas ol il considére désormais
ce manuscrit comme contenant la lecture la plus ancienne.

Le premier cas concerne la lecture apaptiag en Lv 5,9 alors que dans son
édition il avait suivi apoprtio. Pour ce cas, il présente méme son « Mea cul-
pa ! ». Wevers avait déja exprimé le changement de son point de vue dans ses
Notes'® pour les occurrences de Lv 4,21.24 ou il avait suivi les grands Co-
dices A, B et F.

Le deuxiéme cas concerne la reconstruction d’une lacune en Lv 5,10.
Dans son édition Wevers a noté xatr é&ildoetan mept avtod qui correspond
exactement au TM %y 992). Or, la reconstruction de 4QpapLXXLev® montre
qu’il n’y a pas assez d’espace pour tout ce texte, si bien qu’il faut lire le grec
sans mepi avtod. Cette lecture suivie par Rahlfs est en accord avec certains
grands codices comme A et B. Wevers accepte que maintenant il suivrait le
texte court.

Emanuel Tov a retenu cing cas qui montreraient que 4QpapLXXLev® est
plus ancien que la LXX-ed. Nous le suivons a une exception pres.

1) En Lv 2,5, le TM lit : 7322 nYp (farine pétrie). 4QpapLXXLeV" lit une
forme génitive cepidodreng nepupop]evng alors que la LXX-ed lit une forme
nominative : oepidolg mepupapévn qui correspond mieux au TM. Wevers
parle simplement d’une erreur. Une révision de la part de 4QpapLXXLev® est
en tout cas difficilement explicable, alors qu’une correction syntaxique de la
LXX-ed s’explique pour mieux faire correspondre la déclinaison grecque a
celle du TM.

2) En Lv 3,4, la lecture éni de la LXX-ed est une traduction littérale en
tant qu’équivalent du TM y. Celle de 4QpapLXXLeVv®, aro, représente pro-
bablement une ancienne lecture qui a été corrigée. Wevers parle lui d’une
erreur de copie de la part du scribe de ce manuscrit. Ainsi expliqué, on ne
parlerait pas de révision, alors qu’on peut I’invoquer dans le cas inverse.

3) Lv 3,11 présente un cas ou les textes grecs ont différemment interprété
le méme texte hébreu. 4QpapLXXLev® semble avoir lu ou compris nnm

11 J.W. Wevers, Notes, 15 ; S. Metso, E. Ulrich, « The Old Greek Translation of Leviti-
cus », 266.
12 3W. Wevers, Notes, 45, 47.
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(odeur agréable) a la place de on»> (pain) comme un complément d’objet™. Le
prétre fera monter « I’odeur agréable ». On sait cependant que dans plusieurs
passages, la LXX évite de parler du « pain » de Dieu (Lv 3,16 ; 21,6.8.17.21 ;
22,25). On peut donc penser que I’interprétation « odeur agréable » fut adop-
tée par le traducteur et que toute la tradition manuscrite 1’a ensuite reprise en
I’adaptant a 1’analyse morphologique.

Les manuscrits grecs suivis par Rahlfs interpretent la méme lecture
nm1 ) comme faisant partie d’une phrase nominale. Pour Wevers,
I’accusatif de 4QpapLXXLeVb simplifie le texte. Cependant, la compréhen-
sion de 4QpapLXXLeV" était probablement due au fait que le complément du
verbe que nous avons en hébreu dans le suffixe du premier verbe : i7vpm (et
il le présentera) ne se trouve pas dans le texte grec, comme il est également
absent du Pentateuque Samaritain. La lecture oour| retenue par Rahlfs et qui
correspond mieux au TM au v. 11 peut alors étre comprise comme une cor-
rection de I’ancienne lecture représentée par 4QpapLXXLevb.

4) La variante la plus célebre est la lecture Iow que nous trouvons en 3,12
et en 4,27. Les autres lectures sont des reconstructions (1,11 ; 2,3 ; 3,11.14 ;
4,3.4.7 ; 5,19.20[6,1].21[6,2]). Alors que la lecture Tow au lieu de kbpog a
suscité une certaine méfiance des chercheurs, comme Albert Pietersma',
Emanuel Tov estime qu’elle refléte le texte originel de la LXX. Pour lui, les
autres systemes altérnatifs de lecture, comme écrire le tétragramme en carac-
téres hébreux ou utiliser le terme kvpog, sont des révisions tardives™.

La question qu’il faut se poser est si cette lecture refléte un état antérieur a
I’utilisation du terme xbpiog ou bien si elle était confinée a certains milieux
comme une lecture alternative minoritaire™®. Il est difficile de répondre & cette
question, puisqu’on n’a pas la connaissance approfondie de tous les milieux
juifs hellénisés. La récente étude de Frank Shaw montre la complexité du
dossier et les nuances nécessaires a y apporter’’.

3 pour la traduction de On% par oop]ev, [evdiag, le traducteur aurait évité qu’on puisse
donner du « pain » au Seigneur. Voir P. Harlé, D. Pralon, Le Lévitique, 93.

¥ A. Pietersma, « Kyrios or Tetragram : A Renewed Quest for the Original LXX », De
Septuaginta. Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on his sixty-fifth birthday, (ed. A.
Pietersma, C. Cox, Mississauga : Benben Publications, 1984) 85-101, spéc. 98.

15 E. Tov, « The Greek Biblical Text », 356-357.

'8 Dans une discussion en marge du collogue de Wuppertal sur la LXX en 2014, A. Van
der Kooij a suggéré que le scribe de ce manuscrit était peut-étre sectaire.

Y7 £ shaw, The Earliest Non-Mystical Jewish Use of Iaw, (Contributions to Biblical
Exegesis & Theology 70 ; Leuven : Peeters, 2014) 133-165, 245-272.
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A moins d’étre vraiment sectaire, il me semble néanmoins difficile
d’introduire la lecture Iaw dans une tradition de lecture qui a déja adopté
k0ptlog. Rappelons que noter le tétragramme en caracteres hébreux dans les
manusrits grecs ou le rendre directement par xOpiog était une démarche de
révérance et de respect, comme du coté hébreu on se refusait de prononcer le
«nom ». Dans ce cas, pour expliquer la lecture de 4QpapLXXLev® au 1°s.
av. J.-C., on peut penser qu’il s’agit d’une copie d’un manuscrit plus ancien
qui contenait la méme lecture. Patrick Skehan'® a montré que d’autres textes
grecs ont utilisé Ianco comme Diodore de Sicile au 1% s. avant J.-C. Rappelons
également que la lecture grecque est une translittération du nom de Dieu tel
qu’il apparait dans les papyri d’Eléphantine (7). 4QpapLXXLeVv® pourrait
refléter la continuité d’une telle pratique en grec™®. Dés lors, je m’incline a
penser que la lecture Iaw représente la lecture la plus ancienne de la LXX.

5) Le cas de Bvcwot]npov mg[ xap]r[m]oewc en Lv 4,7 pour rendre
I’hébreu 77v71 mam me semble plus complexe que ne le suppose Tov. Il estime
en effet que la LXX-ed, qui lit o0 Bvuclactnpiov 1@V OAoKovTOLATOVY, FE-
fléte une correction en vue d’adopter la lecture devenue standard en grec.
Cependant, I’expression n9¥n nam est diversement rendue en grec. Méme en
se limitant au livre du Lévitique, la LXX montre une diversité de lectures
dans laquelle il est difficile de se retrouver. On sait que la terminologie sacri-
ficielle pose probléme dans la LXX, puisqu’elle n’est pas harmonisée®.
Pour les occurrences de Lv 4, la LXX-ed lit :

4,7 : tod Buolacpiov TOV OLOKAVTOUATOY

4,10 : 0 BuclooTplov TG KAPTOCEMG

4,18 : 100 Buclactnpiov TAHV KOPTOCEDY

4,25 : 10D Buciaotnpiov TV OAokavTOUdTOVY (X2)

4,30 : 100 Buclootnpiov TOV OAOKOVTOUATOV

4,34 : 10 Buolaotnpiov Tig GLokowTOoEDS (X2)2

18 p_ Skehan, « The Divine Name at Qumran, in the Masada Scroll, and in the Septua-
gint », BOSCS 13, (1980) 14-44.

19 voir J. Joosten, « Le dieu lad et le tréfonds araméen des Septante », EUKARPA
Edkapra. Etudes sur la Bible et ses exégétes en hommage a Gilles Dorival, (ed. M. Loubet,
D. Pralon ; Paris : Cerf, 2011) 115-124.

2 \/qir I. Himbaza, « Textual Witnesses and Sacrificial Terminology in Leviticus 1-7 »,
Séfer Mahir. Essays in Honour of Adrian Schenker Offered by the Editors of Biblia Hebra-
ica Quinta, (ed. Yohanan A.P. Goldman, Arie van der Kooij, Richard Weis ; VTS 110 ;
Leiden, Boston : Brill, 2006) 95-111, spéc. 98-103.

2 pour la deuxiéme occurrence 2 la fin du verset la LXX s’accorde avec le PS, alors
que le TM ne lit que matA.
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On observera par exemple qu’en Ex 40,6.10.29 la méme expression hé-
braique est rendue par 10 fvclacTNPIOV TOV KAPTOUATOV.

Or, pour les occurrences de 4QpapLXXLev® que nous pouvons controler,
seule la lecture kop]r[w]osmg du v. 7 est différente de la LXX-ed. Les autres
occurrences en 4,10.18.30 sont attestées telles quelles par 4QpapLXXLev® et
par la LXX-ed, alors qu’elles ne sont pas standardisées. Ce cas ne nous
semble donc pas déterminant, chaque scribe a pu faire une assimilation a
d’autres occurrences.

Deux autres cas attirent 1’attention.

1) La lecture emtaxic tot ]daxtoimt de 4QpapLXXLev® en Lv 4,6
s’accorde avec le Pentateuque Samaritain. Contrairement a Rahlfs qui suit les
Codices A et B, Wevers considére la lecture de 4QpapLXXLev® comme
originelle. Nous suivons Wevers. Comme en Lv 3,11, ce cas rappelle que le
traducteur grec était plus proche du Pentateuque Samaritain que ne 1’est la
LXX-ed actuellement, en tout cas dans 1’édition de Rahlfs.

2) En Lv 5,21(6,2), 4QpapLXXLeV® s’accorde avec le TM (mi2) contrai-
rement aux Codices qui lisent tag évtolag xvpiov. La discussion concerne ici
le terme qui est absent du TM et de 4QpapLXXLev®. Ce seul cas dans cette
situation a fait penser & Tov qu’ici 4QpapLXXLev" refléte une révision de la
LXX. Cependant, méme dans ce cas, on peut soutenir 1’ancienneté la lecture
de ce manuscrit. En effet, on sait que la LXX tend & éviter une action hu-
maine qui porterait atteinte directement & Dieu®’. Ce phénoméne est accentué
dans les Targums. Il n’est dés lors pas impossible que le mot tag evtolog
(prescriptions) dont nous ne connaissons pas d’équivalent hébreu dans ce
passage, soit une insertion tardive dans la tradition grecque. Il aurait été insé-
ré pour éviter que quelqu’un puise non seulement « négliger », mais surtout
« dédaigner » (mropopdim) directement Dieu lui-méme. Les passages de Nb 5,6
et Dt 32,51 vont dans le méme sens®®. Ce phénoméne aurait donc été accen-
tué dans le cadre des recensions de la LXX. Dans ce cas 4QpapLXXLev®
représenterait un état textuel moins idéologique et probablement plus ancien.

22 J. Joosten, « L’agir humain devant Dieu. Remarques sur une tournure remarquable de
la Septante », RB 113, (2006) 5-17.

% C. McCarthy, Deuteronomy, (BHQ 5 ; Stuttgart : Deutsche Bibel Gesellschaft, 2007)
154*,
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L’observation globale du manuscrit 4QpapLXXLeVb montre que le sys-
téme des équivalences entre 1’hébreu et le grec n’est pas harmonisé et que la
majorité des différences observées est de type stylistique. Sur ce point, la
LXX-ed est plus littérale et donc plus proche du TM.

Sur la base de quelques cas significatifs parmi les lectures particuliéres de
4QpapLXXLeV’, je pense que ce manuscrit refléte la formulation la plus
ancienne de la LXX en Lev 1,11-5,24. La LXX-ed représente une révision®.
Si tel est le cas, la traduction de la LXX était moins idéologique (3,4 ; 4,7),
bien que cet aspect ne lui soit pas étranger (3,11) et moins standardisé.
L’image d’un texte littéral, standard et idéologique sur plusieurs points refléte
donc les recensions tardives et non le profil du traducteur.

5. Synthése : Quelle est la septante du Lévitique ?

1) Les deux manuscrits grecs de Qumran 4QLXXLev? et 4QpapLXXLev® ne
sont pas seulement les plus anciens témoins du Lévitique, ils représentent
également la plus ancienne formulation connue de la LXX du Lévitique. Le
texte des grands Codices représente donc une ou plusieurs recensions ulté-
rieures.

2) Les chercheurs mettent souvent en avant le fait que la LXX du Lévi-
tique est littérale®®. Nous avons observé en tout cas que le texte littéral est une

2 \oir Siegfried Kreuzer, « Entstehung und Uberlieferung der Septuaginta », Einlei-
tung in die Setptuaginta, (ed. Siegfried Kreuzer ; LXX-H 1, Giitersloh : Glitersloher Ver-
lagshaus, 2016) 29-88.

Voir une vue d’ensemble et nuancée dans S. Metso, E. Ulrich, « The Old Greek
Translation of Leviticus », 247-268. A. Voitila, « Leviticus », The T&T Clark Companion
to the Septuagint, (ed. James K. Aitken; London, New Delhi, New York, Sydney :
Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015) 43-57. Voitila analyse les différentes positions, d’un coté L.
Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta, AASF B 132,1, Helsinki : Suomalai-
nen tiedeakatemia, 1965 et A. Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, AASF, B Diss 31,
Helsinki : Suomalainen tiedeakatemia, 1982, 176-181; On the Trail of the Septuagint
Translators : Collected Essays, CBET 50, Leuven : Peeters, 2007, 26, qui penchent vers la
littéralité de la traduction grecque. De I’autre coté, Voitila analyse Sollamo, Renderings,
280-289, qui évoque une traduction libre. Voitila finit par situer Lv entre entre les traduc-
tions libres de Gn-Ex et la traduction littérale de Dt. En fonction des critieres utilisés, il
peut paraitre libre ou littéral. 1l souligne que la littéralité est due a la matiére légale du livre.
L’auteur accepte que 1’éditon de Géttingen faite par Wevers ne représente pas nécessaire-
ment le texte original (We may conclude from all this that the critical text of the Géttingen
edition represents not necessarily the original text but the ‘prerecensional text’, a text form
as it was before the so-called Hexaplaric and Lucianic recensions (Text Hist. Leviticus,
72) », 52. Voitila pense que les inflections théologiques ne sont pas nécessairement dues au
traducteur, il a pu lire une Vorlage différente. Cela concerne par exemple Lv 23,11 (le jour
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recension. Le visage plus ancien, proche du traducteur lui-méme montre
plutdt une traduction souvent libre, moins standardisé et moins idéologique.
La technique de traduction n’était pas de rendre le texte mot pour mot.

3) Quelques interprétations pour des raisons littéraires n’étaient pas ex-
clues, puisque c’est probablement le traducteur lui-méme qui a évité qu’on
puisse donner du pain a Dieu (Lv 3,11). Ce point de vue est reflété dans le ms
4QpapLXXLeV’.

4) La lecture de 4QpapLXXLev® en 4,6 montre que le traducteur grec était
plus proche du Pentateuque Samaritain que ne le montre la LXX-ed par
Rahlfs.

5) L’observation de 4QLXXLev® montre que le traducteur utilisait souvent
la technique de la traduction libre et qu’il évitait les sémitismes.

6) La LXX du Leévitique est proche des lectures des deux manuscrits de
Qumrén. Ceux-ci nous invitent a réviser notre maniére de comprendre d’un
coté histoire du texte grec et de 1’autre, le traducteur, ses techniques de
traduction, ses choix lexicaux et quelquefois ses positions idéologiques, voire
théologiques.

INNOCENT HIMBAZA
Université de Fribourg
Fribourg (Suisse)
innocent.himbaza@unifr.ch

apres le premier), 3,11.16 (absence du mot « pain »), 1,5 etc. (la procédure du rituel ou le
pluriel est utilisé), 26,33 (Dieu serait contre son peuple). D’autres cas dans M.A. Zipor,
« The Greek version of Leviticus » Bib 79, (1998) 551-562. Tous ces cas ne supposent pas
une déviation. A la limite, on peut parler de possibilité, 53-54.

Pour moi, les critéres grammaticaux et syntaxiques observés par les chercheurs doivent
étre expliquées en lien avec les phases des recensions. Cela veut dire qu’ils ne peuvent pas
étre pris tels quels et appliqués au traducteur lui-méme. C’est en regardant les textes les
plus anciens, bien que treés lacunaires, qu’on peut déterminer le profil du traducteur. Or, si
’on accepte que les manuscrits grecs qumraniens du Lévitique ne sont pas des recensions
palestiniennes a l’instar du manuscrit de Nahar Hever des Douze prophétes (contra
J.W. Wevers, « Dead Sea Scrolls and the Septuagint », puisque, au contraire, ce manuscrit
est une recension tendant vers le TM), alors, ¢’est a partir d’eux qu’il faut entrer dans cette
question.



Antiochian Readings of 1-4 Reigns in Early
Church Fathers.

MARTIN MEISER

I. Introduction

After a long period of research influenced by Rahlfs’ view on the so-called
Lucianic or Antiochene text, the question of the character of this text-form is
re-opened, but so far there is no consensus: Some hold the view inclining to
Rahlfs’ thesis that, in sum, this text is a recensional text despite the existence
of single readings which are witnessed before the lifetime of Lucian the mar-
tyr'; other scholars consider this text as the main source for the Old Greek
despite readings which are to be seen as recensional.? Just describing the
character of the Antiochene text does not lead to a consensus, because there
are two possibilities that cannot be decided by themselves: Either the first
translator made a translation closest to the Hebrew Vorlage, and this text has
been improved later towards better Greek, along to the line of diépfwats in the
Christian church®, or the first translator made a translation in more-or-less
good Greek, and this text has been corrected towards the Hebrew Vorlage.
There is also no consensus with regard to possible implications due to the

! Sebastian P. Brock, “Lucian redivivus: Some Reflections on Barthelemy’s Les De-
vanciers d’Aquila,” in Studia Evangelica 5 (1968), 176-81; Bernard Taylor, The Lucianic
Manuscripts of 1 Reigns (2 vols.; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992-93); Timothy M. Law and
Tuukka Kauhanen, “Methodological Remarks on the Textual History of Reigns: A Re-
sponse to Siegfried Kreuzer,” BIOSCS 43 (2010), 73-87; Jonathan Robker, “The Greek
Framework of Kings: Indicators of Recension,” in XIV Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Helsinki 2010 (ed. Melvin K.H. Peters,
SBL.SCS, 59; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 207-18.

2 Siegfried Kreuzer, “‘Lukian redivivus’ or Barthélemy and Beyond?,” in XIV Congress
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Helsinki 2010 (ed.
Melvin K.H. Peters; Atlanta: SBL, 2013), 243-61. See already Dominique Barthélemy, Les
Devanciers d’Aquila (VTS 10, Leiden: Brill, 1963), 127: The Antiochian text “c’est la
vieille Septante, plus ou moins abatardie et corrumpue.”

® Barbara Aland, “Neutestamentliche Textforschung und Textgeschichte. Erwéagungen
zu einem notwendigen Thema,” NTS 36 (1990), 337-58.
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fact that some characteristics of the Antiochene text occur not only in the
kaige-sections, but in the non-kaige-sections as well: According to some
scholars this emphasizes the recensional character of this text-type;* for other
scholars this continuity confirms that it is the same old text throughout.”

An important factor for the evaluation of the Antichene text was its close
relationship to the biblical text that was used by Josephus. Already Adam
Mez discovered and described this close relationship and it was later con-
firmed by Thackeray and more recently by Natalio Fernandez Marcos and
Maria Victoria Spottorno.® This close relation would prove the existence of
this text already in the 1% cent. C.E., i.c. long before Lucian’s lifetime. How-
ever, Rahlfs on the other side tried to minimize this point and explained the
agreements as later cross-influence between the manuscripts. He did the same
with the agreements between the Antiochene text and the Old Latin. This
evaluation of the Antiochene/Lucianic text became most influential for
Rahlfs’ own edition and for many other scholars. However, it was weakened
by the discovery of the Qumran texts that also frequently agree with the Lu-
cianic text. For these texts it was not only hard to assume that the Greek text
would have influenced the Hebrew texts, but there could be no cross-influ-
ence at all as the Qumran texts were hidden in their caves for two thousand
years. Consequently, one either has to accept that the Lucianic text is old
altogether or one has to consider it a mixed text with early parts and late
parts. In the first sense Emanuel Tov already in 1972 stated that the Lucianic
text is “the Old Greek or one Old Greek”. That the Antiochene text is more or
less the Old Greek although with corruptions and probably also some correc-
tions was the result of Barthélemy’s investigations’ and later on and by a

% Sebastian P. Brock, “Lucian redivivus”, 181; Timothy M. Law and Tuukka Kauhan-
nen, “Remarks”, 74.

® Kreuzer, “Barthélemy and Beyond”, 252f, 258f.

® Adam Mez, Die Bibel des Josephus untersucht fir Buch V-VII der Archéologie (Ba-
sel: Jaeger & Kober, 1895); Maria Victoria Spottorno, “Some Remarks on Josephus’ Bibli-
cal Text for 1-2 Kgs,” in VI Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and
Cognate Studies Jerusalem 1986 (ed. C. E. Cox, Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 277-85;
eadem, “Josephus’ Text for 1-2 Kings 3-4 Kingdoms,” in VIII Congress of the Internation-
al Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Paris 1992 (ed. L. Greenspoon, O.
Munnich; SCS 41; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 145-52; Natalio Fernandez Marcos,
“The Vetus Latina of 1-2 Kings and the Hebrew,” in VIII Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Paris 1992 (ed. L. Greenspoon, O. Mun-
nich; SCS 41; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 153-63.

7 Barthélemy, Les Devanciers, esp. 127 (see the quotation in fn. 2). In a later statement
(“A Reexamination of the Textual Problems in 2 Sam 11:2-1 Kings 2:11 in the Light of
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different approach also that of Siegfried Kreuzer. The second position is
maintained e.g. by Philippe Hugo who speaks about the Antiochene mixture
or by Tuukka Kauhanen, who describes “The Proto-Lucianic Problem in 1
Samuel” by comparing the suggested agreements between the manuscript
group L and Qumran, Josephus, the early church fathers, and who concludes:
Many suggested agreements are only coincidental; of the indisputable agree-
ments nineteen are agreements in the original reading, twenty in a secondary
reading. According to Kauhanen, the Lucianic text is a recensional text but
presents “under the recensional layer(s) ... very old, even original readings
that have not been preserved in B”.2

In this situation it may be of interest to look for quotations of the Septua-
gint in early Christian writings before the time of Lucian and to evaluate their
text form, i.e. to check if they represent Antiochene readings or others.

Before doing so we may consider what we can look for and the possible
relevance of the findings. It is clear that at the time of the early apologistes
and church fathers, i.e. in the 2" and 3™ cent. C.E., there existed both, the
Old Greek and the hebraizing revisions (like the kaige-recension). Therefore
it would not be a surprise to find either text-form. This also means that a
quotation of one text-form only confirms this text-form, but it does not prove
that the other text-form did not exist at that time as well. However, a quota-
tion in the Antiochene form of the text would prove that this reading existed
already before Lucian and that it cannot be considered as being created by the
Lucianic redaction (in its traditional sense).

The following investigation will concentrate on the four books of Reigns®
because this is the main area of discussion since Thackeray identified the

Certain Criticisms of Les Devanciers D'Aquila.” [Septuagint and Cognate Studies 2, 1972],
16-89), Barthélemy accepted, that also the Antiochene text may have undergone not only
unintentional corruptions but also some intentional revision. However, he did not give a
date for this possible revision and also the mere amount of it would be far from the tradi-
tionally assumed “Lucianic redaction”.

® Tuukka Kauhanen, The Proto-Lucianic Problem in 1 Samuel (De Septuaginta Investi-
gationes, 3; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2012), 191.

® For the Greek and Hebrew texts the following editions are used: Alan England Brooke
and Norman McLean and Henry St. Thackeray, The Old Testament in Greek, 11/1 Samuel
(London: Cambridge University Press, 1927); 11/2 1 and 2 Kings (London: Cambridge
University Press, 1930); Alfred Rahlfs (/ Robert Hanhart), Septuaginta (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1935 (/ 2006); Natalio Fernandez Marcos and José Ramon Busto Saiz,
El texto antioqueno de la Biblia griega, I, 1-2 Samuel; Il, 1-2 Reyes (TECC 50, 53, Ma-
drid: Instituto de Filologia des CSIC 1989, 1992); Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (ed.
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different translation styles, later on identified as the kaige- and the non-kaige
sections, since Rahlfs wrote on the Lucianic text in the book of Kings and
since Barthélemy applied his findings from the Nahal Hever Dodeka-
propheton scroll to the kaige section of 2Samuel. Admittedly, I-1V Reigns are
not the most important books for Early Christianity. The so-called Apostolic
Fathers do not quote them; within Early Christian apologetic literature it is
only Justin Martyr who sometimes uses these books, but only rarely in a way
suitable for text-critical investigation. From the third century, there is an
increasing number of quotations, but some of them again are unsatisfying for
text-critical research. However, there are relevant passages and there are even
some really interesting phenomena, e.g. where there are both, apparently
Antiochene and seemingly non-Antiochene, readings of a biblical text within
the corpus of one distinct Christian author.

This paper presents the readings that are relevant for textual criticism from
the works of Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, and Origen in a
comprehensive way. Novatian, Hippolytus of Rome and Methodius of Olym-
pus offer but one or two names.

I1. Septuagint quotations from 1-4 Reigns in Early Church Fathers

Justin Martyr (ca. 100 — 165)

Within the works of Justin Martyr, some occurrences of the so-called Anti-
ochene text (= Ant) are known:™ the books of Kings, however, were not
really important for Justin; allusions to 2 Reigns 6,7f. and 4 Reigns 6:1-7
have minimal use for textual history.* Refering to 2 Reigns 7:13f.,*? Justin
quotes in V. 14 only Eya goopat in analogy to Codex Vaticanus (=MT) and
not xat éyw goopat in analogy to the Antiochene text; but probably the omis-
sion of xai can be explained very simply because it is the beginning of the
verse quoted. The quotation of 3 Reigns 19:14.18 in Dial. 39:1 offers a spe-

Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, Stuttgart 1967-1977, 5th ed. 1997 (= 2007); Eugene Ulrich,
The Biblical Qumran Scrolls (VT.S 134, Leiden: Brill, 2010).

0 Martin Meiser, “Die Septuaginta-Zitate des Neuen Testaments bei Justin,” in Textual
History and the Reception of Scripture in Early Christianity/Textgeschichte und Schriftre-
zeption im friihen Christentum (ed. Johannes de Vries and Martin Karrer; SBL.SCS 60,
Atlanta: SBL, 2013), 323-48.

1 justin, Dial. 133.2 (PTS 47:299; there are nowhere witnesses for dapdAew instead of
Béag and for veotéxoug instead of mpwtotéxou); Dial. 86.6 (PTS 47:220).

12 Justin, Dial. 118.2 (PTS 47:273).
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cial problem: The order “killing prophets — destroying the altars” has no
parallel in any witness of Biblical textual transmission;*® the readings
UmeAeidBny and Exapav (instead of dxiacav) are parallel to Rom 11:3-4 and
the Antiochene manuscripts.** About 25 years ago already, Maria Victoria
Spottorno characterized them as Protolucianic, i.e. old readings.’ Interesting-
ly, the reading tjj BaaA is a stable reading within Justin’s works (he always
refers to 3Reigns, not to Rom 11:4)."® This reading which is found in the
Antiochene manuscripts of 3 Reigns is clearly Old Greek. In codex Vaticanus
and most other manuscripts the article is changed to the appropriate mascu-
line article (as in the B-text of Judges).!” The name of David’s successor,
Tohopdv'® (as opposed to Sohopdv in Codex Vaticanus), is in analogy to the
Antiochene text as well. To sum up: Justin Martyr clearly testifies to Anti-
ochene readings.

Irenaeus of Lyon (ca. 135 — ca. 200)

In the quotation of 1 Reigns 15:22"°, the phrase “non vult ...” presupposes
Ant od B¢Aet, and not Ei Bedyrov (Codex Vaticanus); but there is a difference
between the Latin (“non”) and the Armenian (“numquid”) translation.”’ In the
continuation, the ydp, which, amidst the text, has no equivalent in MT, is
missing as in Codex Vaticanus, whereas the word order auditus bonus super
sacrificium is congruent to Ant éxon ayafy vmép Buciav and not to B dxoy
Umep Ouoiav dyaby (identical with the word order of MT and probably
adapted to it).

3 This word order reoccurs in Origen, comm. Rom. 8:1 (FC 2/4:192).

¥ MS 19; 93; 127 read dmedipbny; 82 reads dmoréhppar, in analogy to Codex Vati-
canus DmoAEAELOL.

15 Maria Victoria Spottorno, “The Lucianic Text of Kgs in the NT,” in VIl Congress of
the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Leuven 1989 (ed.
Claude E. Cox; SCS 31; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991, 279-84), 280-81.

1 Justin, Dial. 39.1; 46.6 (PTS 47:134, 146).

Y The female article most probably indicates that instead of Baal one should read
aioydvy, shame (cf. already August Dillmann, ,Uber Baal mit dem weiblichen Artikel*,
Monatsberichte der Akademie der Wissenschaft zu Berlin, 1881, 601-620; see also the
explanation in Septuaginta-Deutsch [ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer; Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 22011], 248, n. to Judg 2:13). The reading in 3Reigns 19:18 is
not found in Rahlfs, Septuaginta, but in Brooke/McLean/Thackeray, Samuel.

18 justin, Dial. 34.1, 2, 7; 85.1 (PTS 47:125, 127, 216).

' Irenaeus, Haer. 4:17.1 (SC 100:574-77).

% Most of Irenaeus’ Greek works are extent in Latin translation only, some parts also in
Armenian translation.
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In Haer. 4.26.4, Irenaeus quotes 1 Reigns 12:3-5.* The Antiochene Text
offers the personal pronoun Uuév at several places, Irenaeus has this,
according to the Latin translation [“vestrum”] but not in Greek only in the
beginning, without agreement to B and MT respectively, where the phrase
Dan 1 is not attested at all. This textform that is close to the Antiochene text
can later on also be found in John Chrysostom and Theodoret. On the other
hand, neither the Antiochene plus xat dméxpua Tobs ddpbaApods pov v adTé
nor the concluding nuév of V. 4 nor the claryfing Aadg in V. 5 has any
equivalent in Irenaeus’ text.

In the reference to the Story of David, Nathan and Bathseba®® — within
Thackeray’s section 3 — one seemingly non-Antiochene reading in 2 Reigns
11:27b (¢v édBatuois Kupiou instead of évimov Kupiov)® and one clearly
Antiochene reading in 2 Reigns 12:6 (tetpamlaciova) are to be noted, the
latter one also witnessed by Josephus.? This reading is analogous to the MT
(whereas Codex Vaticanus offers the older émtamiaciova). This fourfold
retribution most probably is an accommodation to Exod. 21:37 by some (ear-
ly?) Hebrew revisor. Interestingly only Codex Vaticanus preserves the
sevenfold retribution which most probably is the original text. Irenaeus
presupposes a reading that is also present in Ant.

Irenaeus’ rendering of 3 Reigns 18% offers some interesting aspects: He
quotes 3 Reigns 18:21 without the concluding dud&v in the first half and
without defite xal in the midst of the second half. So he uses a text close to
but not identical to the known Antiochene witnesses. But how to evaluate the
seemingly Antiochene variants? The wording ouév may be an adaptation to
common Biblical style made by Irenaeus himself. A plus like delite can be
part of original translation as the usage of delite in analogous contexts shows
(cf. Ps 45 [46]:8; 65 [66]:5; Mi 4:2, in any case for 757). Back to 3 Reigns
18:21b: Is debite xal the rendering of an original Hebrew reading 75 125, that
intensified Elijah’s demand, whereas MT has 13% only, which then is fol-
lowed by B?

2! |renaeus Haer. 4:26.4 (SC 100:724-26).

2 |renaeus, Haer. 4:27:1 (SC 100:732). — It is not sure that Irenaeus used the non-
Antiochene text. Perhaps he applied to Biblical language in a free way.

% It looks like Irenaeus in this case presupposes a kaige reading, or maybe he used
“biblical” language in a free way.

2 |renaeus, Haer. 4:27.1 (SC 100:732-33); Josephus, Ant 7:150.

% Irenaeus, Haer. 3:6.3 (SC 211:72-75).
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3 Reigns 18:24 is cited with the Antiochene plus oWjuepov. This auepov is
probably influenced by 18:36: émaxouadv pov onuepov év mupl. This thesis of
contextual influence of a reading implies its secondary character; but
probably this context-influenced reading already was in the Hebrew Vorlage
or it was the work of the translator, well versed in Jewish exegesis, and not
the work of a Christian revisor; Christian authors would rather make a
comment but not change the biblical texts.

3 Reigns 18:36 is quoted without the Antiochene wévos. Nevertheless,
even if we could not find any witness to this wévos in Early Jewish or
Christian rendering of 3 Reigns 18:36, this wévos could be an old insertion
made by the translator of the Old Greek due to his own theological insights.

Rendering the story of Elijah at Mt. Horeb®, Irenaeus quotes 3 Reigns
19:11 (Kdptog mapeAedoetat) in the word order of the Antiochene text, while
B with mapeledaerar Kipiog has the word order of MT. Even if one does not
follow the explanation that the B text is adapted to the Hebrew, we can
conclude that we do not have to wait for Irenaeus (who quotes a text
available to him) or for Lucian at the end of the 3" century for this wording.

In the quotation of 3 Reigns 19:12 in Haer. 4:20.10 (SC 100:656),
Irenaeus does not presuppose the final xaxet Kdptog, but we cannot draw any
conclusion because just at this point there ends the quotation of 3 Reigns 19.

Tertullian (after 150 — after 220)

The first remarkable quotation to be discussed immediately reveals both the
uncertainty and the fruitfulness of some of our research. Rendering 1 Reigns
2:87, Tertullian formulates sedere eum faciat; this is near to the Antiochene
Tol xabicar adTéy and different from the single word xabioar in Codex
Vaticanus. This additional eum could be a stylistic improvement by
Tertullian independently of an Antiochene Vorlage, yet the Antiochene
reading itself can be the Old Greek.?® The sing. Aao? at the end of the verse is
not restricted to Antiochene text-forms, but has a wider attestation, e.g. it is
also attested in the Old Latin. Interestingly, B, A and others read the plural
Aadv, while MT has no equivalent. Evidently, the OG interpreted the
preposition oy of the (proto-)MT as “people”. Probably the singular is
original, because the plural would require oy and probable came about as

% |renaeus Haer. 4:20.10 (SC 100:656-7).
7 Tertullian, Marc. 4:14.6 (CC.SL 1:575).
2 Cf. Kauhanen, Problem, 93.
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amplification within the Greek tradition. In either case, “people” is the Old
Greek reading and it is intereting that Tertullian agrees with the singular
version of this reading as it is testified in the Antiochene text. Tertullian
shows that this Antiochene reading is old.

In 1 Reigns 15:28-9, Tertullian, Macr. 2:24.7 (CC.SL 1:503) reads
Discidit dominus regnum Israhelis de manu tua [...] et scindetur Israel in
duas partes et non conuertetur neque paenitentiam aget, quia non sicut homo
est ad paenitendum. In the first part, the words regnum Israhelis de manu tua
are in correspondance to Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Alexandrinus (and to
MT) whereas Codex Vaticanus shares the reading witnessed also by
Antiochene manuscripts (v Bactieiav cov amd Iopand €x xeipds gou), I.e.
“your kingdom away from Israel out of your hand”. This reading most
probably is the original Old Greek, because there is hardly a reason, why
“kingdom of Israel” should be changed to “your kingdom away from Israel
out of your hand”, while on the other hand, “kingdom of Israel” can be
explained as adaptation to MT In the second half, scindetur is close to the
Antiochene oyobnoetar, not to Owpebioerar; the presupposed nxn is
rendered sometimes by Siapéw but not by oyiw. According to Kauhanen,
oxiCw is an interpretive recensional Lucianic reading which underlines that it
is not just a small part of Israel is split off; Tertullian invented the reading
scindetur independently.?® This “independent invention” in an exegetical
context that closely follows the biblical text is not convincing; rather, it is an
invention in order to avoid the consegence that Tertullian confirms the
antiquity of the Antiochene reading (which in this case interestingly also
agrees with B). The other way around is more probable: The interpretive
reading witnessed also by Tertullian is old and has later on been corrected by
someone who adapted the phrase to the usual translation of nvn by dwtpéw.
The following converti demonstrates Tertullian’s dependency on the
Septuagint which presupposes 2w instead of apw* (MT), and seems to be
closer to the Antiochene émiotpéder than to dmoatpéder.’ The reading
¢moTpédet is supported not only by the Lucianic manuscripts, but by several
other manuscripts, although minuscules only. The additional words “the Holy
One of Israel” in the Antiochene text are unknown to Tertullian or
unimportant for him. The last word «a0tés of B and others has no parallel in

2 Kauhanen, Problem, 104-05.
% perhaps Josephus knows different readings and therefore offers the neutral otpéder
v yvouny (Ant 7:153).
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MT and it is not present in the Antiochene text (in this case confirmed by
Theodoret). Tertullian has no counterpart to it and evidently did not read it in
his Vorlage.

1 Reigns 16:14"™, witnessed by Tertullian,®! could be a double rendering,
first by a form of 2y, rendered sometimes by suvéyw in the Septuagint, sec-
ondly by a form of npa; unfortunately there is no Qumran fragment of
this passage. It is not sure whether the Antiochene text is secondary as the
fuller text® or if the reading of B et al. is an adaptation to the shorter MT.
One may also consider the longer text as a double reading in the sense of a
combination of two different renderings. The important point is that
Tertullian evidently knew this longer reading, wherever it originated.

Rendering 1 Reigns 21:7, Tertullian with “De exemplo Dauid introgressi
sabbatis templum et operati cibum audenter fractis panibus propositionis” (=
&proug Tiis mpobéaewg) follows the text given also by Codex Vaticanus®, yet 1
Reigns 21:7°™ beginning with xoi wxev ... dptov mpoowmov may also be
considered an old reading: The translator intended to avoid the original
contradiction between é&ptog i mpobrigews and &ptot Tol mposwmou in the
same verse. Such an exegetical deliberation is the work of the translator of
Old Greek but not the work of a Christian revisor.

In 2 Reigns 12:13, the reading circumduxit® is nearer to mapeiacev of
Codex Vaticanus than to the Antiochene éddeilev.

The beginning of Elijah’s story in 3 Reigns 17:1 offers Zj Kvopuwog in the
Antiochene text, 58w nvx M- in MT, and Zjj Koplog 6 6eds tév
duvdpewv 6 Beds Iopan in Codex Vaticanus. Tertullian quotes the short form
as found in the Antiochene text (Viuit Dominus),®® but this can also be a
shortening due to memory. Nevertheless, the short reading may be the origi-
nal translation of a Hebrew Vorlage, and MT and Codex Vaticanus represent
secondary longer texts.*

Tertullian’s rendering of 4 Reigns 4:29 is without text-critical value; the
relative pronouns are caused by necessities of the Latin language.®’

¥ Tertullian, Fug. 2:7 (CC.SL 2,1138).

%2 Kauhanen, Problem, 101.

® Tertullian, Marc. 4:12.5 (CC.SL 1:570).

% Tertullian, Marc. 4:10.3 (CC.SL 1:562).

% Tertullian, leiun. 6.6 (CC.SL 2:1262).

% Josephus, 8:319 offers but a paraphrasis.

* Tertullian, Marc. 4:24.3 (CC.SL 1:607): quemcumque conueneris in uia .... qui te
benedixerit.
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Cyprian of Cartage (ca. 200 — 258)

Within Cyprian’s works, we find texts only from Thackeray’s sections a and
BB, the stories of Hannah and of Eli’s rejection, and Nathan’s prophecy. The
reading et exaudivit eam Dominus in 1 Reigns 1:13% may be due to an Anti-
ochene plus, a preliminary hint at the following, made by the translator. More
complicated is Cyprian’s rendering of 1 Reigns 2:3%: At the beginning, a
clearly non-Antiochene reading is presupposed (eis vmepoynv is missing), the
following et could be due to an Antiochene Vorlage, but could also be an
obvious stylistic improvement; the ending formula deus scientiarum is close
to Codex Alexandrinus and to MT.

In the quotation of 1 Reigns 2:25% the wording si autem (instead of et si)
corresponds to the Antiochene text; an independent stylistic improvement is
not impossible but not very probable; the reading homo, in “Si delinquendo
peccet vir adversus virum, orabunt pro eo Dominum. Si autem in Deum pec-
cet homo, quis orabit pro eo?” in my opinion, is to be seen as influenced by
an Antiochene Vorlage, in this case consistent with MT.

In 1 Reigns 2:30 fine, we find different readings in the Septuagint, oi
¢goubevolvtés ne éfoubevwbioovtar (Antiochene text) vs. 6 Eoubevév pe
atipwdnoetar (Codex Alexandrinus), but also in Cyprian’s works, qui spernit
me spernetur® vs. qui me spernent spernentur.*’ The juxtaposition of
singular and plural allows to suppose that Cyprian quotes from memory;
therefore the use of the verb spernere may also be a hint at memorization and
is perhaps no indication of an Antiochene text. The Antiochene reading is an
adaptation both to plural and to structure implying a word-play also at the
end of the verse, and this adaptation is made, in my opinion, by the translator,
not by a Christian revisor.

In the quotation of 1 Reigns 2:36*® Cyprian follows the Antiochene text.
Rendering 2 Reigns 7:4.14* Cyprian quotes V. 4 according to the shorter
form (ad Nathan dicens) witnessed also in Codex Vaticanus®, V. 14 with the
introducing et according to the Antiochene text. Concluding the paragraph on

% Cyprian, Or. 5 (CC.SL 3 A:92).

% Cyprian, Quir. 3:4 (CC.SL 3:92).

“0 Cyprian, Quir. 3:28 (CC.SL 3:123); id., Fort 4 (CC.SL 3:191).

*! Cyprian, Zel. 15 (CC.SL 3 A:83).

#2 Cyprian, Or. 11 (CC.SI 3 A:96).

*8 Cyprian, Quir. 1:17 (CC.SL 3:18).

* Cyprian, Quir. 1:15; 2:11 (CC.SL 3:16.43).

** Codex Vaticanus: mpds Nafav Aéywv; Antiochene text: mpos Nabav tov mpodhrny Aywv.
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Cyprian, we can say: The amount of material is meager, but reveals again
that both Antiochene and non-Antiochene readings of one and the same Bib-
lical passage existed and were available to Cyprian.

Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150 — 215)

Only very few quotations of Clement of Alexandria are really valuable for
our inquiry.*® Rendering 3 Reigns 19:4 he offers pduvov instead of pady (B)
or padapelv (Ant)*’; rendering 3 Reigns 19:6 he uses xpifvog vs. dAupitng.*
The quotation of 1 Reigns 16:7 in the Paedagogicus is remarkable: Instead of
elg mpéowmov, he offers eig dpBaApots in analogy to part of Hebrew tradition
and greater proximity to MT o»pb. This is evidently a Hebraizing adaptation
(close to what the kaige-recension would show). The following xai in
Clement’s quote is more in accordance with the Massoretic 1-copulativum
than the Septuagint reading 6 d¢; Kdpiog is a reading closer to MT mi* than
feés. We could neglect these facts if the proximity to MT were not supported
by the reading eis ddBarpots. Another remarkable quotation is the rendering
of 2 Reigns 6:19 in the Paedagogicus (diepéptoey i méoav ™ dbvauw Tol
TopanA amd avdpds Ewg yuvauxds €xdoTw xoMupide ...): the verbum
compositum and the missing additional xai (corresponding to MT) before £wg
underline that Clement used a non-Antiochene text.** In the survey on
Israel’s history in Strom. 1:109.1-121.4, the readings Zoloucv and "H\iag are
analogous to the Antiochene text,” the readings Afiody, ‘Oxolias, Iwatag and
Iwayag are analogous to Codex Vaticanus. The kings mentioned in 4 Reigns
23:34 and 4 Reigns 24:18 both are called Twaxeip, and the latter is explicitly
called cousin-by-name of the former™; that presupposes the reading of Codex
Vaticanus, not the Antiochene text, despite the ending -xein (Clement)
instead of -xip (Septuagint).

*®In 1 Reigns 12:18 (cf. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 6:29.1, GCS 52:444) and
3 Reigns 8:27 (cf. Clement of Alexandria, Frgm. 4 [GCS 17:218]) we do not find differing
readings in the textual transmission. The hint on 1 Reigns 28:18 in Paed. 1:53.5 (GCS
12:93) is wrong.

*" Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 3:38.1 (GCS 12:258).

“8 Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 3:38.2 (GCS 12:258).

*9 Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 2:18.2 (GCS 12:167).

% This form of the name is offered also by Methodius of Olympos, symp. 10:3 (GCS
27:124).

%! Clement of Alexandria, str. 1:121.2 (GCS 52:76). The same is true in Theophilos of
Antioch, Autol. 3:25.2 (PTS 44:129); Hippolytus of Rome, in Dan 1:2 (GCS 1:5).
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These observations show that Clement — in contrast to the authors discussed
so far — used an isomorphically revised kaige-type text, at least in 1-4 Reigns.

Origen (ca. 185 — 254)

Very often, Origen follows the text witnessed also in Codex Vaticanus; this is
true for 1 Reigns 5:6,9;% 6:9;° 16:14,>* 23;* 21:7;* 28:18;*" 3 Reigns 5:11%,
17:1%% 22:22;%° 4 Reigns 1:3%%; 5:10, 14.°* Sometimes, he presupposes
Antiochene readings as in 1 Reigns 2:30;® 15:11%: 21:6%; 28:12.%°
Rendering 1 Reigns 2:1 Origen offers at the beginning Et oravit Anna et dixit,
analogous to Antiochene text, but in the following (émAativln otépa pov e’
&xBpovs wov) Origen varies the order of the last two elements®” — we do not
know anything about his Vorlage in this case. The personal pronoun yov after
éxBpovs could be a hint at an Antiochene text but could also be evaluated as

%2 Origen, Hom. in Num 16.7 (GCS 30:145), does not render the long Antiochene plus.

%% Origen, Hom. in Num 16.7 (GCS 30:146): magna haec mala, according to B (xaxiav
TadTYY TV peyainy) instead of xaxiav Ty peydAny tadtyy (Antiochene text).

% Origen, Princ. 4:2.1 (SC 268:296); id., Hom. in Num 15.1 (GCS 30:130); id. Comm.
Rom 7:1 (FC 2/4:34): only one verb (mviye) is used.

% Origen, Hom. in Num 15.1 (GCS 30:130). The Antiochene additional words (mvetiuc)
mapa Beoll are missing.

% Origen, Hom. in 1 Reigns 4, Frgm. 10 (SC 328:166): &prov T mpofvjoew.

57 Origen, Hom. in 1 Reigns 5.5 (SC 328:184): otx émoinoag Ouuéy (instead of odx
é’w)wg}cra; Bupdv).

%8 Origen, Cels. 3:45 (SC 136:108): Tatfav instead of Aifay.

% Origen, Hom. in Gen. 16.3 (SC 7bis:380): Zf Kupiog 6 feds t@v Suvdpewv & fedg
Iopan instead of Zjj Kdptog.

% Origen, Princ. 3:2.1 (SC 268:154): Amathoeis xal ye duwioel, E¥elde xal moingov
oltwg instead of Avvyoy &elbe xal moingov oltws.

51 Origen, Cels 1:36 (SC 132:176): Ei mapd 1 uh elvar mpodhrqy &v “Topadh Oueis
mopeteabe Eém{ntijoar &v 16 Bdad puiav Bedv Awxapdv instead of Ei die 7o wn ebvat
mpodpRTy &v Topank Vueis mopedeche émepwtiioar ik Tol Bdad pviav mposdybiopa Bedv
Axxapwv.

52 Origen, Hom. in Luc. 33.5 (SC 87:398): et restituetur tibi caro tua in according to
Vaticanus xal émotpéder ¥ odp§ oob oot (instead of the Antiochene xal émotpéfer ¥ odpé
gov émi got); et facta est caro eius quasi caro pueri, in analogy to Vaticanus xat éméotpeev
7 U&gi adtol dg odpé maddplou wixpod, without the Antiochene adding émn’ adTdv before dy.

% Origen, Comm. Rom. 2:6 (FC 2/1:202).

% Origen, Princ. 4:2.1 (SC 268:296): Metaueuéuat instead of Tepaxéxhnuat.

% Origen, Hom. in 1 Reigns 4, Frgm. 10 (SC 328:166). But this can be an obvious im-
provement.

% Origen, Hom. in 1 Reigns 5.4, (SC 328:180): 7 yuvip?, against all stilistic rules.

®7 Origen, Hom. in 1Sam 1.9 (SC 328:126): émhativdy ém’ éxBpots wou oréua wov;
Orig., Hom. in 1Sam 1.10 (SC 328:136): émAativdy otépa pov ém’ éxbpols pov.
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obvious accomodation. Quoting 1 Reigns 2:3 (Nolite multiplicare loqui
excelsa),” Origen, in my opinion, presupposes the Antiochene eig mepoxv;
he explicitly asks why multiplicare is used. Referring to 1 Reigns 5; 6 Origen
offers a mixed text: Inventus Dagon est cecidisse pronus in terram ante
arcam testamenti Domini is, with regard to the words in terram, analogous to
the Antiochene text; Et gravata est manus Domini super Azotios, et dissipavit
eos et percussit eos in natibus is analogous to Codex Vaticanus.® The
wording in terram could be an accomodation to general style but | have no
theory who may be responsible for this addition. The longer Antiochene text
in the following passage is probably an accomodation to other passages
within 1 Reigns 5. Citing 1 Reigns 6:3, in Origen’s text the “Antiochene”
stylistic improvement dépa is missing;™ citing 1 Reigns 6:7, Origen reads an
additional quibus iugum non est impositum which is witnessed also in the
Antiochene text (8¢’ 8¢ odx émeréy (uyds), whereas the “Antiochene”
superfluous wiav is missing and Podg is repeated (instead of adtag), in
analogy to Codex Vaticanus. In my opinion, d&pa is secondary; the
superfluous wiav is a rendering of a Hebrew Vorlage, and Pods is the older
reading in comparison with the more elegant adtdg.

Rendering 1 Reigns 28,” Origen offers neither the identifying Scova in V.
11b nor the introducing eimov (V. 13), both in accordance with Vaticanus. All
these readings can may be stylistic improvements made also by Origen him-
self, but in V. 12, in analogy to the Antiochene text he introduces the super-
fluous repetition # yuv¥. In Vv. 18-19, Origen uses a text once’, in V. 18,
analogous to Codex Vaticanus (é¢moincag according to MT instead of Zminoag)
and once, in V. 19, in combining the two text-forms mecoivrar (Codex
Vaticanus) and pet’ éuol (Antiochene text).” The mentioning of Jonathan in
the Antiochene text could be an old reading whereas the general “sons” in 1
Reigns 28:19 B (= MT) is an adaptation to 1 Sam 31:2/1 Reigns 31:2 where
three sons of Saul are mentioned. But some elements of quotation are maybe
due to Origen’s memory; 1 Reigns 28:19a is quoted xai ddoer xUplog xaiye

% Origen, Hom. in 1Sam 1.13 (SC 328:142). Id., hom. in 1Sam 1:9 (SC 328:126): mala.

% Origen, Hom. in Num 16.7 (GCS 30:145).

™ Origen, Hom. in Num 16.7 (GCS 30:146).

™ Origen, hom. in 1Sam 5.4f. (SC 328:180-86).

2 Not all the parallels to either Antiochene Vorlage (repeating the name of the woman
in 1 Reigns 28:12) or Codex Vaticanus (omissing the name Saul in 1 Reigns 28:11; omis-
sion of eimov in V. 19a) are necessarily due to using a distinct form of the Biblical text but
also can be considered as stylistic improvement.

& Josephus, Ant 6:336, offers a similar combination.
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Tov Topanh év yetpt aAhodvAwy and in repetition xaiye v mapaBorny Topani
Tapaddoel xlplog adThv év xetpt GAlodvAwv™ — none of these readings is
identical with the also repeated phrases of 1 Reigns 28:19.

Similarly, rendering 1 Reigns 6:2 Origen offers only two elements
(sacerdotes et divinos suos) instead of three.”” Rendering 1 Reigns 30:17,
Origen offers €wg according to Codex Vaticanus instead of the Antiochene
xal €ws (= MT) but this may also be a stylistic improvement made
independently of any Vorlage.”

Citing 3 Reigns 19:18, Origen twice uses the 1% singular xataleibw in
analogy to the Antiochene text which is in my opionion a theological
statement of the first translator favoring the sovereignity of Israel’s God even
in relation to the activity of his prophet.”’

3 Reigns 22:20 is quoted differently: Once Origen cites this text in
analogy to Codex Vaticanus’®; once he offers a textform nearer to the
Antiochene text.” the difference once more lies in word sequence: “He shall
go up to Ramoth Galaad an fall there” (Ant) or “He shall go up and fall in
Remmath Galaad” (B, A et al.), which also is the word order in MT. As there
is no real reason to change the word order of the B text, Ant is the older text
and the text in B et al. is an adaptation to the word sequence of MT. In any
case, Origen confirms the Antiochene reading in his time.

Within the quotation of 4 Reigns 5:10, 14 we observe® an analogy to the
Antiochene text: By his reference to the preposition éxni in V. 10 Origen
shows that he knows about the Antiochene text: xai émiotpéer 9 odp§ aod émi
oot xai xabapiodioy. In Codex Vaticanus émi is deleted because there is no
counterpart in the Hebrew text which has 77 7732 3u™ only. The same is the
case in V.14: There also is éni in Ant while in B et al. it is missing and the
text agrees exactly with the Hebrew text. These observations, as also the
observations on 3 Reigns 22:20, exactly fit the characteristics of the kaige-
recension (which runs from 3 Reigns 22 to the end of 4 Reigns).

™ Origen, Hom. in 1Sam 5.5 (SC 328:186).

’® Origen, Hom. in Num 16.7 (GCS 30:145).

™ Origen, Hom. in Num 19.1 (GCS 30:181).

7 Origen, Princ. 4:2.6 (SC 268:326; including 7§ Baa)); id., comm. Rom 8:7 (FC
4/2:242; only preserved in Latin).

™ Origen, Princ. 3:2.1 (SC 268:154): xai dvaPrcetar xal meaeitar év Peppad Talaad
instead of xal dvaPricetal eig Papwd Taladd xal meceital éxel.

™ Origen, Comm. in Rom 7:1 (FC 2/4:34), citing v. 21: (Ero, inquit, spiritus mendax in
ore omnium prophetarum et dicam, ut) ascendat in Galaad et ibi cadet.

® Origen, Hom. in Luc. 33 (GCS 49:187).
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I11. Conclusions

This survey of quotations from 1-4 Reigns in the fathers of the 2™ and 3"
centuries leads to the following observations and conclusions.

1. All the Fathers quote Antiochene and non-Antiochene text forms, some-
times almost side-by-side. It is only Clement of Alexandria who rarely uses
Antiochene text-forms. As the quotations come from different parts of 1-4
Reigns they may be considered as representative at least for their context if
not for the whole books. This means that in the 2™ and 3" centuries there
existed two main text forms: The text forms later on represented in Codex
Vaticanus and (to some extent) in Codex Alexandrinus and other manu-
scripts, and the so-called Antiochene or Lucianic text, represented in the so-
called Lucianic manuscripts and to a large extent also in exegetical writings
such as those of Theodoret or Eusebius. It is interesting that the number of
Antiochene readings in the quotations by most authors is larger than the other
readings.®

2. As already stated in the methodological remarks in the introduction the
existence of either text form does not mean that the other text form did not
exist. Evidently both text forms existed and were available in the 2" and 3"
centuries. However, the quotations of the Antiochene texts show that at least
these readings existed long before Lucian and cannot be the work of a “Lu-
cianic” redaction around 300.

3. The old way of discarding proto-Lucianic readings in Josephus or in the
New Testament or in the Old Latin translation by explaining them as later
cross-influence between the manuscripts has been considerably weekend by
the discovery of Qumran texts that agree with the Lucianic text, because
there cannot have been any interference from the fragments in their caves.
Also the Antiochene readings in this essay speak against such an explanation:
Both the quotations and also the way of transmission of the writings of the
Fathers are too widespread to explain the Antiochene readings as later cross-
influence. Who would have had the interest, the knowledge, and the possibil-
ity to do this (not to speak about the Latin texts)? In my view, it seems im-
portant to distinguish between scribal activities in the last centuries B.C.E.
and exegetical activities in later times.

8 Interestingly Thackeray’s segmentation seems to have no relevance for the distri-
bution of Antiochene and non-Antiochene readings within Early Christian literature.
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4. It is hard to image that only where there is a quotation by one of the Fa-
thers (or by Josephus or in the Old Latin) the Antiochene text should be old,
i.e. pre-Lucianic, and that in all the other cases, the Antiochene text should be
the result of the (assumed) Lucianic redaction. Such an assumption would
imply that the character of the Antiochene text would have changed just
where we have a quotation (or a fragment from Qumran or the Old Latin).

5. As the discussion about the oldest text and the revised text moves back
towards the 1% centuries B.C.E. and C.E. one has to admit that the quotations
in the fathers are not decisive for these questions. In the 2" and 3" centuries,
both text forms have been around. However, one should be careful not to
transfer the old assumptions about what Lucian (or whoever it was) would
have done around 300 C.E. to a time and a situation three centuries earlier.
Rather, the reasoning must be done in view of the texts themselves. For these
deliberations it is interesting that in most cases it is hard to find relevant rea-
sons for a change of what is effectively represented by the B-text towards the
Antiochene text, but that in most cases the B-text can be explained as an
isomorphic adaptation to the Hebrew text, be it by words or by word order.
This has been demonstrated in some cases and could be demonstrated for
most of the other cases. Of course, we have to exclude occasional analogies
caused by common biblical style or by quotation of memory or by an obvious
necessity for stylistic improvement.

However, the goal of the present essay was to collect and to present the
evidence for quotations from 1-4 Reigns by the Fathers of the 2™ and 3"
centuries.

MARTIN MEISER

Universitat des Saarlandes
Saarbricken, Deutschland
martin.meiser@mx.uni-saarland.de



Oekepeivag und 023910 in 1 Konige 11,19.
(Wevers prize paper 2016)

CHRISTOFFER THEIS

Abstract: The article offers a new solution for an Egyptian etymology of the names
Ockepeivog and o°3nn in 1 Kings 11:19. With a special look at the Greek form of the
name, an Etymology as 75-kmn.t “The Blind” seems plausible. Other proposed etymo-
logies are being rejected for philological reasons.

In der Geschichte des edomitischen Prinzen Hadad in 1 Konige 11,14-25
erscheint in 11,19 der Name einer Gemabhlin eines ungenannten agyptischen
Koénigs." Diese Gemahlin wird als ©%a7n, nebst dem Epitheton 77237
»die Gebieterin“ bezeichnet. In der Septuaginta erscheint der Name als
Osekepeivac.? lhre Schwester wurde spéter die Frau von Hadad und gebar ihm
einen Sohn namens n23), der in der Septuaginta Tavnpad heifit.

Fur den Namen oonn wurden in der Literatur bereits einige mdgliche
Etymologien vorgeschlagen. So wurde der Name in der Vergangenheit eben-
so wie in rezenten Werken vom &gyptischen Titel # i’m.t n(i)-sw.t ,Die

! Zur Erzahlung siehe einleitend Garrett Galvin, Egypt as a Place of Refuge (FAT 51;
Tibingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 84-89 und Bernd U. Schipper, “Tachpenes,” wibilex
2008, § 1f. [Online verfligbar unter http://www.bibelwissenschaft.de/de/stichwort/32234;
Zugriff am 15. Juli 2015]. Hier wird ibd. § 4 die Erzéhlung als , literarisch-fiktional“ be-
zeichnet, im Gegensatz z.B. zu dem Ansatz von Kenneth A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate
Period in Egypt (1100-650 B.C.) (Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1973) 274 mit Anm. 185,
der eine genaue Sicht auf das Land annahm und die Geschichte auf 975 v. Chr. datierte.

2 Dem hebraischen Text liegt Karl Elliger / Wilhelm Rudolph, eds., Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1977); dem griechischen Alan E.
Brooke, Norman McLean und H. St. J. Thackeray, The Old Testament in Greek according
to the Text of Codex Vaticanus, supplemented from other uncial Manuscripts, with a criti-
cal Apparatus containing the Variants of the chief ancient Authorities for the Text of the
Septuagint (Cambridge: University Press, 1930), 250 zugrunde. In der Ausgabe von Alfred
Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta. Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes (Stuttgart:
Wiirttembergische Bibelgesellschaft, '1962) 658 wird der Name ©skepuvag geschrieben. In
der Vulgata Taphnes, siehe Robert Weber und Bonifatius Fischer, ed., Biblia sacra iuxta
Vulgatam versionem (Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische Bibelgesellschaft, *1983) 296.
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Gemahlin des Konigs“ hergeleitet.® Da sich das agyptische #3 h’m.t n(.i)-sw.t
durch den nasalen Labial m vom Hebrdischen o510 unterscheidet, zog Man-
fred Gorg eine ,,Emendation nach der LXX-Fassung, eine{r} irrtimliche{n}
Angleichung an oder Beeinflussung durch den ON onann, einen {m}(n)
Labialwechsel oder auch — allerdings unter Ansetzung des Artikels p; vor
njswt — mit einem Assimilationsprozef“* als mégliche Erklarung heran.
Bereits diese Aussage weist mehrere Kniffe auf, mit denen versucht wird,
eine offenbar doch nicht ganz passende agyptische Etymologie auf den heb-
raischen Text zu beziehen. Mit einer Annahme dieser Kette von Fehlern, bei
denen es sich um eine Emendation nach der Septuaginta, eine Angleichung
an ein Toponym, einem Labialwechsel und noch einen Assimilationsprozess
handelt, durfte es wohl mdglich sein, praktisch jede beliebige Etymologie auf
ein hebraisches Konsonantencluster anzuwenden.” Kenneth A. Kitchen war

® So Schipper 2008, § 3; frilher Gerhard Fecht, Wortakzent und Silbenstruktur (AgFo
21; Gliickstadt: Augustin, 1960), 17; Manfred Gorg, “Namen und Titel in 1K6n 11, 19£”
BN 36 (1987), 22-26, hier 22; id.: “Namen und Titel in 1Kon 11, 19 in Aegyptiaca —
Biblica. Notizen und Beitrége zu den Beziehungen zwischen Agypten und Israel (ed. Manf-
red Gorg; AAT 11; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1991), 187—191, hier 187; id.: “Tachpenes,”
Neues Bibel-Lexikon, Lieferung 13, 767f.; John Gray, | & Il Kings. A Commentary. The
Old Testament Library (London: SCM Press, 1970), 285; Bernard Grdseloff, “En marge
des récentes recherches sur Tanis,” ASAE 47 (1947), 203-216, hier 215; id.: “Edém,
d’aprés les sources égyptiennes,” RHJE 1 (1947), 70-99, hier 90; Wilym H. Jones, 1 and 2
Kings, Vol. I. New Century Bible Commentary (Eugene, Oregon: Eerdmans Publisher Co.,
1984), 239; Rolf Krauss, “S6’, Kénig von Agypten — ein Deutungsvorschlag,” BN 11
(1980), 29-31, hier 30; Hans Schmoldt, Kleines Lexikon der biblischen Eigennamen
(Stuttgart: Reclam, 1990), 231; Bruno H. Stricker, “Trois études de phonétique et de mor-
phologie coptes,” AcOr 15 (1937), 1-20, hier 11f. Dieser Meinung schloss sich Martin
Rehm, Das erste Buch der Konige. Ein Kommentar (Wirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1979), 125
an. Die Deutung von Heinz Schumacher, ed., Die Namen der Bibel und ihre Bedeutung im
Deutschen (Heilbronn: Paulus-Verlag, 101995), 181 als ,,Haupt des Landes* ohne gebotene
agyptische Etymologie ist sicher zu streichen.

* Zitiert nach Gérg 1987, 22 und 1991, 187. Die Verwechslung mit dem Toponym fin-
det sich auch bei Grdseloff 1947, 215. Dahingegen wird von Manfred Gorg, “‘Tachpanhes*
— eine prominente judiische Adresse in Agypten,” BN 97 (1999), 24-30, hier 24, die in
Jer 2, 16 vorliegende Schreibung des Toponyms als ,,Angleichung an oder Konfusion mit
o110, dem vermeintlichen Namen der dgyptischen Konigin® aufgefasst, d.h. es scheint gar
nicht so klar zu sein, welche Schreibung nun auf welche einen Einfluss ausgetibt haben soll.

® Vergleichbar mutet auch die Erklarung von Manfred Gorg, “Die ,Sohne Agyptens® in
der sogenannten Volkertafel. Ein weiterer Versuch zur Identitdt und Komposition der
Namensliste Gen 10, 13f” in Agypten und der dstliche Mittelmeerraum im 1. Jahrtausend
v. Chr. Akten des Interdisziplinaren Symposions am Institut fiir Agyptologie der Universitét
Miinchen 25. — 27. 10. 1996 (ed. Manfred Gérg und Giinter Hélbl; AAT 44; Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 2000), 23-46, hier 30, Anm. 34, an, der der Meinung ist, dass der Name
071570 ,,grundsétzlich mit Recht mit dem dgypt. Titel £ hm.t njswt ‘die Konigsgemahlin’
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hier wesentlich zuriickhaltender, bemerkte er doch simpel ,,The Egyptian
original of this term remains undecided* und nahm als Grundform # A’m(.t)
p3 n(.)-sw.t ,,Die Gemahlin des Konigs“ mit Assimilation des m an p an.®
Ebenfalls zog Kitchen aber auch die bereits von William F. Albright vor-
geschlagene Deutung als #-h(n.t)-ps-nsw.t ,Die den Konig schiitzt* in
Betracht.” Ebenfalls schlug Kitchen eine weitere Deutung als mogliches
53-hp(.t)-n-35.t ,.Die von Isis umarmt wird* vor.?

Zumindest bringen diese Deutungen einen Eigennamen ins Spiel. Es bleibt
fraglich, warum immer angenommen wird, dass die Frau des Pharaos mit
ihrem Titel benannt wird, wo sie doch sicher einen eigenen Namen besal.
Auffallend wére bei der Deutung als ein simpler Titel auch, dass im Text
direkt die Bezeichnung ,,die Gebieterin“ 77237 folgt, womit zwei Titel direkt
aufeinander stoflen wirden. Betrachtet man die (rekonstruierte) Aussprache
des Titels 5 hi’m.t n(.1)-sw.t ergeben sich ebenfalls Probleme. Zu rekonstruie-
ren ist die Aussprache als ta’-hi’m t-iiinsi/uw,” worauf auch die keilschriftli-
chen Transkriptionen des agyptischen nsw als insi und unzu hindeuten.'
Etwas friher ist dieser Titel im 14. Jh. v.Chr. im Hethitischen als
SALTahamunzus vokalisiert in den ,,Mannestaten des Suppiluliuma* belegt.™*

verbunden wird {...}, wenn man in der TM-Fassung das P als Wiedergabe eines Artikels
versteht und so # hm.t p5 njswt ansetzt, eine Fugung, die vom israelitischen Schreiber
syntaktisch korrekt konstruiert, in den griech. Wiedergaben aber nach dem é&lteren Titel zu
Tekepewa u.d. modifiziert worden wire.” Es sollte durch die folgenden Ausfithrungen klar
sein, dass eine Form wie Tekepewvo oder Oekepeivag unmdoglich das agyptische ¢ hm.t
n(.1)-sw.t wiedergeben kann.

® Zitiert nach Kitchen 1973, 274 (§ 231), Anm. 183.

" Vgl. William F. Albright, “New Light on Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,”
BASOR 140 (1955), 27-33, hier 32.

& \Vgl. Kitchen 1973, 274 (§ 231), Anm. 183.

° vgl. z.B. Fecht 1960, 38—41 (§ 71-76) und Jirgen Osing, Die Nominalbildung des
Agyptischen (Mainz: von Zabern, 1976), 370. 478.

1% siehe die Belege bei Jiirgen Zeidler, “Die Entwicklung der Vortonsilben-Vokale im
Neudgyptischen” in Per aspera ad astra. Wolfgang Schenkel zum neunundflinfzigsten
Geburtstag (ed. Luise Gestermann und Heike Sternberg el-Hotabi; Kassel: Gestermann
1995) 195-237, hier 224-226; id., “Beitrige zur Nominalbildung des Agyptischen,” WdO
29 (1998), 21-31, hier 27 und Hermann Ranke, Keilschriftliches Material zur altagypti-
schen Vokalisation (Berlin: Verlag der koniglichen Akademia der Wissenschaften, 1910)
10. Zu insi auch Carsten Peust, “Zur Herkunft des koptischen H.” LingAeg 2 (1992) 117—
125, hier 123f.

! Die Deutung wurde bereits von Walther Federn, “Dahamunzu (KBo V 6 iii 8),” JCS
14 (1960), 33 getroffen; Textstelle publiziert von Hans G. Giiterbock, “The Deeds of
Suppiluliuma as told by his Son, Mursili Il. (Continued),” JCS 10 (1956), 75-98, hier 94,
A iii 8. Detlef Groddeck, “Agyptisch-Hethitisches,” in A Tribute to Excellence. Studies
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Hierzu wiirde die vokalisierte Form in der Septuaginta als @cskepeivag auf
keinen Fall passen, ebenso wie sie nicht mit ©>35in in Einklang zu bringen ist,
wobei die VVokalzeichen hier aber erst lange Zeit nach Christi Geburt hinzu-
gefiigt wurden.” Auch die von GORG vorgeschlagene Beeinflussung durch
einen Ortsnamen, wie er in Jeremia 43, 7-9; 44, 1; 46, 14 und Ezechiel 30, 18
als omann tberliefert ist,"® vermag angesichts der Wiedergabe in der Septu-
aginta mit Tagvor nicht zu iiberzeugen.™ In weiteren griechischen Quellen
aus Agypten wird der Ortsname als Adgvau iiberliefert und erscheint im De-
motischen als T3y=w-Sm-p3-nhs.”® Hierbei handelt es sich um den heutigen

offered in Honor of Erno Gaal, Ulrich Luft, Lasl6 Torok. StudAeg 17 (ed. Tamas A. B&cs;
Budapest: Chaire d’Egyptologie, 2002) 273-278, hier 275, Anm. 16, schlug vor, anstatt
Tahamunzus vielleicht Tahamamunzuras mit der Analyse ta=ham-unz-ura ,,die grofie
konigliche Gemahlin“ vom dgyptischen ¢ #’m.t n(.i)-sw.t wr.t zu lesen. Die anderen Teile
der Mannestaten wurden von Hans G. Giiterbock, “The Deeds of Suppiluliuma as told by
his Son, Mursili II,” JCS 10 (1956), 41-68 und id., “The Deeds of Suppiluliuma as told by
his Son, Mursili Il. (Continued),” JCS 10 (1956), 107—130 iibersetzt. Eine neuere Uberset-
zung in Ausziigen liegt bei Jorg Klinger, “Der Tatenbericht des Suppiluliuma I. — Auszug,”
in Staatsvertrage, Herrscherinschriften und andere Dokumente zur politischen Geschichte.
TUATI/NF 2 (ed. Bernd Janowski und Gernot Wilhelm; Gitersloh: Gitersloher Verlags-
haus, 2005), 147-150 vor.

12 Es wurde in der Forschung bereits 6fters darauf hingewiesen, dass eine Prioritét der
LXX vor der masoretischen Texttradition bestehen sollte, vgl. z.B. Beat Huwyler, Jeremia
und die Volker. Untersuchungen zu den Volkerspriichen in Jeremia 46—49 (FAT 20; Tu-
bingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1997) 58; zu Unterschieden zwischen der Septuaginta und diesem
Text im ersten Buch der Konige sei auf Gray 1970, 44-46 verwiesen.

3 Des Weiteren liegt in Jeremia 2, 16 das Qere oyann vor. Eine Vermischung mit dem
Ortsnamen schlug bereits Otto Thenius, Die Biicher der Kénige. KEH 9 (Leipzig: Hirzel,
1849), 171 vor. In einem aramédischen Papyrus aus Saqqara wird das Toponym ebenfalls
omionn geschrieben, siehe Noél Aimé-Giron, “Adversaria Semitica (IIT), VII: Baal Saphon
et les dieux de Tahpanhés dans un nouveau papyrus phénicien,” ASAE 40 (1940) 433-460,
hier 442.

Y Dies stellte auch Schipper 2008, § 1 fest.

15 Zu den demotischen Quellen Stephen R. K. Glanville, The Instructions of “Onchsche-
schonqy (British Museum Papyrus 10508) (London: British Museum, 1955), 12 (Lehre des
Chacheschongi IV, 5f.); Friedhelm Hoffmann, “Einige Bemerkungen zur Geschichte von
Ko6nig Amasis und dem Schiffer,” Enchoria 19-20 (1992-1993), 15-21, hier 20f.; Fried-
helm Hoffmann und Joachim F. Quack, Anthologie der demotischen Literatur (Einfiihrun-
gen und Quellentexte zur Agyptologie 4; Berlin: LIT Verlag, 2007), 161f. 309; Mark
Smith, “Did Psammetichus I die abroad?” OLP 22 (1991), 101-109; Karl-Theodor Zau-
zich, “Von Elephantine bis Sambehdet,” Enchoria 12 (1984), 193f. und id., “Agyptologi-
sche Bemerkungen zu den neuen araméischen Papyri aus Saqqara,” Enchoria 13 (1985),
115-118, hier 116. Wie Schumacher 1995, 179, zu einer Ubersetzung als ,,Haupt des
Landes* fiir das Toponym kommt, vermag ich nicht nachzuvollziehen, da keine dgyptische
Etymologie geboten wird. Anders wollte Manfred Gorg, “Tachpanhes,” Neues Bibel-
Lexikon, Lieferung 13, 767 und id. 1999, 25 von dgyptischem T3-hw.t-p3-nhsi herleiten.
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Tall Dafannah im &stlichen Nildelta, etwa 25 Kilometer in stid-westlicher
Richtung von Pelusium entfernt.*® Bei Johannes von Nikiu, Chronicon mundi
LXXXIX, 23 und XC, 33, dessen Werk aus dem siebten nachchristlichen
Jahrhundert stammt, wird das Toponym mit Metathese als Tenfas gefiihrt.”
Die Identifizierung mit dem bei Herodot, Historiae I, 30 und 107 erwéhnten
Ort Adgvon ist bereits seit dem Ende des 18. Jh.s verbreitet.®* Anders wurde
der Eigenname o°327n von Hellmut Haug als ,,.Die den Konig/ den Palast
schiitzt* iibersetzt, ohne allerdings eine zugrunde liegende Etymologie zu
bieten.”® Anzunehmen wére eine Form *75-hwi(.t)-p3-n(.i)-sw.t, die allerdings
aufgrund der noch im Altkoptischen erhaltenen Vokalisierung &ovial abzu-
lehnen ist,”® da ein Halbvokal noch zwingend vorhanden sein sollte. Diese
kurze Ubersicht vermag Kklar herauszustellen, dass keine der bisher vorge-

16 Allgemein zum Ort: Federico Contardi, “Tachpanhes,” wibilex 2008 [Online verfiig-
bar unter http://www.bibelwissenschaft.de/de/stichwort/32222, Zugriff am 15. Juli 2015].
Grabungsberichte bei William M. Flinders Petrie, “Tell Defenneh,” Academy 738 (1886),
456-459 und id.: Tanis Il. Nebesheh and Defenneh (Tahpanhes) (Memoir of the Egypt
Exploration Fund 4; London: Trubner, 1888), 47-96. Noch im koptischen Kambysesroman
erscheint der Ort in V, 23 und XII, 13, sieche Herman L. Jansen, The Coptic Story of
Cambyses’ Invasion of Egypt (Oslo: J. Dybwad, 1950), 45, und Georg Mdller, Aegyptische
Urkunden aus den Koniglichen Museen zu Berlin. Koptische Urkunden | (Berlin: Weid-
mann, 1904) 33-44; zum Bezug der Erzahlung zur Chronik des Johannes von Nikiu siehe
Andrea Eberle, “Mogliche Spuren politischen Widerstands in der koptischen Literatur. Der
Christ und die staatliche Ordnung,” in Texte — Theben — Tonfragmente. Festschrift fir
Gunter Burkard (ed. Dieter Kessler, Regine Schulz, Martina Ullmann, Alexandra Verbov-
sek und Stefan Wimmer; AAT 76; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2009) 83-91, hier 89-91.
Allgemein zum Roman Siegmar Dépp, “Kambyses Feldzug gegen Agypten: Der soge-
nannte Kambyses-Roman und sein Verhéltnis zu griechischer Literatur”, Gottinger Forum
fir Altertumswissenschaft 6 (2003), 1-17, hier 1-12.

7 Siehe Oscar von Lemm, Bemerkungen zum koptischen Kambyses-Roman. Kleine
Koptische Studien XVIII (St. Petersburg, 1900) 84 und Hermann Zotenberg, Chronique de
Jean, évéque de Nikiou (Paris: Impr. Nationale, 1883), 271f. sowie die Ubersetzung von
Robert H. James, The Chronicle of John (c. 690 A.D.). Coptic Bishop of Nikiu. Being a
History of Egypt before and during the Arab Conquest (Amsterdam: APA, 1982), 124.
136.

18 Siehe Francois Leclére, Les villes de Basse Egypte au I*" millénaire av. J.-C. BAE 144
(Kairo: Institut francais d’archéologie orientale, 2008), 507, Anm. 1 und auch Wilhelm
Spiegelberg, Aegyptologische Randglossen zum Alten Testament (Straburg: Schlesier &
Schweikhardt, 1904), 38-39; zu weiteren Vorschlagen und Problematiken siehe Contardi
2008, § 3. Text von Herodot bei Josef Feix, Herodot — Historien (Miinchen: Heimeran,
21977), 224. 284.

' Hellmut Haug, ed., Namen und Orte der Bibel (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2002), 357.

% vgl. Wolfhart Westendorf, Koptisches Handwérterbuch (Heidelberg: Winter,
1965/1977), 564.



Theis: Oexeucivag und 0°19/77 in 1 Kbnige 11,19 55

schlagenen Etymologien sich mit der hebrdischen Namensform o°39ma in
Einklang bringen l&sst — und die griechische Form ®gkepeivog immer igno-
riert wird.?*

Neben der Form @gkepeivag liegen fiir den Namen auch weitere Schrei-
bungen in anderen Handschriften vor.?? Diese unterscheiden sich von der
gebotenen Form nur geringfiigig durch leicht verdnderte Vokalisationen.
Betrachtet man die griechische Form @ekepeivag ganz analytisch, lassen sich
einige Ruckschliisse auf die Bestandteile des Namens ziehen. Das erste Ele-
ment Og- gibt regelm&Rig den agyptischen Artikel # (koptisch Te-) wieder,
wie man es auch als Beginn eines weiblichen Eigennamens erwarten kann.
Dieser erscheint in griechischen Wiedergaben im demotischen Onomastikon
sehr héufig, und ist z.B. Ogpecwog fir 75-msi-S.t oder Ogpnwg flir 75-rps.t
belegt.® Da in vielen Eigennamen der Artikel wie in v.a. 73-htr.t mit Tebpng
oder in T5-di-iy-m-htp mit Teteipovdig ebenfalls mit hartem Dental /t/ wie-
dergegeben wird,* ergibt sich auch fiir das Hebraische n kein Problem. Beim
auslautenden -g handelt es sich um die regelmiBig erscheinende griechische
Nominativendung, so dass der mittlere Teil -kepwv(a)- erklart werden muss.
Bereits in der 19. Dynastie erscheint ein Eigenname 735-kmn.t ,,Die Blinde*,®
welche exeptionell die Konsonantenabfolge der griechischen Form des Ei-
gennamens @ekepeivag erfiillt, da das .t als Marker des femininen Ge-
schlechts bereits friih regelmaBig abfallt.”® Durch das erhaltene /i/ ist auf eine
endbetonte Grundform zu schlieRen. Als Vokalisierung des Bildungstyps
Sudimaw / Sudimw.™t aus einer dreiradikaligen Wurzel ist *kuminw.™t zu

! Man konnte es mit Heinz-Josef Thissen, “Etymogeleien,” ZPE 73 (1988), 303-305
treffend als ,,Etymogeleien bezeichnen.

22 Sjehe Brooke, McLean und Thackeray 1930, 250: In einer Majuskel ®gkepnvag, so-
wie in Minuskeln @exawunvag, Oekapvng, Oexepvag, Bexepnvog sowie Oekepvng. Zu
vergleichen ist auch der Name *J»31n bei Ran Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthro-
ponymy and Prosopography (OLA 28; Leuven: Peeters, 1988), 98. 165.

2 Siehe die Belege bei Erich Liddeckens, ed., Demotisches Namenbuch (Wieshaden:
Reichert, 1980), 1066. 1070. 1088. 1120.

2 Sjehe die Belege bei Liuddeckens 1980, 1080. 1154.

% Sjehe Hermann Ranke, Die agyptischen Personennamen, Bd. I: Verzeichnis der Na-
men (Gluckstadt: Augustin, 1935), 371, Nr. 2f.

% Sjehe nur die Beispiele bei Carsten Peust, Egyptian Phonology. An Introduction to
the Phonology of a Dead Language (Monographien zur agyptischen Sprache 2; Géttingen:
Peust und Gutschmidt, 1999), 151, oder Friedrich Junge, Einflihrung in die Grammatik des
Neuagyptischen (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 21999), 32.
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erwarten.”’ So wére die Entwicklung der Form von urspriinglichem *7z;-
kuminw.”t > *Ta3-kuminwa > *Té-kmina > *Té-kemin(a) zu rekonstruieren.
Die erste Silbe der Verbalwurzel scheint in Angleichung an den unbetonten
Acrtikel aufgespalten worden zu sein. An diese Form wurde folgend die grie-
chische Nominalendung angefiigt, so dass folgend der Name Ockepeivog
entstand. Dementsprechend wire als Bedeutung simpel ,,Die Blindheit™ bzw.
,Die Blinde“ anzunehmen. Erscheint ein -¢ auf den ersten Blick an einem
weiblichen Personennamen ungewdhnlich, zeigt ein Blick in das Onomas-
tikon der griechischen Umschreibungen altdgyptischer Personennamen deut-
lich, dass dies die Regel war.?® In der Forschung wird fiir die Textpassage um
1 Konige 19 seit langerer Zeit verstarkt eine spéate Entstehung angenom-
men,? eine Meinung pladierte hier sogar erst fiir die Zeit der Ptolemaer.* Fiir

%7 Siehe die Formen bei Osing 1976, 111f. Vergleichbar ist die Bildung des koptischen
Personennamens [ cuine bei Gustav Heuser, Die Personennamen der Kopten | (Untersu-
chungen) (Leipzig: Dieterich, 1929), 31.

% Siehe die vielfaltigen Formen bei Liiddeckens 1980, 1050-1167*. Ebenfalls liegen
im griechischen Onomastikon mehrfach Belege firr feminine Namen auf -¢ vor, siehe nur
August Fick, Die griechischen Personennamen nach ihrer Bildung erklért und systema-
tisch geordnet (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1894), 343-345; Friedrich Bechtel,
Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur Kaiserzeit (Halle: Niemeyer,
1917), 578-580; Tal Ilan, Lexicon of Jewish Names in Late Antiquity, Part |: Palestine 330
BCE — 200 CE. (TSAJ 91; Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2002), passim oder das Material bei
Wilhelm, Pape, Handwdrterbuch der griechischen Sprache, Dritter Band: Wérterbuch der
griechischen Eigennamen (Braunschweig: Vieweg, *1875) passim. Hier sollte auch darauf
hingewiesen werden, dass manche Namen in Agypten fiir Frauen wie Méanner gebraucht
werden konnten; als Beispiele sei hier auf Sz5./=w-;-wty entsprechend Ztotontig auf Pap.
Wien D 6827, DG 2 und DA 2f. bei Sandra L. Lippert und Maren Schentuleit, Urkunden.
Mit Beitragen von Fabian Reiter (DDD 3; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010), 186f. oder
Hibe entsprechend Zatafovg in Pap. Rylands 11 160b, DG 3 und GH 10 bei ibd. S. 245 u.
S. 248 und Pap. Berlin P. 7057 + P. 23869 + Pap. Louvre 10346 (1) + (5) + Pap. Heidel-
berg 798g, DG 3 bei ibd. 316. Zu Zatapovg speziell Maren Schentuleit, “Satabus aus
Soknopaiu Nesos: Aus dem Leben eines Priesters am Beginn der rémischen Kaiserzeit,”
CdE 82 (2007), 101-125.

# 7 B. Diana V. Edelman, “Solomon’s Adversaries Hadad, Rezon and Jerobeam. A
Trio of ,Bad Guys‘ Characters illustrating the Theology of Immediate Redribution” in: The
Pitcher is Broken. Gedenkschrift G. W. Ahlstrom (JSOT.S 190; ed. Steven W. Holloway
und Lowell K. Handy; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 166—191, hier 190;
André Lemaire, “Hadad 1’Edomite ou Hadad 1’Araméen?” BN 43 (1988), 14-18 und
Nadav Na‘aman, “Israel, Edom and Egypt in the 10" Century B.C.E,” Tel Aviv (1992), 71—
93, hier 76.

% 50 Erich Bosshard-Nepustil, “Hadad, der Edomiter. 1Kén 11, 14-22 zwischen litera-
rischem Kontext und Verfassergegenwart” in Schriftauslegung in der Schrift. Festschrift
fur Odil H. Steck (BZAW 300; ed. Reinhard G. Kratz, Thomas Kriger und Konrad
Schmid; Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, 2000) 95-109. Doch existieren auch gewisse
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die spate Entstehung sollte das in etwa kontemporér vorhandene Material
herangezogen werden, welches die vorhandene Form der Namensbildung
deutlich erflllt. Fiir den Namen des Sohnes na3) wurde eine Etymologie vom
agyptischen Titel Onb.1 hergestellt, der ebenso im Neuen Reich als Perso-
nenname belegt ist.*! Hiermit waren beide Personennamen bereits aus der
Zeit des Neuen Reiches bekannt.

Konnte somit fiir die griechische Form eine plausible Etymologisierung
mit einem im &gyptischen Onomastikon vorhandenen Personennamen aufge-
zeigt werden, stellt sich im Folgenden die Frage, wie die hebrdische Form
o719nn, die dem griechischen @skepeivog in der Biblia Hebraica gegeniiber-
steht, entstanden sein koénnte. Die beiden Namen unterscheiden sich in je-
weils zwei Konsonanten: So steht dem griechischen « ein 11 sowie dem p ein
9 entgegen. Bei dem Konsonantenpaar x und 11 scheint i1 zu einer spirantisier-
ten Form des > zu passen,® aus der im Griechischen dann « wurde. Fiir das
andere Konsonantenpaar ist eine Verschreibung vom griechischen p im Heb-
rdischen von »n zu » moglich, da die beiden Buchstaben eine runde Form
aufweisen.®® Es ware mdglich, dass der griechische Name sozusagen neu
gedeutet wurde, da die dem Eigennamen o3an im hebrdischen Text zugrun-
de liegende Etymologie nicht mehr verstanden wurde. Hier lielRe sich gut an
Alexandria als Entstehungsort des Namens denken, in der die Septuaginta der

Griinde, die fur eine Entstehung in der ersten Halfte des ersten Jahrtausends sprechen, siehe
z.B. Paul S. Ash, David, Solomon and Egypt: A Reassessment (JSOT.S 297; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 109-119.

% vgl. Schipper 2008, § 3; Hermann Ranke, Die agyptischen Personennamen, Bd. I1:
Einleitung. Form und Inhalt der Namen. Geschichte der Namen. Vergleiche mit andren
Namen. Nachtrage und Zusatze zu Band I. Umschreibungslisten (Glickstadt/Hamburg:
Augustin, 1952), 320, Nr. 13 und Manfred Weippert, Edom, Studien und Materialien zur
Geschichte der Edomiter auf Grund schriftlicher und archaologischer Quellen (Tibingen:
Univ. Diss., 1971), 302. Belegt auf Pap. London, BM 10466; allerdings ist der Name
hiernach anscheinend nicht mehr belegt. Anders wollte Rehm 1979, 125 mit Walter Baum-
gartner, Hebraisches und aramaisches Lexikon zum Alten Testament (Leiden: Brill, 31967),
191, den Namen mit arabischem — | stammesfremder Gast* in Verbindung bringen.

% vgl. z.B. die genannten Belege bei Friedrich Delitzsch, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler
im Alten Testament, nebst den dem Schrifttexte einverleibten Randnoten klassifiziert (Ber-
lin/Leipzig: De Gruyter, 1920), 124f.

® Ein Beispiel hierfiir scheint in der Biblia Hebraica nicht vorzuliegen, vgl. Delitzsch
1920.
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pseudepigraphen Schrift des Aristeasbriefes auf Anregung von Demetrios
von Phaleron (~350—1280 v.Chr.) geschaffen worden sein soll.*

Dass es sich bei der griechischen Fassung in 1 Koénige 11,19 mit
Ockepeivag um einen Namen mit pejorativer Bedeutung handelt, lieRe sich
mit anderen Namensbildungen fremdlandischer wie auch inlandischer Nomi-
na propria erklaren.*® Die Namensbedeutung ,,Die Blinde* ist zwar bereits
aus der Zeit des Neuen Reiches belegt, doch scheint diese Bezeichnung flr
eine Konigin recht unpassend. Vergleichbare Schemata wurden bereits fiir
die verschiedensten dgyptischen wie babylonischen Namen herausgestellt. So
kann hier v.a. auf 37 9"% mit der Bedeutung ,,Narr des Marduk* in 2. K&-
nige 25, 27 und Jeremia 52, 31, oder Namensspiele bei y91 in Jeremia 44, 30
und R0 in 2. Konige 19, 9 und Jesaja 37, 9 verwiesen werden.*® Dement-
sprechend scheint es nicht verwunderlich, dass die Koénigin als ,blind‘ be-
zeichnet wird, wenn sie ihre Schwester einfach mit Hadad, und damit einem
fremdl&ndischen Koénig, ziehen l&sst. Dass die Septuaginta fur die Wiederga-
be agyptischer Namen mit herangezogen werden muss und in bestimmten
Féllen eine akkuratere Vokalisierung aufweist, wurde bereits fiir andere Be-
lege herausgestellt.”

Zusammenfassend lasst sich sagen, dass mit einer urspriinglichen Etymo-
logie *Ta3-kuminw. t fir @exepsivog der Konsonantenbestand wie auch die
Vokalisierung stimmig ist. Die zu Beginn des Beitrags zusammengefassten
Deutungen des Namens entsprechen in keiner Form der Vokalisierung wie
auch in manchen Féllen nicht dem Konsonantenbestand — oder es sind zu
viele Emendationen, Verinderungen oder Ahnliches nétig, um das Hebréi-
sche an eine offenbar bereits schon vorher feststehende dgyptische Form
anzupassen. In keinem Fall wurde allerdings die griechische Form mit einbe-
zogen, die wie gezeigt vollig anders lautet.

* Edition Kai Brodersen, Aristeas. Der Konig und die Bibel (Stuttgart: Reclam, 2008),
46-49. 156-163.

% Vergleichbar nahm auch Gérg 1999, 768 an, dass der Name nachtraglich vom Erzih-
ler eingefligt wurde, um das folgende Epitheton 77°23:7 konstruktiv zu erkléren.

% Siehe Christoffer Theis, “Sollte Re sich schimen? Eine subliminale Bedeutung von
y797 in Jeremia 44, 30,” UF 42 (2010), 677—691, hier speziell 687f. und id., “Noch ein
Namensspiel in der Bibel? Zum Namen 72370 in 2. Kénige 19, 9 und Jesaja 37, 9,” BN 162
(2014), 67-74.

¥ Siehe Theis 2010, 681-683.



Theis: Oexeucivag und 0°19/77 in 1 Kbnige 11,19 59

Dass manche Ausgaben der Septuaginta in 1 Konige 11f. einen véllig an-
deren Weg beschreiten, dirfte durch die Hinzufligung von 25 Versen zwi-
schen den Versen 24 und 25 des hebréischen Textes in 1.Kdnige 12 deutlich
sein. Die Verse beschaftigen sich mit dem Beginn der Herrschaft Rehobeams
wie der Flucht Jerobeams nach Agypten. Dieser Textzusatz liegt in der Aldi-
nischen Edition der Septuaginta von Aldus Manutius (1449-71515) aus dem
Jahr 1518 n.Chr. und der rémischen Edition von Francesco Zanetti vor.*® Von
besonderem Interesse ist Vers 24e in 1 Konige 12 der Septuaginta: xoi
Yovookip £dwke t@ ‘TepoPfoap TV Avd  adedenv  Bekepivog TNV
npecPutépav Tiig yuvoukdg avtod et eic yovoika: adtn Nv ueyéAn &v péom
T@®v Buyatépov 10D Paciémg kai Eteke @ Tepofoap OV APLd viov avtod.
,,Und Susanqu® gab Jerobeam Ano (Av) zur Frau, die dlteste Schwester der
Thekeminas (@skepivag), seiner Frau. Sie war eine Grofle in Mitten der
Tochter des Konigs und sie gebar Jerobeam Abia (Apu), seinen Sohn.*

Dem Text zufolge hatte @ekepeivag eine Schwester, deren Name Ave
war. Da es sich damit um eine Dame aus dem Land Agypten handelt, sollte
dementsprechend ihr Name auf eine dgyptische Form zurlickgefuhrt werden
kdnnen. Da der Name Avw sehr kurz ist, kann nur ein Ansatz fiir eine Etymo-
logie geboten werden. Da in der Septuaginta sehr unterschiedlich verfahren
wurde was die Setzung von Spiritus asper und Spiritus lenis bei Fremdwor-
tern angeht, wére ebenso eine urspriingliche Lesung als Ave méglich.*® An-
lautendes a- im Griechischen gibt &gyptisches /- wieder, wie es v.a. in Pap.
Oxyrhynchus 4468, rt. I, Z. 29 mit Apovpov fiir 4gyptisches Hw.t-bnbn der

% Text bei Francisci Zanetti, H TIAAAIA AIAGHKH KATA TOYE
EBAOMHKONTA AI AYOENTIAX EYETOY E” AKPOY APXIEPEQYX EKAOG®EIXZA.
Vetus testamentum iuxta Septuaginta ex auctoritate Sixti V. Pont. Max. (Rom 1587), 260.

% Bei der Wiedergabe des Namens wird sich an die alteste vokalisierte Form gehalten.
Es handelt sich hierbei um eine Urkunde aus dem Jahr 692, sprich der Herrschaftszeit
Sanheribs (704-689), die den Namen als Susanqu, und einer Uberlieferung aus den Anna-
len AsSurbanipals (669-631/27), die den Namen als Susinqu wiedergeben, vgl. Hans-
Ulrich Onasch, Die assyrischen Eroberungen Agyptens (AAT 27; Wieshaden: Harrasso-
witz, 1994), 15. 53 und auch Manfred Weippert, Historisches Textbuch zum Alten Testa-
ment. Mit Beitrdgen von Joachim Friedrich Quack, Bernd Ulrich Schipper und Stefan
Jakob Wimmer (Grundrisse zum Alten Testament 10; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Rup-
recht, 2010), 228f. Das hebraische Konsonantencluster in 1. Koénige 11, 40; 14, 25 und 2.
Chronik 12, 2.5.7.9 folgt der Elision des n im Agyptischen wihrend der libyschen Periode,
vgl. z.B. die Wiedergaben bei Jurgen von Beckerath, Handbuch der &gyptischen Konigs-
namen (MAS 49; Mainz: von Zabern, 21999), 185. 189. 191. 193.

“0 Siehe nur Erich Nestle, “Spiritus asper und spiritus lenis in der Umschreibung hebrai-
scher Worter” Philologus 68 (1909), 456-463 und Franciscus Zorell, “Spiritus asper und
lenis hebraischer Worter und Eigennamen im Griechischen” ZTK 24 (1900), 734-738.
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Fall ist.* Zu denken wére an eine zugrunde liegende Form Hnw.t ,Die
Schiitzerin®,* wobei sich die Grundbedeutung des Namens vielleicht auch
noch im Demotischen in der maskulinen Form als Hn-n=w erhalten hat.*
Allerdings sollte dies aufgrund des geringen Konsonantenbestands in Avw

oder Ave nur als Vorschlag verstanden werden.

CHRISTOFFER THEIS
Ruprecht-Karls-Universitat Heidelberg
Agyptologisches Institut

Marstallhof 4

69117 Heidelberg, Deutschland
Christoffer_Theis@web.de

* Sjehe Michael W. Haslam, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Volume LXV (London: Egypt
Exploration Fund, 1998), 117 fir Literatur zur Wiedergabe.

*2S0 2.B. Ranke 1935, 242, Nr. 17f.

3 Siehe Liiddeckens 1980, 785.



“Ipsissima verba”: The translator’s “actual words”
in Old Greek Job and what they tell us about the
translator and the nature of the translation*

CLAUDE Cox

Is there a Sherlock Holmes in the house? The relationship between the Old
Greek (OG) and its source text for Job is so complex that sometimes the
deductive logic and investigative acumen of a Sherlock Holmes is required in
order to ferret out how the translator got from the presumed source text to the
translation that sits there before one’s eyes. The Greek translator’s (G’s) own
footprint—indeed, the tread on G’s shoes—occupies an equal or larger space
in lob than anywhere else in the LxX corpus, but it is only upon extensive
examination of G’s work that one gains an appreciation for how the mind of
the translator works. Of course, a translator’s approach is embedded in all
aspects of a translation but the character of the translators’s social, literary
and theological thought is often not accessible in the LxX because of the
conservative approach taken toward the text.

lob is not such a translation. To see all those asterisks in the conflated,
ecclesiastical text is an immediate tip-off, but G’s production goes far beyond
mere abbreviation. This paper seeks to separate off for analysis pieces of G’s
work where there is empty space in the source text when a retroversion of the
OG is compared with it. Already some years ago there was a consideration of
the hundreds of conjunctions and indeclinable adverbials that G added in the
course of translating Job.? This study will not revisit that phenomenon, but
goes on to treat more substantive additions to see what they reveal about the
translator. These additions are the translator’s own words, G’s own voice and
vocabulary. It is often the case that the OG looks and reads entirely different-

! This paper was read in an IOSCS session at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Bib-
lical Literature, in Atlanta, Nov. 21-24, 2015. | would like to thank the editor of JSCS,
Siegfried Kreuzer, for inviting me to submit it for publication in the Journal and for his
work in seeing it through to publication.

2 Cox, “Tying It All Together: The Use of Particles in Old Greek Job,” BIOSCS 38
(2005): 41-54.
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ly from the source text. Often the discrepancy is not a question of the intro-
duction of G’s own words but, rather, perhaps the incorporation of a piece of
text from elsewhere in lob or elsewhere in the LxX. Before concluding that
word(s) are G’s own, several other possibilities have to be considered and set
aside. These can be posed in the form of questions that a detective might ask:

* Is the word or words in the OG without equivalent in the source text the
result of a double translation? For example, in 30:8a the words ovopo (8a)
and kAéos (8b) represent the double translation of aw. There are numerous
cases of double translation in lob. A more dramatic example is found at
19:13c, where the entire line is a second translation of 19b of the source text.
Double translations are to be distinguished from additions to the text in the
sense that, though they contribute to a longer text, each has an equivalent in
the source text.

* Does the “plus” in the OG represent a conflation based on other verses in
lob? For example, plusses in 42:11 derive from the Prologue, specifically,
2:11a; 1:22a = 2:10d; 1:4d, and develop Iob’s post-suffering experience using
language familiar from the Prologue.?

* Are the words unattested in the source text the result of G’s repetition of
words or phrases in the immediate context? The words mpo cpas in 15:33a
are repeated from 32a; eém yfs in 24:19a is repeated from 18b; eicokou—
oeTal auToU in 27:10b is repeated from 9a (elcokouceTal kuptos). In each
case the repetition has no source text. Other repetitions, but not from the
immediate context, include oTav Sokn 118n at 20:7a, 22a, which derive from
15:21b, where only oTav is represented in the source text, in a>w32. In these
cases of addition, the first instance represents the translation of the Hebrew,
but the precise repetitions offer no insight into G’s own use of vocabulary or
immediate style of translation since they are not, in fact, translations. On the
other hand, in terms of “the big picture,” the analysis of G’s use of repetition
offers insight into an over-all approach to the source text and its replication in
Greek.

« If the OG is longer than the Hebrew, has G paraphrased the source text
in such a way that “extra” words were required? In that case, though some of
G’s words have no counterpart in the source text, none can really be said to

8 See, in detail, “Old Greek Job 42. A surprise at the end of the road: intertextual con-
nections between the Epilogue and the Prologue, introduced by the translator into the
former,” forthcoming.
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count as a plus. For example, at 24:8b nonn >2am “for want of shelter” is
rendered Topa TO UM EXELV aUTOUS OKETMVY “because they had no shelter,”
all of whose elements are required to convey the sense of the source text.
None is extraneous.

* Does the longer OG incorporate a quotation from someplace else in Iob
or someplace else in the LXX? In this case, not only has G inserted a piece of
text from elsewhere, but that citation has displaced a translation of the source
text. For example, lob 22:28a represents a citation of lob 8:6b.* It is not a
translation of 22:28a. As for quotations G incorporates from outside lob, e.g.,
3:16a = Num 12:12a and 4:21a = Esa 40:24.°

* If the plus in the OG is not a quotation, has G possibly made an allusion
to another text? Thus, in yn, un émkaAUdns €d’ oiHOTI TAS COPKOS HOU
“O earth, do not cover up the blood of my flesh” (16:18a)—where Tns cop—
kos has no equivalent in the Hebrew, is there an allusion to 1 yop uxn
Taons oopkos alpo auTou oTiv (Leu 17:11,14)? Maybe.

* [s the “extra” in the OG part of a word pair? G seems to like word pairs
and will add a synonym to a word. For example, at 21:22a, whereas ny7
stands in the source text, G provides ouvectv kai émoTtrunv.® Another such
word pair is els keva kol paTtoia “vainly and foolishly” which appears to

* This identification was noted by Beer. Dhorme and Heater follow Beer in this convic-
tion. See G. Beer, Der Text des Buches Hiob (Marburg: N.G. Elwertsche Verlagsbuch-
handlung, 1897); E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book of Job (trans. H. Knight; Nash-
ville: Thomas Nelson, 1984; first published, 1967; original French, 1926); H. Heater, Jr., A
Septuagint Translation Technique in the Book of Job (CBQMS 11; Washington DC:
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1982). All three are cited ad loc in this study. Of
course the Greek text of lob employed throughout is that of J. Ziegler, lob (Septuaginta
Vetus Testamentum Graecum, Xl, 4; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982).

® T. Muraoka (see Heater, 42) and Heater identified the first citation; Dhorme and Heat-
er cite the second. That G quotes the Lxx and uses it extensively has important ramifica-
tions for the question of the authority of the LxX at the time (ca. 100 BCE) vis-a-vis the
Hebrew. It also indicates how familiar scholars like G were with the Greek text. There are
many such intertextual borrowings in OG Job and, having collected them, | am of the
opinion that there are more rather than fewer. This phenomenon is part of G’s fluid ap-
proach to translation. G is so familiar with the LXX that it is cited freely, quite precisely and
without awkwardness.

® G replaces 22:2 of the source text with OG 21:22a, so the word pair is repeated a few
verses later. In a third instance of their pairing, G uses emoTnun kai oUveats at 12:16b,
where G has replaced the word pair of the source text with one more fitting to follow 16a.
The word pair eémioTnun ka1 cUveats in 16b appears to be a variation upon 12:13, a verse
similar to v.16, where, in 13b a0Td PouAn kai cUvecis appears. G has replaced BouAn
with émoTtnun. In 12:13b clvects renders mpan.
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represent 2°w» at 20:18.” | am inclined to call these “doublet translations”
rather than double translations since G has a single idea in mind.

* Are the words in the OG that have no equivalent in the Hebrew ex par.?

This is true, for example, of 42:10bB (adnkev aUTOls TNV GuaPTIOY)
which draws on 42:9¢ (FAucEV TTv auapTIioV aUTOLS).

* Has G reconstructed the source text? In altering the meaning of the
source text G may introduce words that seem to have no equivalent in the
source text. In reality, G has not added words to the text in so far as the non-
equivalents are tied to particular words in the source text. An example of this
is provided by G’s treatment of 26:2, whose content is entirely altered. Here
is the Hebrew (BHS), OG, NETS, and NRsV for Job 26:2.

N PRI I mNYy
Tivi mpdoketoat Ty Tivi peAAets BonBelv;
TOTEPOV OUX 6 TOAAT) 1GXUS Kol 63 BpacXicov KpoTaos ECTIV;

To whom are you devoted, or to whom are you about to provide help?
Is it not to him (i.e., the Lord) who has much strength and a strong arm?
NRSV How you have helped one who has no power!

How you have assisted the arm that has no strength!

In 2a "X “to the one who has no power” has become ¢ TOAAR 1oxUs “to
him who has much strength,” and in 2b 1382 31 “the arm that has no
strength” has become ¢ Ppoxicov kpaTands “to him who has a strong arm.”
At first glance it might appear that moA\n and kpataios are G’s additions,
since 1¥-X? means “no power” or “without power,” but, in G’s reading of the
source text, “no power” is understood as “power without limit” and “arm of
no strength” as “arm of limitless strength.”

* Has G provided a finite verb for a verbless clause in the source text?
Since a verb is implicit in the source text, the “addition” of a finite verb is not
really an addition at all. That is not to say that G’s treatment of verbless
clauses is not without interest when G departs from the common use of the
verb “to be” in representing the Hebrew.®

" 1s Sherlock Holmes still in the house? The relationship of the OG to the source text in
this verse is complicated. As for 2°wn, “giving it back” means “not being able to keep it,”
i.e., the person has worked for it in vain.

8 G adds ¢oTiv in the case of 26:2b, cited above. See also 27:3b, where G adds (Trvelpa
8¢ Belov) TO mepidv (Wot v pioiv) “and a divine puff of air is what remains in my nos-
trils.” Here too a simple copula verb would have sufficed. At 31:21b G translates,
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* Is the OG a multi-word translation for a single word in the source text?
The Hebrew text of Job is economical in words, typical of poetical works.
G also is economical of expression generally, but not always. An example is
provided by G’s translation of 1™ “shouted for joy” with Tjveoaw ue dcovn
ueyoAn “praised me with a loud voice” (38:7b). The words dcovy] peyan
must be considered part of the idea conveyed by the verb 1 in the source
text. The OG is a fine rendering.

Having said all that ... G’s unique literary effort

These questions help to clarify what one can consider to be G’s own addi-
tions to a bare-bones translation of the source text. G may well not have con-
sidered them “additions” but, rather, part and parcel of the task of preparing a
particular type of translation of Job. That is, the additions, like the omissions,
are parts of a homogeneous effort. However, for the sake of the task at hand
we will call them additions. The following is a list of such “additions.” It
includes a characterization of the nature of G’s “pluses,” which will help in
the summation that will follow.

1:lc (GO TOVTOS ToVnPol) TPAYUSTOS clarification
1:6  (cdS EYEVETO T) NUEPD) CUTH specification
1:20b (exelpaTo) TV KOUMV (Ths kedaAfs) explanatory

1:22b  (oU8ev nuapTev looP) evovTiov ToU kuplou  theological

2:9a0 Xpovou 8¢ ToAhou mpoPePnkoTos segmentation: time

2:10e //1:22b ::: Bsou theological

2:13¢ (TN TAnynv) Seivn odcow kol emphasis

3:15a (cov) moMus (0 Xpucos) emphasis

3:24b  (Sokpuo 8€) £y emphasis

3:26b  (1{ABev &¢) ot (Spyr) makes explicit

4:2a  (Mn) moAhakis (oot AehaAnTan) emphasis

4:17a Tl yop; rhetorical

5:80  (xUptov 8€) Tov TaVTY SecTOTNY theological: confessional
5:27¢  (ou 8¢ yvadbi oeauTed) el T1 Empatas explanatory

6:5a T yop; rhetorical

(memotBcds) STt TOAM pot Bondela epieaTiv “ (confident that) I have much help at my
disposal.” The clause is verbless in the MT; Temo18cds represents X x> “because I saw”
(NRsV). G supplies mepicoTiv, not simply the copula, ¢oTiv. G adds améfnoav and
Aoyiobein for verbless clauses in the translation of 24:5a and 31:28a, respectively.
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6:10b (pnuoTa ayto Beol) pou
7:19b (fcds Ov kaTaTic ) Ev oSV

personalizes
emphasis; suffering

7:20a (gl) éyoo (MUOpPTOV) emphasis

7:20a (i) Suvapal (oot mpaEat) capability

7:20b (O EMICTAUEVOS) TOV VOUV clarification

9:13b (kNTM) TG UT OUPAVOY descriptive

9:31a ikawads® (v puTe e ERaias) emphasis

10:1c  (mikpig YuXTs HOU) CUVEXOUEVOS emphasis: suffering
10:9b (els 8¢ ynv ue) ToA (XTOOTPEDELS) emphasis

10:16a (cdomep Aécav) els oparyn emphasis: description

11:2b (6 elAahos) oleTat (givan Sikaios;) thinking

personalizes
personalizes
personalizes
personalizes
personalizes
clarification
clarification

11:14b (Toppw ToINoOV OUTO) AT GoU
11:17b (avotehet) oot (Ceon)

11:18a (0TI 0TIv) ool (EATTS)

11:18b (avadoaveiTal) ol (siprvn)
11:19a (oUk EoTot O TOAEUV) GE

12:17b (xpiTas &) yns

12:19b (SuvacTas 8¢) yhs (kaTéaTpeYev)

12:21b Tamevous (8¢ 16oaTo)
13:6a (okoUGOTE EAEYXOV) OTOPATOS HOU
13:9b (el yap) T& TAVTO TOIOUVTES

complete the line
parallel for “my lips”
emphasis

13:12a &moProeTan ([8&]™ Uucdv TO youpiapa) stylistic improvement

13:15a (Eqv pe XE1peIOTTOL) 6 SUVCOTNS clarification of subject

13:18a (180U) £y (Eyyvus eiut) emphasis
13:18a (EyyuUs €lpl TOU KPIHXTOS) Hou personalizes
13:22a (eyw &€) oot (UTakoucopal) clarification
13:22b gy (8¢ 0ol 80w AVTATOKPICIY) emphasis

13:24a (Sia Ti) o Euol (kpUTrTH) personalizes

13:25b ([cds] XOpTw (depoutvey UTTO TveUpaTos) provide a parallel for 25a
emphasis: mortality
complete the line

1
14:5a (0 Plos oUToU) el ThS YTS
14:14b ouvtehéoas ™ (Muépas Tou Biou aTou)

® The adv. ikovéds occurs in the LxX elsewhere only at 3 Makk 1:4.

% The word contained within square brackets also belongs to G, but lies outside the
subject of this analysis.

11 13:25a reads, cds PpUAAOV KIvoupevov UTO Guépou “as a leaf borne along by the
wind”; “like a windblown leaf” (NETS).
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14:16b 0USEV (TAAV AHOPTIV pou) emphasis

15:7a Ti yop; rhetorical

15:11b peydAcs (UmepBaAhovTeas)™ emphasis: hyperbole
15:13b (pruoaTo) TolouTo qualification

15:21b (6Taw) Sokn 18N (iprveveiv) thinking: assumption
15:22b (g1s) Xelpas (o18rpou) Hebraism

15:23b (018ev [8¢]) &v EqUTE inner life; conscience
16:3a Ti yop; rhetorical

16:9¢c  BeAn (MElpaTY o TOU) ET Euol Emeoev™® contextual

17:2  Mooopo®® (képveav), kai Ti Tomoas;Y  contextual; complete the line
17:3a ‘exheyav (8¢ pou Ta UmapxXovTa dAAGTElol)  complete the ling'®

18:2b  (iva kal) ool (AaAnocopev) emphasis

18:4b Ti yop; rhetorical

18:6a (TO ¢pcds) auToU clarification: referent
18:11b moAhol emphasis

18:19b (oUSE “**) O olkos auToU complete the line
19:4a ey (Emhavnfnv) emphasis

19:4d T 8¢ PAUOTE HOU TAGVATOL Kol OUK £ kapou  theological™

2 It may be that ouvteAécas is a second translation of 7 “shall he live again?”
(RsV); the first translation in the OG is {rioeTon “then would live again” (14a).

¥ Dhorme suggests that G read ov» X “tasteless” rather than oy vx> “gently with.” The
MT reads Tay x> 727 “or the word that deals gently with you” (NRSV; NJPS is similar). The
word umepBaA\ovTaws is a hapax in the OG corpus.

4G draws this expanded subordinate clause out of o>wa “in prosperity” (NRSV), or
“when he is at ease” (NJPS). G’s expansion is, ‘“just when he thinks he is at peace” (NETS),
or “Gerade dann, wenn er meint, nunmehr in Frieden zu leben” (LXX.D). G repeats oTav
Sokq) N8N at 20:7a, 22a to render similar constructions in the source text (read —a for — at
the head of 20:7a: see Dhorme, citing C. J. Ball).

1> See 6:4a; 30:14a; Ps 37:3. melpatrs “brigand, pirate” occurs in the LXX elsewhere
only at 25:3; Hos 6:9. G has created something of a pastiche in 9c; its purpose, it seems, is
to prepare a referent for the change to the 3 plural in v.10c of the source text (G continues
with the 3 sg. in v.10ab). The words TetpaTdv auTou represent = (9¢), vocalized as
"X “my enemies.”

18 NMooopa is a hapax in the Lxx, but LSJ offer numerous examples of its use in the
lliad and Odyssey. Ziegler cites it among G’s Homeric vocabulary. See J. Ziegler: Beitrage
zum griechischen lob (AKWG. Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 3" Series 147; MSU 18; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1985), 110-12. The use of such rare words typifies a literary
text.

Y For ti moijoas, compare OG 5:27¢ (i émoinoas L%7); 9:12b; 11:8a, 10b; 22:17a;
35:3; and the use of Tot€co in liturgical contexts in Leuviticus and Psalms.

e may intend an allusion to 1:15, 17 with the use of ’ék)\s\pav.
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19:14b (ol €186TES Hov) TO Svouc

clarification: see 19a

19:17b (mwpooekadoupny 8¢) kohakeuwv® uiols clarification

19:20b (To 8¢ 40Ta pou Ev OS0UGIV) EXETO complete the sentence
20:19a TOAAGV (Yap GSUVETV) oikous emphasis

20:25a (81eEeNBor 8¢ Sia GeouaToS) CuToU clarification

20:28a (EAkuoat *** aTOAEI) €ls TEAOS emphasis

20:28b (Nuépa 0pyns) emEANBol aTEd

21:2b  (iva um @) pot (Tap Uucv) auTh

complete the sentence?

personalizes

21:4a TI yap; rhetorical
21:22a ouveotv kai (EmoTHunY)? emphasis
22:3  (¢av) ov (fobo *** GueuTTOS) emphasis

22:11a (10 $c3s) ool (okOTOS ATrERN)
22:11b ko1punBevTo (88 UScop ot EKGAUYEY)

personalizes
circumstance

complete the sentence?
complete the sentence
clarification
personalizes
personal awareness

22:12b (Tous [8] UBpEl dEPONEVOUS) ETATIEIVGICEY
22:25b kaboapdv (8¢ amoScoel oe*?) chomep

22:26b (GvaPAédos gis TOV oUpavov) thapds®
23:2a (Kol 8n) oida ot

23:17a (ov yap) B8ty 0TI (EmeAeUCETO poU)

24:4a  (¢€ 0800) Sikaias theological
24:5b Umep epol (eEeABOVTES) personalizes
24:6b aduvaTol (8 amEAQVaS T HPYACOVTO) supplies subject?®
24:6b (aSuvaTor **) duiabi kol qoiTiZ’ (RpydoovTo) emphasis

18 G constructed this line as a parallel for 19:4c, as a further explanation. G drew on el-
ements of 19:4a, b, and c. It sets forth Iob’s admission of wrong.

2 This verb, which means “flatter,” occurs elsewhere in the LXX only at 1Esd 4:31;
WisSal 14:17. That is, only G uses it where there is a source text to translate.

2! G divided 28 in such a way that only 19x 12 “in the day of his anger” remained for 28b.

22 Origen placed oVveotv kai under the obelus. The source text attests only ny7. G has
an interest in word pairs. This is not really a double translation so much as the addition of a
synonym for the purposes of emphasis and style, a “doublet translation.” G replaces 22:2
with 21:22a, so the doublet translation appears again soon in the text.

2 G has divided verse 12 so that the verb 7x is taken with 12a. G’s paraphrase of what
is left of 12b requires a verb. The choice is contrastive: the one on high ... brings low.

It appears that &modcoel oe grows out of 7> “for you; to you,” interpreted in the
context of v.25.

% Aapdds is a hapax in the LXX.

% This choice, “the powerless,” resolves a tension in verse 6, where the impious
(coeels [1b] = w1 read as w [1a]) are the referent. The question arises why the impious
are working in the vineyard of the wicked (vwn), when they themselves are those very
people. G resolves this by making 6b contrast with 6a, the powerless versus the impious.
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24:7a  (yupvous) ToAhous emphasis

24:11a (gv oTevols) adikews (Evndpeuoav) clarification as wrong
24:11b (o8ov [8¢]) Sikaiav?® theological

24:12a ol (::: eEeBoArovTo) supplies a subject
24:12a (Ex mOAews kal olkawv) 18icv clarification

24:12b (soTevakev) peya emphasis

24:14a mapéSwkev? auTous (eis 0kOTOS) complete the sentence
24:20d mos (adikos) emphasis

24:20d (oo EUAG) avioTey clarification; descriptive
24:22h (xaTa ThS) EquTol (Leons) clarification®

24:23a poakicbeis (un eEAmMEETw) circumstance

24:24h (c3omep poAdxN) v koot explanatory

24:24¢ (aTo KaAGPMS) GUTOUATOS (GTOTESCIV) emphasis; description
25:2a  Ti (yop Tpooiuiov) emphasis

25:3a (oTiv) Topékhuais® (meipaTais) complete the thought
27:8b mémoiBeds® (m kuplov dpa cwbroeTal;) qualification

27:10a (un éxel) TV (Toppnoiov) emphasis

%7 This catchy little phrase, meaning “without pay and without food,” is not otherwise
attested—in literary texts at least—and it may well be that G knows it from everyday life in
Alexandria. Its assonance contributes to a line where, of eight words, counting two con-
junctions, five begin with alpha.

% The words 680v Sikaiaw represent 1917, understood as 577 “his way” rather than as
1977 “they tread.” See OG v.4 ¢€ 080U Sikaias and the translation of v.13b, where G
interprets 277 “its (i.e., light’s) ways” with o8ov Sikaoouvns. The change from noun +
adj. to noun + modifying noun represents an intended variation. The source text of 24:11b
IS X¥» 1377 22377, rendered by the NRSV as “they tread (1377) the wine presses (o°2p°), but
suffer thirst (3nx).” Not only does G vocalise 1277 as “his way,” but G reads the follow-
ing wxnM as wx" “and they left,” producing “and they left his way,” which G interprets as
odov 8¢ Sikaiav ouk Ti8eioav “and they did not know the righteous (i.e., his) way.” In G’s
translation of 11b, o°3p> can have no place and it is passed over.

2 G uses TapadiSeopt at 2:6a; 9:24; 16:11a.

% The impious person (2a) will be insecure about their own life, not life in general. G
makes it clear that this insecurity is not existential angst.

%! perhaps this was suggested by 19a, (Guadavein 88 Ta GuTA oUTGV M yhs) Enpd
“(and may their plants on earth) appear withered.”

® This is the earliest occurrence of mapékAuots “respite.” It is a hapax in the Lxx. The
cognate verb, napé)\Km, is well attested in classical sources and occurs 4x in Sir, a transla-
tion somewhat earlier than lob.

® 1t is just possible that this represents a second translation of yx2> * (8a; OT1 éméxet
“that he hangs on”) read as 2 *> “if he trusts.” weiBeo usually reflects an underlying rva
in the LXX; it occurs 6x elsewhere in lob, always with some sort of source text (6:13a, 20b;
11:18a; 12:6a; 31:21b, 24b; 39:11a).
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27:17b (To 8¢ XpruoTA) oiTOU

28:4b  (08ov) Sikalow

28:11b eauTol (SUvopiv)

28:13a (08ov) auThs

28:23a £0 (cUvecTnoEy)

28:23a auThs (TN 0dov)

28:23b Tov Tomov (aUThS)

28:26a (OTe £TOINCEV) OUTCIS

29:8b (mwpeoPiTan 88) mAVTES

29:12a (&) Xe1pos (SuvaoTou)

29:12b () ouk v Pondos) eRondnoc

29:16b (Siknv 8¢,) v (oUk 8e1v)

29:17b (&x 8¢) uécou (TAV O8GVTWY aUTAV)
29:18b (cyomep) oTENeXOS (Polvikos)

29:23 (cdomep) YN Sipddoo

30:1b (¢AcixioTor [viv voubeTousiv ue®®]) v uépel
30:4¢P (evSeels) mavTos aryabol

30:4d (Um0 Atpod) peydhou

30:7b ol (::: SinTAVTO)

30:7b (Vo ppuyava) dypia

30:9a (k1Bcapa) £yd (eiul UTCOV)

30:14bo  kéxpnTal pot cds BouheTan®
30:19b (¢v y1 kai 6TO8E)) pou T pepls
30:24a &l (yop) ddedov (Suvaiunv)

30:24b (f) Senbels ye eTEPOU) Kol TOIT|EL HOL TOUTO
30:25a £y ([8¢] *** ékAouoo)

30:25a (em) TovTi (AdUVETE EkAouoc)
30:25b (eotevaEa 8¢) 18wV (Avdpa £V avaykals)
30:26a gy (8¢ emExwv ayabols)

30:26b (= MT 30:27b) 180U

30:31b (els kAawBuov) euol

clarification
theological: interpretive
clarification
clarification
emphasis
clarification
clarification
syntax
emphasis
Hebraism
syntax; emphasis
syntax
emphasis

clarification: dogmatic?®

emphasis; dramatic
complete a parallel line
explanatory
emphasis

syntax

clarification
emphasis
psychological insight
complete second line
volition (wish)
complete second line
emphasis

emphasis
circumstance
emphasis

emphasis
personalizes

* By adding the word “trunk” G eliminates the possibility of a reference to the Phoenix
bird.
® The words viv vouBeTouctv pé “now (the least of them) reprove me” is a second
translation of *5v wpnitv vy (30:1a).
% 1t may be that this represents 13c in the source text, otherwise unattested in the OG.
In that case G has transformed 1% 21y X% “there is no help for them”—reading >> for 1%,
thus “there is no help for me”—into “he has treated me as he wishes,” a converse translation.
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31:9a (yuvaikl avdpos) ETEpou clarification

31:11a (Bupos yap Opyfs) akaTAoXETOS emphasis; lengthen line?
31:14a (eav ETaciv) pou (TomaonTal) personalizes

31:21b ([oTi]) ToAAR (ot BonBera [mepicaTiv]) emphasis

31:25a (gt 8¢ kol elppavdny ToAoU TAoUTOU Hot) yevopévou  exegetical®®
31:26b ol yap e oUTOlS EOTIV explanatory

31:27b (xelpa pou) embels emi (oTopaT! pou ediAnca)  develops image
31:28a (ko ToUTO) Hot (&pa Gvouic) personalizes

31:31a (et 8¢ ko) TOAAGKIS (E1Tov) qualification®

31:31c Alav pou XpnoTou dvTos qualification*

31:32b movTi (EABOVTI GVEGIKTO) emphasis

31:34b (el 8¢ kai) elaoa ([aduvaTov] eEeABeIv) volition

31:34b (el 8¢ kai [elaoa]) aduvaTov (EEeABeiv) to complete the line
31:35b xeipa 8¢ (kupiou) Hebraism: familiar language
31:38a (g1 & pol) moTe (1 YN toTévatev) emphasis

31:39a (&1 8¢ kai ** Eparyov) povos (Qveu Tipns) emphasis: heightens offense
31:39b (Yuxnv kupiou) Ths Yhs clarification

31:39b ([8¢] TNV 1oxUV oUTAS **°) EKBaAcov explanatory*

31:40a (EENBo1) pot personalizes

32:2b (ouyyeveias Pap) Ths ' AuciTiSos Xcdpas explanatory

32:2¢ (copyiodn 8¢ 16 leoP) apodpa emphasis

32:3a (capyiobn) oddSpa emphasis: see also 2¢
32:10 (avoyyeAad) vplv personalizes

32:11b £pd ydp (UUAV GKOUOVTCV) to complete the line
32:14 (awvBpcdmey 8e) emeTpeate (Aahfoot) volition

32:14 (AoAfoot) TolalTo (PHUGTO) qualification

¥ In non-translation Greek literature, used with words like ém8upic, Buuds, dpym et
al.

% If yivouat is to be understood as “come (to), accrue (to)” (so NETS, LXX.D; cf. Bren-
ton), Tob’s joy was not in the possession of wealth, as in the source text, but in the acquir-
ing of it, i.e., he found pleasure in the act motivated by greed. “Brenton” refers to Lancelot
C. L Brenton, The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English (London: Bagster, 1851;
repr. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003%).

¥ G’s addition allows that Iob’s attendants may have had unkind things to say about
him, but not often.

0 The addition includes the word Alaw, which serves to emphasize Iob’s kindness. Iob
was not only kind, he was very kind. Both this addition and the one earlier in the verse,
moAAakis, serve to humanize lob, to present a sympathetic picture of him.

* G’s addition of the circumstantial ptcp. explains how one might grieve the land’s
owner, namely, by throwing away its crop (ioxuv).
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32:17 "YmohaPwv 8t "EAiols Aéyel segmentation®?
32:19a (cyomep aokos yAeukous) Cecov™® (SeSepévos)  explanatory

33:5a (865 pol GMAKPICIV) TPOS TOUTO explanatory

33:6b &Kk Tou aTou SinpTiousbo* emphasis; supply second line
33:8b (peovnv pnuaTwY) cou (AKNKOO) clarification

33:13 Aéyeis 8¢ (Ao Ti TAS) clarification

33:13 (Tns Sikns) pou (*** TGV PRuw) clarification

33:15b (OTow emmiTTy) Setvos (dSPos) emphasis

33:16b (¢v £i8cotv) dSPou ([TotouTols]) emphasis

33:16b (v i8ea1v [pSBou]) TolouTols generalize®®

33:19a wahwv (88 NAeyEev) generalize

33:20a mav (8¢) BpaTov (ciTou) emphasis

33:24b (cdomep ahoidny) Em TolxoU description

33:26b (Tpoowime) kabopcd cultic

33:27a (amouéueTan Gubpcomos) auTos continuity

33:30b (aiviy) aiTOV clarification

34:12a ol (8¢) rhetorical

34:14a (gl yop) Bouhoito® will

34:15b mas (8¢ PpoTos) emphasis; // Taoo oo pE
34:17a 18¢ ov rhetorical

34:17b (Tov dAIVTO) Tous Trovnpeols complete the line; // dvouc

2 See also 38:1. G omitted 40:1, which introduces the Lord’s remarks to Iob. As a result,
40:1-5 (OG 3-5) belongs entirely to lob. In that instance, G removed a segmentation marker.

#8 «(like a bound wineskin of new wine) in ferment.” The verb Céwa occurs elsewhere in
the Lxx only at lezek 24:5; 4 Makk 18:20. G may have felt that the additional modifier was
necessary for an urban audience that kept wine in clay jars rather than wineskins.

“ S1opTiCe “form” is a hapax. G’s use of it in 33:6a, 6b is the earliest extant in Greek
literature. LSJ can cite its use in v.6 and note that it is found in Hesychius’s lexicon (5"-6"
cent.); BrDAG does not add to this evidence. Otherwise its later occurrences are patristic,
theological or lexicographical, as a search in TLG reveals. BrDAG = The Brill Dictionary
of Ancient Greek, ed. F. Montanari (Leiden: Brill, 2015; Italian, 1995); TLG = Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae, A Digital Library of Greek Literature.

* G extends the range of the source text, by making the statement of its content simply
an example, a “such as.” From a pastoral care perspective, the Lord’s method is not neces-
sarily that of the source text but something like it. This opens up other possibilities for the
Lord’s workings.

46 BouAduat occurs in lob 9x according to H-R: 4x they mark it with f; 2x with ?; 3x it
has a clear equivalent in the source text. H-R = E. Hatch and H. A. Redpath, A Concord-
ance to the Septuagint and other Greek Versions of the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1897; repr. Graz: Akademische Druck-U. Verlagsanstalt, 1954, et al.) The dagger
symbol (1) in H-R means that the equivalence between Greek and Hebrew is not clear and
the researcher should check the sources.
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34:17¢ dvTa (aicoviov Sikaiov) syntax
34:19b (oUSE) o18ev (Tiunv Becbon) knowing
35:2b ou Tis €1 0TI (EiTas) rhetorical
35:4b (Tols) Tpiciv (p1Aois cou) clarification
35:6b (Ti) Suvacon? (Torfioa) capability
35:13a (o) BouAeTat (6 kUplos 18€1v) volition
35:13b oUTOS (Yap O TAVTOKPATP) clarification

35:14a TV CUVTEAOUVTGOV TO OVOHO KOl GGIOE! e

complete the
sentence: see 34:21%

35:14b €1 Suvacat (aivésol aUTov) capability
35:14b (aivéoai oUTOV), W3S EOTIV dogmatic
36:5a yiyvcaoke 8¢ 0TI (O kUpIOS) rhetorical
36:18b (Scdpcav) v e8ExovTO €T adiKias explanatory
36:19a (un) ot EkKAIVATE) EKGOV* will

36:19a (un ot ekkAIVATE [Ekcov]) O vous
36:19b (Serjoecas v qvaykn) dUTV GSUVATWY

complete the sentence
complete the sentence

36:28d (¢mi ToUTolS) TGOV emphasis

37:10b (olokilet ::) cds eav BouAnTa volition

37:15a (oiSapev 0TI 6 Beds EBeTo) Epy o o TOU complete the sentence
37:19b (mavociuebor) moAa (AéyovTes) emphasis

37:22a (amo Boppd) vEdn (XpuoouyolvTa) clarification

37:22b (1) 8oEa) kol Tiun
37:23b (oK) oiet® (ETakoUslv aUTOV;)

38:1  Meta 8¢ To moucaaBor EAotv Ths AéEecos

38:2a (0 kpUTTV) pe (Boulnv)
38:3b ou (8¢ pot amokpifnTi)
38:4b (amoyyeihov [8£]) pot

emphasis; common word pair®®

rhetorical
segmentation

clarification; coherence

emphasis
specification

4T SYvapon occurs 15X in lob: 5x it has an equivalent; 4x it is added; 6x H-R mark it
with .

*® The catchword is opatrs (13b). It occurs elsewhere in lob (and the Lxx) only at
34:21a. There is no point of contact between the source text and the OG in 35:14a. G’s
introduction of intertextual citations and allusions often involve a catchword. The unique
contribution in 34:21a is Elious’s assertion that the Lord will save him, i.e., Elious, in
particular.

“ Only elsewhere in the Lxx at Ex 21:13 but well attested in classical Greek. Homer
uses it in the Iliad and Odyssey, 9x each. It can be added to the list of Homeric words in
lob compiled by Ziegler in his Beitrage.

%0 See, e.g., 40:10b.

1 G uses ofopon “think” 6x without equivalent in the source text. It is frequent in
Homer and, like excv, can be added to Ziegler’s list.
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38:7b (fvecow) pe (Gpeovi) HeydAn)
38:8b (& kolAlas pnTEOS) aUThS
38:11a (simoa 8¢) auTh

38:14a (1)) ou (AaPcov yriv TMAS)
38:14b (Lédov [14a] || ki) AcAnTov®? (o Tdv)
38:14b (oUTov #Bou) e yhs

38:17a (avolyovTtal ***) pofw

38:18b (avayyelov [81)]) pot

38:30a (cdamep UScap) péov™

38:33b (1o **) opobuuaddy (Y1vopevo)
38:34b Tpduc (USaTos AaPpod)
38:36a yuvai€v (UdpaopaTos codiov)
38:37b (oUpavov &) eis ynv (EkAivev)
38:38b (kekOAATKa 8¢) ol TOV (I TEP)
38:40a (&v kol Tals) GUTCAV

39:10a (gv tudot) Luyov (oTol)
39:26b (GvomeTdoas ***) dkivnTos>
39:26b kabBopcdv (Ta TPOs vETOV)
39:30b mapoxphuo (sUpiokovTa)>
40:7b ov (8¢ pot amokpIva)

40:8b olel ([8¢] dAws oot )
40:13a (xpuyov 8¢ eis ynv) €

40:14 Sdvoton (1 SeEia cou addoo)
40:20a (™ Spos) AKPOTOHOV

40:31 mav ([8¢] mAcTOV)

40:31 ([wav 8¢] mAwTov) cuvehbov
40:31 (Bupoow) piow

52 \aAnTSs is a hapax in the LxXx.

specification
dogmatic
specification
emphasis

description apt
dogmatic

explanation
specification
description: idiomatic
contextual (33a)
description
sociological
complete the line
complete the line
specification: referent
clarification
description

complete the thought
dramatic

emphasis

rhetorical
clarification
capability
descriptive: emphasis
emphasis
circumstance
emphasis

%% The collocation USwp péov “flowing water” (NETS) is colloquial Greek and appears
in writers such as Plato, Demosthenes, and Aristotle. The English equivalent is “running
water.”
% The subject is a characteristic of the hawk’s behaviour. In flight, “the hawk stops
still” (Botnkev 1épa€) (26a), “(having spread its wings,) motionless” (axivaTtos). The
addition underlines that extraordinary ability of the hawk to appear to stop in flight, as if it
were frozen. Heater suggests that kaBopcov represents w2 >y (29b); or it may have been
suggested by 29 “it searches” (29a). The words “to the south” invite a verb of seeing for a
hawk in flight.
% G’s addition of Tapoxpfua is a nice dramatic touch: the carrion birds arrive “in an
instant, in a flash.”
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40:32b (éAepov) TOV Y1VOUEVOY v GedHOT! auTou™  clarification

41:7a (Ta fykoTo) oiTou clarifies referent
41:7b (oUvSeopos [8¢]) aiTou clarifies referent
41:11a (Aapmades) konduevon® emphasis

41:15a (copkes [8€]) owpaTos (aiTou) better Greek

41:17 (¢0Pos bnplols) TeTpaTOGIV necessary for context
41:17 émi yns (cAhopévors) explanatory

41:20a (TSEov) xaAkelov™® descriptive: emphasis
41:22b mas ([8€]) xpuads emphasis

41:22b ([xpucos]) Bahaoons situation-in-life
41:22b (cdomep TNAOS) apubnTos™ emphasis

42:3a (0 xpUTTCv) ot (Bouhnv) clarification; coherence
42:4a (douoov [S8€]) pou clarification

42:4a (douoov [8¢ pou]), kupte clarification

42:4b ov (8¢ pe SidaEov) clarification

42:5a 1O mpoTepov *+ ([5b] vuvi) contrast

42:6b  Tynuon 8¢ épouTov (YAv)® theological; interpretive
42:7a TavTo (TG ENUATS TOUTO) emphasis: comprehensiveness
42:7¢  (aAnbes) oudev emphasis

42:16b To mavTa ECNoev ETn S10KOCIO TECCOPOKOVTA OKTG Segmentation;
information summary

% The source text says only Aown=ox mann 731 “(Put your hand on it;) remember the
battle; you won’t do it again!” The source text is not clear about what kind of battle is in
mind. G imagines that the battle is one that goes on within the dragon itself, perhaps one of
retaining composure.

%" Dhorme suggested that koduevan is a second translation of o*1o “flaming torches”
(NRsV). This is possible but seems less likely to be so than that G added the descriptive
adj., because the ptcp. is not an equivalent of Aaumades but, rather, is a modifier of it. A
“flaming torch” may seem like an oxymoron, but G intends to lend a descriptive touch that
emphasizes the torches are afire.

%8 G uses TSEov xdAKelov at 20:24b. It’s possible that G is drawing on that earlier col-
location.

% duibnTos “untold (clay)” occurs rarely in the LxX: lob 8:7; 36:28; 41:22; 2 Makk
3:6; 12:16.

% This addition is hugely significant for understanding G’s interpretation of Iob’s di-
lemma. Like 11QtgJob, G considers ovp1 19¥% X as 42.6b; indeed BHS does as well. In that
case a verb is needed. G adds Mynuot 8¢ guauTov “and I regard myself (as dust and ash-
es).” NJPS follows this interpretation: “being dust and ashes.” Cf. “and repent in dust and
ashes” (NRSV).
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A summative analysis of G’s ipsissima verba

The list provided includes some 254 items. The characterizations of the vari-
ous items is open to some argument. They are intended to serve only as a
general guide for analysis. G’s “very words” fall into a dozen or so main
categories. The largest of these involves words that provide an emphasis. It
includes 65 items: two-thirds of these (46) involve either the addition of per-
sonal pronouns (13x) or the addition of words like was “all, every” (33x).”
The addition of some of the pronouns might be considered a matter of clarifi-
cation. G goes to considerable lengths to make the meaning of the text clear
and some 41 of the items in the list serve to clarify. The additions G makes to
“personalize” the text usually also involve pronouns (16x). These serve to
keep the discussion focused on lob.

G often adds words to the source text for the sake of completing sentences
in the translation (23x). These additions are required because of the type of
translation that G strives to achieve. It often departs from the source text,
sometimes because the latter is difficult to construe. G’s reconstruals involve
supplying syntactical elements for the sake of coherence. It bears repeating
that G probably did not see these elements as “additions,” but simply as part
of the reproduction of the meaning of the source text in its new environment.
This may be the place to call attention to G’s additions that serve to segment
the book of Job. There are four of these: 32:17 and 38:1 provide divisions in
the speeches. Early in the book, G provides a division in the timing of events
with “Then after a long time had passed” (2:9aa). G’s summative statement
about the length of Tob’s life brings the whole story to an end (42:16b).

Another noticeably large number of G’s additions introduces thought, will,
capability, inner life, and psychology into the translation (17x). If some of
these dimensions of the speeches could be said to be implicit in the imperfect
aspect of Hebrew verbs, G makes them explicit. A good example is 30:14bo
where G adds the words kéxpnTol pot cds PouleTon “he has treated me as
he (i.e., the Lord) wishes.” G also makes additions of a more overtly rhetori-
cal type (12x). The effect of the two together makes for a more thoughtfully
engaging, lively text to read than the source text. G’s addition of strikingly

8 Aside from mds or oUSév, see: ToAUs (3:15a), moAAGKIs (4:2a), ikawvcds (9:31a),
maAw (10:9b), peyohws (15:11b), moAhol (18:11b), moAAGv (20:19a), eis TéAos
(20:28a), moAhoUs (24:7a), peyo (24:12b), Tiva (27:10a), peychou (30:4d), moAAR
(31:21b), povos (31:39a), opdSpa (32:2¢, 3a), Seivos (33:15b), moAAa (37:19b), piav
(40:31), apubnTos (41:22b).
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descriptive adjectives also contributes to the liveliness of the translation.
Sometimes these words are rarely attested outside lob and, as such, they
reflect G’s grasp of language and communication. Such adjectives include, as
they appear in the text: Sewn /-0s “dire” (2:13c; 33:15b); cuvexouevos
“tormented” (10:1c); aviaTe “incurable” (24:20d); aitopatos “(fallen off)
of itself” (24:24c); dkaTaoxeTos “uncontrollable” (31:11a); ekcdv “purpose-
ly” (36:19a); AaAnTov “able to talk” (38:14b); péov “flowing” (38:30a);
Tpopw “violent (burst of water)” (38:34b); akivnTos “motionless” (39:26b);
aKpOTOHOV “steep” (40:20a); koiouevat “flaming” (41:11a). To this list of
adjectives can be added another, of adverbs: 1kavids “(you have plunged me)
fully (in filth)” (9:31a); peycAws “wildly (extravagantly)” (15:11b);
Mapads “cheerfully” (22:26b); auiofi kol aciti “without pay or food”
(24:6b); 0 “(God has established) well (its [wisdom’s] way)” (28:23a);
ododpa “very (angry)” (32:2¢c, 3a). These adverbs and adjectives extend the
descriptive power of the text.

G’s descriptive language goes beyond the individual word to the word pic-
ture: consider eis odorynv “for killing” (10:16a); ReAn (TelpaTcdv o To)
¢m’ guol émeoev “(his brigands’) arrows fell on me” (16:9C); koAokeucov
“using flattery” (19::17b); yn Supcdoa “(as) thirsty earth” (29:23); embels
eml “placed (my hand) upon” (31:27b); eml Toixou “(like paint) does a wall”
(33:24b); kabopddv “eyeing” (39:26b); “TOV YIVOUEVOV EV GLIUGT! oUTOU
“(the battle) that is waging in his body” (40:32b).

Some additions that belong uniquely to G can be considered theological in
nature. For ease of discussion, they are reproduced here.

1:22b (0U8ev NuapTev ' 1edP) EvavTiov Tou kupiou
2:10e 111:22b ::: Beov

5:8b (kUptov 8¢) TOV TaVTY SecTOTNY

19:4d Tor 88 PHOTA HOU TTAAVATOL KAl OUK ETTL KOt POoU

24:4a (¢€ 08oU) Sikalos

24:11b (o8ov [8¢]) Sikaiov

28:4b (080v) Sikatiov®

29:18b  (cdomep) oTENEXOS (dolvikos)
33:26b  (Wpoow ) kabapi®
35:14b  (alvécol aUTOV), WS EGTIV

%2 See also 24:11b and 24:13b cited in fn. 28.
83 See also 22.25b in the list of G’s additions.
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38:8b (ex koINS UNTPOS) CUTAS
38:14b  (ouTov €Bov) el yNs
42:6b Nynuot 8¢ epoutov (ynv)

The book of Job is a theological work. In the course of translation G has
necessarily dealt with its theological issues. Therefore G’s ipsissima verba
are of special interest since they may offer an insight into G’s own thinking.
The additions reproduced above are among those that can be considered
theological. In 1:22b // 2:10e G adds the words “before the Lord”® in repro-
ducing the source text’s “Job did not sin.” This might be considered a qualifi-
cation or clarification. The question in Job is really whether he sinned against
the Lord, in the presence of the Lord. Did he commit an offense of a religious
nature? With G’s addition this issue is made explicit. In 5:8b, at the begin-
ning of a doxological passage, G adds to the word Lord the words “the mas-
ter of all.” It stands in apposition to “lord” and identifies “the lord” as “the
Lord.” In 19:4d G has lob concede that he has sinned in the matter of his
speech. His words were wrong. How they were “wrong” is probably to be
interpreted by what precedes and what follows: his words were not “fitting”
(19:4¢) and were not “appropriate.” Right speech is important in wisdom and
it is important in the book of Job, at whose centre is a discussion. In 24:4a;
28:4b G adds the word “righteous” to the word “way” to indicate that the
offense was religious in nature; a metaphor is involved. The Phoenix bird
was a symbol of eternal life in the Hellenistic period. In G’s translation of
29:18b G ensures that the comparison of Iob’s long life with a palm tree
(phoenix) is not confused with “pagan” belief by adding the word “trunk.”
The image is a striking one, but the length of Iob’s life is compared with the
long trunk of the tree, rather than the tree itself (phoenix). The addition of the
word “pure” to “look” (“face™) in 33:26b appropriates the language of Leuiti-
cus for G’s translation of this verse about the worshiper coming to worship.
G’s addition to 35:14b is significant theologically. Elihu, now as Elious, tells
Iob that he should accept the Lord “as he is.” The Lord is not going to

% See the illuminating suggestion of Jan Joosten that “before the Lord” is rooted in an
Aramaic way of speaking: J. Joosten, “The Aramaic Background of the Seventy: Lan-
guage, Culture and History,” BIOSCS 43 (2010), 57-58. Cf. now M. Dhont, The Language
and Style of Old Greek Job in Context (unpublished doctoral thesis, Université Catholique
de Louvain / KU Leuven, 2016 [supervisors: H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn]), 140-41, who
thinks its use may indicate a development of language within the Jewish-Greek polysys-
tem.
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change; it is lob who must change his outlook. Iob’s challenge is one of ac-
ceptance. The addition of the pronoun “its” at 38:8b is a matter of clarifica-
tion with theological implications. The Lord was present at Sea’s birth, but
the Lord is not the one who gave birth to Sea. That possibility is excluded by
the addition of “its.” Who is Sea’s mother is not clear, but it is not the Lord.
The addition of “upon earth” in 38:14b emphasizes that human beings are
mortal, they belong to this earth. This stands in contrast with the One who put
the first mortal there. Finally, in the crucial verse 42:6, G adds nynuot 8¢
géuouTov (ynv) so that lob does not repent (cf: NRsV) but accepts his mortali-
ty, with its limitations.

In a few cases G has made additions in the interest of better Greek
(13:12a; 31:214a; 41:15a). At the same time Hebraisms are introduced into the
Greek text that serve to make the language familiar to the anticipated audi-
ence, Jewish intellectuals living in a Greek world: in the list, see 15:22b;
29:12a.%

Finally, G makes additions to the source text that might be considered so-
ciological in nature. There are two outstanding examples in the list above.
First, G adds the words “in the region of Ausitis” to the description of Elious
as “son of Barachiel, the Bouzite, of the kinfolk of Ram” (32:2b). G knows a
tradition that locates Elious in the same region that is the home of lob (1:1).
This introduces the implication that the two may either know of one another
or, more dramatically, that the two know each other. In turn, this affects the
tone of Elious’s voice in the speeches that follow, at least the tone with which
the reader hears Elious’s voice. The second addition that can be considered
sociological offers a fascinating insight into G’s world. At 38:36a G intro-
duces the word yuvai€iv “to women” into the translation of a verse concern-
ing wisdom: Here are the Hebrew (BHS), OG, NETS and NRsV for that verse:

P32 %7 10370 W || M2 ning2 Ny
Tis 8¢ £Scokev yuvaiElv UdoopOTOS Codloy
T TOIKIATIKNY EMIOTHUNY;

NETS And who gave to women skill in weaving
or knowledge of embroidery?

NRSV Who has put wisdom in the inward parts,
or given understanding to the mind?

% There are also translations that reflect the same interest. For example, see the use of
néioa odpk (34.15a) or favpasbivar mpdocwma (34.19c).
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The understanding of this verse has long bedeviled translators and there are
extensive discussions in the commentaries.®® G does not follow the lines of
interpretation laid down by any modern scholars. G understands wisdom in
this verse to concern skill, namely skill in weaving, probably because G con-
nected the word miw with mv “spin,” a verb that occurs only in the Tent
passage, Ex 35:25-26. Thus clarified, G took the hapax "t to relate to em-
broidery, a skill associated with weaving. The adj. moikiATikOs is also a
hapax but its cognates moikiAia “embroidery” and TotkIATns “embroiderer”
appear in more than a dozen passages in the LxX, among them Ex 35:35.
Insiders might see an allusion to the Tent passage. To the equivalents mino—
Udcopa; mr—moikiATikns/-0s G adds yuvaiEiv “to women:”

Egyptian flax was highly regarded across the ANE and provided raw ma-
terial for woven linen. G’s addition of yuvou€iv underlines the fact that
weaving was a highly valued skill utilized by women, usually at home (see
Prov 31:13, 19, 22, 24). Images of weaving in ancient Egypt are readily
available on the internet. It is not unlikely that such a scene was part of G’s
domestic life and that of G’s neighbours in Alexandria. Who gave women
such skills? That question G places among the Lord’s other questions posed
to lob.

Conclusion

The various types of additions that G makes to OG lob, additions that have
no equivalent in the source text, make a worthy topic for examination for a
Sherlock Holmes, as this study reveals. They provide a unique insight into
the translator’s mind and world. Perhaps it’s not surprising that the additions
are all in keeping with the content of the book of Job. No addition is longer
than a line and they serve various purposes. The dominant purposes seem to
stem from a desire to provide emphasis, clarification, and vividness to the
discussions. G’s use of rare words reflects the mind of an intellectual who has
an interest in Job as a literary document. While generally aspiring to “good
Greek,” G is not above introducing Hebraisms into the translation. These, as

% Davidson is succinct: “The verse is obscure, owing to the terms “inward parts” [mnu]
and “heart” ["nt; NRSV: “mind”] being of uncertain meaning.” See A. B. Davidson, The
Book of Job (CBSC; Cambridge: University Press, 1937; 1* ed., 1884; New ed., 1918), ad
loc.
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additions (and translation), lend a familiarity to the text from the standpoint
of readers who knew the LxX and its underlying source text. Finally, G’s
translation occasionally and intriguingly reveals its rootedness in a time and
place. That includes additions such as “to women” at 38:36a. The fluid nature
of G’s work offers more access to the translator than that of translators who
more closely reconstitute the source text in another language. That is part of
its fascination.®’

CLAUDE Cox

McMaster Divinity College,
Hamilton, ON. Canada
c.cox@sympatico.ca

%7 For details on individual verses in OG lob, readers will find helpful the succinct re-
marks of M. Witte and M. Keppler, “Ijob/Hiob,” in Septuagint Deutsch. Erlauterungen und
Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testament (eds. M. Karrer and W. Kraus; Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), vol. 2, 2041-2126.



Shall I Surely Translate This?
The Hebrew Infinitive Absolute in the Greek
Twelve Prophets.

JOSHUA L. HARPER

Simply hearing the term translation-technical study, some people unhappi-
ly imagine list after list of statistics and examples. The detailed data sets are,
unfortunately, an inescapable part of any translation-technical study, but they
are merely a means to an end, not an end in themselves. Retracing a transla-
tor’s route from his Vorlage to his finished text can be used to elucidate pas-
sages where the translational path is obscure. This refines our understanding
of the translator," his methods of translating, and the nature of his Vorlage, as
well as contributing to our understanding of early strategies of interpreting
difficult Hebrew texts.

It is the purpose of this study to examine all the verbal forms pointed in
MT Twelve Prophets as infinitives absolute [IA] and the ways in which they
have been translated into Greek. Although in modern terms this corpus is
quite easy to define, things may not have been so straightforward for an an-
cient translator. An unpointed Hebrew text is open to many interpretive pos-
sibilities, and it is not clear whether the translators always had the constraint
of clear reading traditions.

Moreover, after the return from exile, the IA was decreasingly common.?
Apart, perhaps, from the use of the IA with a cognate finite verb, it is possi-
ble that the translators did not recognize a separate 1A but simply had one
category of infinitive (or verbal noun), rather larger and less well defined
than that inculcated in modern Hebrew grammars. Even if the translator con-

1 As a working hypothesis, this study assumes a translational unity for the Greek
Twelve, whether by a lone translator or a group of translators working together. The textual
data is not conclusive, however, and debates on the origin of the Greek Twelve continue.
For a recent orientation to the debate, see J.L. Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe,
LHBOTS 608/HBV 8 (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015), 9-10.

2 For instance, compare the decreased frequency of IAs in Chronicles or Ezra-
Nehemiah with Samuel or Kings.

82
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ceived of a particular form as something we would recognize as an IA, he
was faced with a variety of syntactical constructions.

These challenges, of course, make the attempt to replicate the translator’s
thought processes rather diffcult. Nevertheless, the overall patterns of the
infinitive the translation was done may still clarify our understanding of the
translator’s methods.

Renderings of the A that Accord with Modern Interpretation

Substantival, Adverbial, Verbal.

In two verses (Hos 4:2 and Hab 3:2) the translator appears to have understood
the verse to contain a series of verbal nouns and has translated accordingly:

Hos 4:2: Ko [yevdod ki [povod Kai fikhomi]
ko

Hab 3:2:  1iamn 2 &v 1@ TapayOfvol TV yoynv pLov,

&v opyi pvnoiion®

Three times in Jonah 4 2v>7 is taken adverbially and translated fittingly with
the adverb cpodpa greatly:

Jonah 4:4 7% mn by od Ei|o@ddpo) Aehomnoat ov;
9 3yl Eilo@ddpo] Aehomnoat oo ...
MY TN lgqx')_Sp_(x] AeAOTN UL €YD Emg BavdTov.

Seventeen times, a form pointed in MT as an |A has been interpreted as if it
were a finite verb,* and the translator has used contextually appropriate Greek
verbs. When the translator has used an aorist, it may indicate he has inter-
preted an infinitive to function like a gatal:

Hab 3:137x1%-7y 7902 piy| ... nenn EPoeg ... decovg
£0¢ TpoynAov

® The extra material in Hab 3:2 appears to be derived from doublets or perhaps confla-
tion of two early versions, but disentangling the textual history is difficult, if not impossi-
ble: Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 54-57, 142-45.

* Although there are some consonantally ambiguous forms (e.g., Qal gatal 3ms), in
most of these examples the corresponding finite verb would be spelled differently from the
infinitive.
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An 1A following a gatal has been translated as if from .

Hag 1:6 vin[Rag]naiaopyn éomeipore moAkd koi oAiya,
AR obyetd kai ovKk &ig TAnopovyv,
YT Emiete] kai obK eig pédny,
i? D’U?']’mlxz;'ﬁ:ﬂ nepleBarecds kai 0Ok E0epudvOnTe
&v aTolg

A series of 1As following a gatal has been translated with a string of aorists.

Hag 1:9 onxam ... 727079y glg TOAAG. ... kad slonvéyon

The IA is followed by perfects, and OG has conformed to the context. The
following phrase xoi sionvéydn eic tov oixov (OG) is passive for active
na7 onxam (MT).

Zech 7:5°9 2w wona fdo] oone—s By vnotevonte &V Toic

méumTong 1 €v taig RO NG

An IA following a gatal has been translated with a Greek aorist subjunctive,
appropriate to the condition. When the translator has used Greek future
forms, he may have considered the form to be functioning like a yiqtol or
wegatal:

Hos 10:4 nma X1Y NiP8 0927 M7 AOADY PLOTO TPOPACELS

Wyevdeig dbnxnv

n13, an 1A following a gatal, has been translated with a Greek future to agree
with a following future (translating a weqatal). (For ni>x, see the discussion
below.)

Joel 2:26  [yiaipy>ion Dﬂ‘?ggﬂ Kol payecOe éoBiovteg kai

The 1A follows a wegatal. (For io%, see the next section.)

Micah 6:13  :qnNunHy IninaonhnT o kai éyd GpEopon tod
notagol o, £nt Toig apoptiong cov.

An IA following a gatal has been translated with a Greek future to match the

context.

Zech 12:10 :Mio237%y M2 vy ol ... 11901 kad kOyovTon ...
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0ovvnOncovtaly 660V Mg €l

TPOTOTOK®
The 1A follows a wegatal.
Zech 14:12  mppn»ry ... w2 pnd ftoxioovtal of ohpres adTdVY. ..,
kai ol 0pBoipol adTdV
purcovtal

The IA is followed by a yigtol.

In one case, an A following a participle has, fittingly, been translated with a
Greek participle:

Hab 2:15 AX) TN00 120N WYY APYR N O O motiwv Tov Tnoiov adtod

avatpont] Bolepd Kol juebvokm

In Micah 6:8, the translator has translated the three ICs and an IA with Greek
infinitives:

7ROV N7 IR 700 NAgR) bawn NipyoR 2 GAL i tod motelv kpipa Kol

ayomdv Eleov, kai [ETolpov givay Tod

nopevecbat petd kvupiov Hgo0d cov;

Twice, a form we would identify as an 1A has been translated with an im-
perative:

Zech 3:4  nixomn ank U270y 73fy 77y nayn Mk 1800 denprka g

avoptiag cov, [kai Evovoate anTov Todnpn

Followed by a second person pronoun object, the 1A in MT would not nor-
mally be interpreted as an imperative. OG, however, appears to have taken
the form as a command parallel to 3707 earlier in the verse, an interpretation
that required 70 to be changed into avtov.’

Zech 6:10 7997 nRn 10 £k ThS aiypodmoiog

® There is the possibility that the Vorlage had 1nx, in which case OG would follow quite
well. 8HevXIlgr [xai &évovand] og nezg(kddua]ra is closer to what would become MT (and

to modern interpretations of the verse).
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In Nahum 2:2, however, where an 1A in MT introduces a series of impera-
tives, the translator appears to have read the word with the preceding material
and perhaps has interpreted it as a participle:

U779 77X NIRY TIDTIY voan 1w avépn Euepuodv gig TPOoOTOV Gov

EEapovpevod ék OAyems: oKOTELGOV

000V

Although not all of these translations of the 1A are equally straightforward,
they are all translated in contextually fitting ways.

Cognate Construction

The most common use of the A in the Twelve is the characteristic Hebrew
construction combining a finite verb and a cognate IA. There are several
terms for this construction,® but since none of them seems particularly elegant
to me, I will call it a cognate construction. Normally in the Twelve the 1A
precedes the verb. Twice an IA occurs after the verb (Joel 2:26 after a way-
yigtol and Zech 8:21 after a cohortative), but the translator has not ap-
proached these two cases any differently from those with more common
word order.
About half the time this construction is translated with a present participle

followed by a finite form of the same verb:

Hos 1:2 3310 ™3 31011 [gxmopvevovsa £KTOpPVEVGE]
Hos 1:6 o7 Riwx X33 AL 1 lvtitasoopevoe avtirdEopal avTolg
Amos 5:5 13 i v 6m Dahyoho jaiypnalotevopévy

loiypod@tevdoETaL
Micah 2:12 987> noIxW [apx vag 792 25y FORX Hox

|61)vow() usvocj

® Goldenberg in his seminal cross-linguistic study called the construction a Tautological
Infinitive: G. Goldenberg, “Tautological Infinitive,” in G. Goldenberg, Studies in Semitic
Linguistics (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1998), 66115 (originally published in 10S 1 [1971], 36—
85). In other studies the construction is called paronymous, e.g., R. Sollamo, “The LXX
Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute Used with a Paronymous Finite Verb in the Penta-
teuch,” in La Septuaginta en la Investigacién Contemporanea (V Congreso de la 10SCS),
ed. N. Fernandez Marcos, Textos y Estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” 34 (Madrid: Instituto
“Arias Montano”, 1985), 101-13; J. Joosten, “Three Remarks on Infinitival Paronomasia
in Biblical Hebrew,” in D. Sivan, D. Talshir, C. Cohen, eds., Zaphenath-Paneah: Linguis-
tic Studies Presented to Elisha Qimron on the Occasion of his Sixty-Fifth Birthday (Beer
Sheva: Ben Gurion University of the Negev, 2009), *99—*113.
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cuvaieﬁ'cswi] lokop cOv ndow Ekdeydpevoq

ExdéEopan Tovg kataroimovg tod Iopani
Nah 1:3 nijm X7 [1pn) Kai [i0dV] 00k [imdoe] kKbprog

-----

kvoryOcovrol modat Tig Yiig Gov
Zech 6:15 pynwn yinymax &0 [elookobovTee eicakovontg
Zech 11:17 :fagon maglivm pylwan Wi fvr 6 Bpoyiov adtod
Enpovéuevog EnpavOiostad, kai 6 OQOUAOC
6 8e£10¢ abTod EKTVEAODIEVOC EKTVPAMORGETO
Zech 12:3 7YY mdg O koTamaT®v avtV [gprailov
_m noieta

In four passages, the participle and finite form are derived from related but
not identical roots. For instance, in Joel 2:26 the different roots form a sup-
pletive paradigm:

aival PR galoip iy Kol [péyecBe éobiovied kai guminodncecbe

In two of these passages the finite verb is formed from the same root as the
participle but with an additional prepositional compound:

Hos 4:18 iz myial opvevovrec dEemdpvevoay]
Joel 1:7 [ratwn Aivy] Epeuvdv EEnpedvnoey] avTV

In Hab 2:3 different but semantically related verbs are used:

2 x3F28T Epyduevog fied

Although a cognate participle is a very common translation of this construc-
tion, such a rendering may be no more idiomatic in Greek than “Snoring I
will snore” would be in English. Thackeray dubs it “translatese.”’ It is, how-
ever, a way to retain the Hebrew word order and etymological link between
the verbal forms, even though it comes at the expense of Greek style.?

" H.S.J. Thackeray, “Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute in the LXX,” JTS 9 (1908):
601.

® For a more detailed discussion of this construction both in Hebrew and Greek in the
Pentateuch, see R. Sollamo, “LXX Renderings”; Thackeray, “Renderings of the Infinitive
Absolute in the LXX,” 597-601. Sollamo notes, as had Thackeray before her, that “the
participial construction used by the translators was passable, although unidiomatic, Greek”
and there are no particularly clear examples before the translation of LXX: Sollamo, “LXX
Renderings,” 105.
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The translator, however, has also used a variety of other Greek phrases. In
Micah 2:4 there is a cognate dative (one of the most common renderings
elsewhere in LXX?):

7w 7179 [Tohomwpig étohamompioopey]

In Zech 7:5 the translator has used a cognate accusative:

I8 PR 0 MY oYW T Pawn wena 159 anps2  Edv
ynotevonte 1 KOWNobe év taic méumroug fj év Toig ERdopaG,
Kai 180V £BSopkovta & ui Wnoteiay vevnotedkotd pot;

Twice only one Greek verb is given for the whole Hebrew cognate construc-

tion:

Amos 3:5 {1199 X7 [1137) Gvev tod cvALaBeiv Tt

Zech 8:21 mim -ny nivmy o a2 [Hopevbdpey] Sendijvar tod
TPOGMOTOV KLPIOV

One interesting case is Amos 9:8, where the translator has translated w3 x>
7w | will not utterly destroy as ovk &ig téhog €€apd | will not finally/ utter-
Iy’ get rid of—a paraphrase which accurately conveys the force of the
Hebrew construction.

Thus, although the cognate construction is most frequently translated with
a cognate Greek participle, the translator demonstrates great freedom of ex-
pression.

Examining Some Divergences between OG and MT

The preceding examples have all been cases in which the Greek translations
have corresponded to the modern understanding of the various functions of
the IA. Whether or not the translator has conceived of the form the same way
we do, he has generally translated it using similar strategies to modern trans-
lators. Now, what use is such raw and tedious data? The trends observed
above can help to clarify difficult or debatable texts.

® Sollamo, “LXX Renderings,” 111.

10 “1éhog” §3.b.iii, GELS, 676; “téhog” §2.b.y, BDAG, 998; “téhog” §11.2.b, LSJ, 1773.
Both LSJ and BDAG provide references to Polybius and other writings from the Hellenis-
tic age, from the second century BC onward.
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For instance, in Zeph 1:2 the translator has interpreted the Hebrew conso-
nantal text differently from the later Masoretes. MT has a construction, in
which an 1A appears with a finite verb from a different, though similar, root:
TRIRT 19 Py 95 ndx nox gathering [them] together, | will make an end of
everything from the face of the earth.

The same collocation of an IA from fox to gather with a hiphil yigtol of
m10 to make an end occurs in Jer 8:13, but mixing verbal roots in such a con-
struction is quite rare.** Scholars are divided as to how to understand MT,*
but all of the ancient versions read consonantal nox nox as two forms of the
same verbal root.” Either they followed reading traditions different from that
enshrined in MT, or they were approaching the text without such help at all.
0G éKheiyel EkMméto amd Tpoodmov Tiic Yig in extinction™ let it go extinct
from the face of the earth may reflect forms of qox in the sense take away,
remove' and has rendered the IA with a cognate dative. Interestingly,
gxlunéto depersonalises the Hebrew 1cs form, which has God as the subject.
This 3" person singular command could reflect a pual pointing (e.g., nexR), or
it could be a stylistic change,'® perhaps related to Hosea 4:3, a remarkably
parallel passage, where a niphal form of nox has been translated
gxheiyovow.

In Hosea 10:4, there are two IAs:
na XY D¥27M27  AAdY priuota [tpogioetd wevdeic
O106m GS‘C(I]J Sbnkmv

Whatever OG mpogpdoeig pretexts/excuses is, it is not an exact translation
of an 1A nix swearing an oath. mpogdoicg is quite rare in the Greek Bible. In

1 Cf. GKC §113w, especially note 11[3]. Occasionally closely related weak roots are
used: 2 Sam 1:6 *n>p1 X7p3; Isa 24:19 nyyna oy,

2 For a thorough discussion of the issue, see M.A. Sweeney, Zephaniah, Hermeneia
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 58—62.

3 Cyprian’s Old Latin defectione deficiat in deficiency let it go extinct agrees with OG.
Jerome’s congregans congregabo gathering | will gather reflects the more common mean-
ing of Aox and is formally closer to MT; 8HevXIlgr [ov]voywyy ovv[dy...] gather/...] in a
gathering is similar. Tg’ *wwx 78w and Psh «are iass ainas (indeed) | will destroy com-
bine the sense of destruction or removal with God as subject (=MT) but read the construc-
tion as if from a single verbal root.

1 Although the form éiefyet could be analysed as a future 3sg from ékheino, it is syn-
tactically simpler to read a dat sg from &khewyic, the related verbal noun. Cf. “ExAewyng,”
GELS, 212; “&xhewyc,” LSJ, 512.

15 «nox” §Qal.2, DCH, 1:347; “ox” §Qal.4, HALOT, 1:74; “sox” §Qal.4, BDB, 62.

6 M. Harl et al., Les Douze Propheétes: Joél, Abdiou, Jonas, Naoum, Ambakoum,
Sophonie, La Bible d’ Alexandrie 23/4-9 (Paris: Cerf, 1999), 339.

7 Cf. 1sa 60:20 qox° X2 00k éxAeiyet.
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Ps 140[141]:4 it translates ni%7y deeds/actions, and in Dan (8") 6:5-6 it is
aptly used three times for the Aramaic 1%y pretext, apparently cognate to
Hebrew 1%°%3. Although ni%x and ni%?y sound somewhat similar, their written
forms are sufficiently distinct. In any case, it is clear that the translator has
not read nivx as an IA. n12 has been translated with a Greek future form
Sdwbnoetan, but it is obviously not a yigtol or weqatal. Perhaps the translator
has understood the form as if it coordinated with the following r193. In the
Hebrew, 1727 is the main verb, and the two infinitives depend on it; in OG,
the roles have been reversed.

Only a few verses later, in Hos 10:15 (11:1 in Ziegler’s text) the IA and
finite verb are taken in different clauses: &pfpov dmeppignoav, dneppion
Boowevg lopound at dawn they were cast out, Israel’s king was cast out.
Nearly all the English translations of the Hebrew have found a cognate con-
struction here: e.qg., At dawn the king of Israel’s shall be utterly cut off (ESV),
but Peshitta and Targum each has a pair of coordinated verbs (e.g., ¥2on& n*n2
be ashamed [and] humiliated). Nevertheless, some sense can also be made of
the text by separating the two verbal forms, dividing the Hebrew into a paral-
lel couplet: 981> T9n 73 "nTl W2 Af dawn (he) is destroyed, Israel’s
king is destroyed. Perhaps the Greek translator has followed such a path.*®

Similarly, in Zech 7:3 10 ayiaopoa the holy thing does not reflect MT’s
pointing of a niphal 1A 2137 fasting. Instead, the translator has read the noun
7137 the consecration or dedication. The same correspondence occurs twice in
Psalms,™® so the translator of the Twelve has not done something entirely
unique.?

In MT Amos 4:5 the 1A qwp functions as an imperative: n7in ynon wp of-
fer a leavened thank-offering. It is unlikely that 2w actually is an imperative,
as a plural would be expected in context. The Greek, however, is very differ-
ent: xai avéyvooav £ vopov and they read the law outside. Clearly, vopov
reflects 71in not 779R, and £€w probably corresponds to yin with one fewer »
than MT. avéyvwoav probably translates a form of xp, which is found in the
next phrase too. If the translator has read a form of x2p, it could have been
either X1 (1A) or a9 (Perfect 3ms, agreeing with the next verb) because

8 0G is joined in this interpretation by Vg sicuti mane transit, pertransiit rex Israhel.

19 ps 88[89]:40; 131[132]:18; cf. Lev 25:5 713

% It is also interesting that here in Zech 7:3 &i siceMjAv0ev Gde does not translate MT
122x0 Shall | weep? but rather 75 23 has it [the consecrated thing] come here? Cf. 1 Sam
10:22 x37 > i Epyston. 72 (in the sense here) = Gde eight times: Gen 22:5; 31:37; Exod
2:12 (2x); Ruth 2:8; 2 Sam 18:30; 1 Kgs 18:45 (2x).
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the translator would probably have translated either form xoi dvéyvocav,
given the context, but the 1A x7p never occurs in MT.

In three cases where MT has the cognate construction, it is not entirely
clear how the translator has understood the text. In Amos 7:11 and 17 twice
where MT has 7123 173 [Israel] shall certainly be exiled the translator has
written aiypélotog dydfioeton [Israel] shall be led away captive.” The 1A
could have been read as a participle 753 or as the noun 11913,% either of which
might be translated aiypdimrog. In Amos 5:5 the same Hebrew is translated
aiypoAiotevouévn aiypaiotevdnoetat, with a mouthful of a cognate partici-
ple. On the other hand, in Amos 6:7 he paraphrases 173 they will go into exile
as aiyndrotor Eocovron they will be exiles instead of something like
aiyporotedoovov.” Given that the translator of the Twelve is not a rigid
stereotyper, he has probably paraphrased in Amos 7, as well.

Micah 1:10 is another place where the cognate construction has not been
translated as expected. Verses 10-15 contain a difficult list of cities with very
serious punning, including obscure Hebrew terminology and place names.
The whole passage seems to have given the Greek translator® fits. In 1:10 the
IA i02 is spelled without the customary final 1, and the translator has guessed
that it is a place name beginning with the preposition 2—like n32 at the be-
ginning of the verse. Nevertheless, the translation oi é&v Axy. seems to pre-
suppose 0'3(X)3, with at least the addition of a. Such a place name is un-
known in the Greek scriptures, and it is not surprising that a number of mss
have the corruption Evaxiy, which is a common translation for o°p3y Anakim.
Perhaps the copyists connected the Anakim with Philistia. Robert Gordon
points out:

Josh. 11.22 makes a clear connection between Philistines and Anakim:
“No Anakim were left in Israelite territory; only in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod

2L Cf. Vg captivus migravit shall be carried away captive. With regard to éydnoeton,
the translator clearly knows 1123, translating it with aiyualotevo (Amos 1:5, 6; 5:5; Micah
1:6) and petowilw (Hos 10:5; Amos 5:27).

22 Cf. Ezek 12:4 where 9% = aiypéhmtog captive as well as aiypaiooio captivity.

% Num 24:22; 2 Chr 6:36. Compare the future passive forms in Amos 1:5; 5:5. Perhaps
he has chosen to paraphrase with an adjective and future form of &ipi to highlight their
change of status from being among the powerful ones in the land to being forced deportees
in a foreign place. an’ apyfig Suvactdv might be translated from the rule of the powerful
ones or perhaps the from the beginning of the powerful ones. apy1 is often stereotypical for
XA, and here duvaotdv reflects not o°%a of the exiles but o773 of the great ones.

2 Or perhaps the scribes involved in the transmission of the Hebrew ms tradition that
culminated in the Vorlage used by the translator.
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were any left.” Again, in the oracle against the Philistines in Jeremiah 47
[29:5 in LXX], the LXX has a reference to “the remnant of the Anakim”
where the MT speaks less obviously of “the remnant of their plain”.?

In addition, the following verb has been read as 312n (do not) build instead
of 132n (do not) weep. A very narrowly written >—perhaps near the left mar-
gin—could look a bit like a stretched 1.2 Thus, both components of the He-
brew infinitive absolute idiom have been reinterpreted in the Greek.”

Nahum 2:3 81611 éxtivaocovteg é€etiva&av adbtodg because throwing out
they will throw them out appears to be translating a cognate 1A not present in
MT o'ppa oippa *2 for plundered them have plunderers.?® It is possible that
éktvaoooveg is intended to translate not an IA p(3)pa but the participle opia
and that é&etiva&av avtodg translates oappa, inverting the order of the two
Hebrew words, such that the subject precedes the verb. This is made easier
since the two Hebrew words differ only by 1\, a distinction easily obscured,
for instance, in an unclear ms. Thus éxtivdocovteg might actually be the
subject of the é&etiva&av, but it accidentally looks like a translation of an 1A
construction, since both words are forms of the same verb.?® Of course, this
does not rule out the possibility that the translator saw (or thought he saw) an
IA oappR2 pip2 in his Vorlage (perhaps with the »\1 and o of the first word hav-
ing been removed as an apparent dittography).

% Cf. R.P. Gordon, “The Ideological Foe” in Hebrew Bible and Ancient Versions: Se-
lected Essays of Robert P. Gordon, SOTSS (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), 165.

% McCarter gives the example of Isa 33:1 MT 90215 vs. 1Qlsa® 90933 P.K. McCarter,
Textual Criticism: Recovering the Text of the Hebrew Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986),
48.

%" This is not the end of the Translator’s woes in this verse. 779y n"a3, the next place
name, has also been mangled into two bits: n°22 has become €& oikov (perhaps reflecting
n"an) as part of the previous prohibition against rebuilding and 719y% has become xatd
yéhota (perhaps understood as related to 72y to become excited, flare up?), which has also
influenced the first words of the next verse (227 *12v) to be read in the same way as 79ov% =
kot yéloto dpudv—or perhaps these first words of 1:11 have influenced the reading of
719y, Nevertheless, the translator was familiar with 19y (= yfjv), so the root of 715y should
not have been a problem. The rendering of the last verb of 1:10 as xatondoacbe sprin-
kle/toss on oneself is probably a contextual guess for the Hithpael of ws.

% Although éktivéoowm to shake out or throw off is not an exact match semantically for
772 to plunder or lay waste, it was probably a contextual guess on the part of the translator,
since the only other occurrence of pp2 in the Twelve (Hos 10:1) is probably from a homo-
nym meaning to be luxuriant, proliferate. “ppa II,” HALOT, 1:150-51; “ppa I,” BDB, 132.

% This has been done, for instance, in M. Harl et al., Les Douze Prophétes: Joél-
Sophonie, 213.
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Finally, in Hab 3:9 the Greek construction évteivav évteveic bending, you
will bend [your bow] with a cognate participle looks like a straightforward
translation of a cognate construction, but there is no 1A in MT. Instead there
is a noun that looks quite a bit like the following verb: 1ivn 77y [to] naked-
ness [your bow] awakes. This, like Nah 2:3, seems to be a case where the
Vorlage appears to be different from MT. évteive to stretch, bend does not
correspond very well in meaning to 7w to uncover, lay bare. ** This Greek
verb is used for stringing a bow to prepare for shooting,* and thus it is a
contextually appropriate choice. Although the Barberini Greek version simp-
ly has é&nyépbn [your bow] was awakened, the other versions agree with OG
in finding a cognate IA construction at the beginning of the verse.* Since the
ancient versions agree on the cognate A construction, there may be some
corruption in the Hebrew,® or all the versions may simply have found the
same solution to the textual difficulty. (Unfortunately, Mur88 has a lacuna
here, but given its very close affinity with MT and the fact that the conso-
nants of MT nicely fit into the gap, it probably supports the attested Hebrew
consonantal tradition.) It is possible that the translator encountered something
close to MT, which is certainly obscure: nakedness it awakes. Perhaps the
translator reasoned that there must have been a textual corruption in his Vor-

% pace Elliger in BHS.

81 “gvieive,” LSJ, 575; J.A. Emerton, “Treading the Bow,” VT 53 (2003): 467.

® \/g suscitans suscitabis awakening, you will awaken [your bow] and P sk aishh=
[your bow] will surely be aroused have both read forms of =w. Tg xp>7anx nx73nx You did
indeed reveal yourself [in your strength] may also reflect =w: K.J. Cathcart and R.P. Gor-
don, The Targum of the Minor Prophets, The Aramaic Bible 14 (Wilmington, DE: Glazier,
1989), 159 n. 42.

* Many scholars suggest that MT be emended with an infinitive absolute and imper-
fect.

Some suggest my: Niphal: F.F. Bruce, “Habakkuk,” in The Minor Prophets: An
Exegetical and Expository Commentary, ed. T.E. McComiskey (Grand Rapids: Baker,
1992), 2:886; R.D. Haak, Habakkuk, SupVT 44 (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 94.

Piel: W.F. Albright, “The Psalm of Habakkuk,” in Studies in OT Prophecy, ed. H.H.
Rowley (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1950), 11; J. Lachmann, Das Buch Habbakuk: Eine
textkritische Studie (Aussig: Private publication, 1932), 74.

Polel: J. Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten (Berlin: Reimer,
1892), 167.

Hiphil: W. Rudolph, Micha, Nahum, Habakuk, Zephanja, KAT 13/3 (Stuttgart: Giters-
loh, 1975), 235.

Others suggest 7w in Piel: T. Hiebert, God of My Victory: The Ancient Hymn in
Habakkuk 3, HSM 38 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 25-26; J.J.M. Roberts, Nahum,
Habakkuk, and Zephaniah (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1991), 139. Roberts only
thinks the second word was Piel.
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lage and he picked an appropriate cognate 1A translation to fit the context.
Both words at the beginning of the verse look quite a bit alike, sharing v and
1. Moreover, the translator may not have known qy—its only other occur-
rence in the Twelve is in Micah 1:11, where the translator has read 7>7v her
cities instead of 7y nakedness.®

Further Implications

Having looked with some detail at one way in which the data may be put to
use, | would briefly like to hint at a few other implications.

First, the examples of each type of rendering are scattered throughout the
Twelve. Of course, the data set is not large (there are only 54 1As in MT
Twelve), and we are dependent on the distribution of them in the Hebrew
texts. For instance, there are not any IAs in Obadiah or Malachi. Neverthe-
less, if the Twelve had been translated by different translators, we might have
expected more clustering of the various constructions. Thus the distribution
of the alternative renderings of the 1A could perhaps lend support to the idea
that the Twelve was translated as a unit. At least, it does not clearly contra-
dict such a hypothesis.

In general, the translator of the Greek Twelve has given relatively idiomat-
ic, contextually fitted translations of the IA. He shows a slight preference
toward cognate participles, but in spite of his mild predilection toward the
participles, he has used several other constructions for the same underlying
Hebrew.

The translator’s style comes into sharper focus when these results in the
Twelve are compared to other parts of LXX, for instance to the findings of
Raija Sollamo’s 1983 study of the Pentateuch. Several of the translators
there—especially in Exodus, Leviticus, and Deuteronomy—favour the cog-
nate dative, while Genesis seems to use cognate participles and cognate da-
tives roughly equally.® In the Twelve, in comparison, the participle is far
more frequent than the dative. Such a pattern is relatively close to the tenden-
cies Tov has found in the B-text of Judges, 1-3 Kingdoms, and to some ex-
tent Jeremiah.* On the other hand, the Greek Twelve contains a greater vari-

% Cf. the somewhat compressed discussion in Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe,
164-66.

% Sollamo, “LXX Renderings,” 111.

®E. Tov, “Renderings of Combinations of the Infinitive Absolute and Finite Verbs in
the LXX: Their Nature and Distribution,” in Studien zur Septuaginta: Robert Hanhart zu
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ety of constructions in addition to the participle and dative than any other
translation unit except Genesis. In addition, although the translators of the
Pentateuch, for example, avoid using passive participles,® such forms are not
avoided in the Twelve.

So what might all this tell us about the translation of the Twelve into
Greek? The spread of syntactical patterns in the Greek Twelve is unique: the
Pentateuch seems not to have been used as a syntactical reference for the
Twelve, nor can the Twelve be closely identified with any other translator.
Moreover, the translator was not overly concerned with stereotyping—and so
he did not have a particularly rigid translation technique in mind before he
started.

Why, however, is there so much variation? In most cases context has been
allowed to indicate a specific function for the 1A, and therefore translations
of the cognate IA constructions are quite diverse. For instance, there may be
a lexical motivation for the cognate accusative in Zech 7:5, as there are sev-
eral examples of people fasting a fast (2 Sam 12:16; 1 Kgs 20[21]:9). The
other phrases are too rare to say whether there are lexical or idiomatic rea-
sons not to translate them with participles, but they do read well in Greek.
Perhaps in Amos 3:5 @vev + infinitive has required a one-verb solution; &vev
fits the context particularly well here but would not work at all (for instance)
in Nah 1:3. The complimentary infinitive in Zech 8:21 may have squeezed
out a potential participle. Perhaps two verbs are company, but three a crowd?

On the other hand, why are there so many various translations of 72 in
Amos? Both occurrences of aiyudiwrog dybnoetor in Amos 7 clearly are a
unit, but why are they different from the tongue twister aiypaiotevouévn
aiyporotevdnoetar in Amos 5:5? Why in Amos 6:7 do we have aiypdimtot
goovton for a simple 193? If the translator were consciously incorporating
elegant variation, then why have the two closest examples (Amos 7) been
translated identically? Why do both forms in Hos 1:2 have the prefix éx,
while the participle in Hos 4:18 lacks it? Perhaps the translator is simply
working text by text, on the fly, in an ad hoc fashion, fitting things to context

Ehren, eds. D. Fraenkel, et al., MSU 20 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 70.
Cf. R. Sollamo, “Why Translation Technique and Literalness Again? The Renderings of
the Infinitive Absolute in the Septuagint of Jeremiah” in Congress Volume Helsinki 2010,
ed. Martti Nissinen (Leiden: Brill, 2012): 1-20.

¢t Tov, “Renderings of Combinations,” 71; Thackeray, “Renderings of the Infinitive
Absolute in the LXX,” 598.
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as his whimsy takes him. Of course, these suggestions will need to be con-
firmed or challenged by further study.

JOSHUA L. HARPER

Africa International University
Nairobi, Kenia
Joshua.Harper@sim.org



Ruins, Zion and the Animal Imagery
in the Septuagint of Isaiah 34.

ANNA ANGELINI

Introduction

The Septuagint of Isa 34 is an important text in the study of the features and
the internal exegesis of the Greek translation of Isaiah, which has been rec-
ognized for a long time as “free”, “interpretative” or even “contemporizing”.*
The Hebrew text of Isa 34 focuses mainly on the fall of Edom, and occupies a
strategic position within First Isaiah. On the one hand, it closes the series of
oracles against the nations that began at chapter 13 with the oracle against
Babylonia; in this respect, Isa 34 and 13 share a series of significant images
and parallelisms. On the other hand, it enjoys a complex relationship with the
subsequent chapter (Isa 35), by opposing the ruin of Edom to the salvation

announced for Zion.? In this contribution, after having briefly contextualized

! Among the most relevant works on the nature of the Greek translation of Isaiah see J.
Ziegler, Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches lIsaias (ATA 12-13; Minchen:
Aschendorff 1934); I. Seeligman, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah. A discussion of its
Problems, Leiden: Brill, 1948 [republished in The Septuagint Version of Isaiah and Cog-
nate Studies (ed. by R. Hanhart and H. Spieckermann; FAT 40; Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2004, 119-294)]; A. van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre. The Septuagint of Isaiah XXIII as
Version and Vision (VT.S 71, Leiden: Brill, 1998); R. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah as Translation
and Interpretation. The Strategies of the Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah (JSJ.S 124,
Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2008); R. Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book. Old Greek Isaiah and
the Problem of Septuagint Hermeneutics (FAT 88; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck; Waco, TX:
Baylor University Press, 2013) 229-239; J. A. Lee, “The Literary Greek of Septuagint of
Isaiah”, Semitica et Classica 7 (2014), 135-146; M. der Vorm-Croughs, The Old Greek of
Isaiah. An Analysis of Its Pluses and Minuses (SBL.SCSt 61; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014).

2 On Isa 34 overall, see J. Vermeylen, Du prophéte Isaie a I'Apocalyptique, Isaie I-
XXXV, Tome | (Etudes Bibliques; Paris: Gabalda, 1977), 439-446; O. Kaiser, Isaiah 13-39.
A Commentary (transl. by R. Wilson, OTL; London: SCM Press 1980) 351-366; H. Wild-
berger, Jesaja. Teilbd. 3: Jesaja 28-39 (BKAT 10/3; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1982) 1324-1351; J. Watts, Isaiah 34-66 (WBC 25; Waco, TX: Word Books,
1985-1987) 2-18; W. Beuken, Isaiah. Part 2. Volume 2: Isaiah chapters 28-29 (transl. by.
B. Doyle; Leuven: Peeters, 2000) 279-304; J. Blenkinsopp, Isaiah 1-39. A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary (AnchB 19; New York et al: Doubleday, 2000) 447-
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Isa 34 in its Hebrew setting, | will analyze some relevant changes made by
the Greek translator, which point to a different reading of the oracle in Isa
34:8-17. As my analysis will focus especially on these verses, | provide a
comparison of the Hebrew and the Greek text of Isa 34:8-17:

nw mh opa o 8 & uépa yap kpicemg Kupiov kai EviowTdg
¥ 2 v dvtamoddceng Kpicemg Tiwv
noto o o’ | % kod otpagricoval adTic ai papayyes eic Tiooay
fakal:b bR bl Kod 1) Y avtig gig Osiov
Y2 NoTY %X Anm kol oot antTig M YA KAopévn d¢ Tiooo
7250 &9 o 700 | 2 vukrog kol fipépag kai 00 oBesticetan
WY Y 0YWY | &ig OV aidva xpdvov
2700 NI N Kod avaproetal 6 Kamvog avtiig Gve
1712 72V PR 0181 ARI7 €1g yeveag Epnuwbnoetat
TP nxp MU | ko gic ypévov mordy
72700 2w | M kad katokoovety év avtii Spvea
MNP Y AU | kol éxivor xod el kai kOpakeg
027N | kod EmPAnOnoeton n” ad TV omapTiov YEMUETPIOg
QUEPRY T | épripov
NI 09N | Kod dvokéviowpot 0ikeovsty &V adTH
Z0DR 17 H 12 61 Bipyovrec avtiic ovk Ecovia
oo R o 2 | ol yop Baoielc avtiic
%P2 MM e Kol ol dpyovieg avTilg kol Ol HEYIGTOVES OTIG
Q1N MIAnM | €covrtal €ig ATMAELOY
ST NS RN B xai avagioet gic Toc ToAeg adTdV drévOva
DX-NX o7% W EbLoL Kol €ig TG OYLPDOUOTO AVTHG
Y | kol Eoton EmavAG oeElpRVEV
RIP> WYY Koi aOAT oTpovODdY

457; B. S. Childs, Isaiah (OTL; Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001) 249-
258. On the relationship between Isa 13 and 34 see in particular B. Gosse, Isaie 13, 1-14,
23 dans la tradition littéraire du livre d’Isaie et dans la tradition des oracles contre les
nations (OBO 78; Fribourg: Ed. Universitaires; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck &Ruprecht,
1988) 159-169 and id., “Le chitiment d’Edom et de nations, salut pour Sion. Contribution
a I’étude de la rédaction du livre d’Isaie,” ZAW 102 (1990) 396-404. On the relationship
between Isa 34 and 35, see the relevant contributions of O. H. Steck, Bereitete Heimkehr.
Jesaja 35 als redaktionelle Briicke zwischen dem Ersten und dem Zweiten Jesaja (Stuttgart:
Katolisches Bibelwerk, 1985) and its critique by C. R. Mathews, Defending Zion. Edom's
Desolation and Jacob's Restoration (Isaiah 34-35) in Context (BZAW 236; Berlin/New
York: De Gruyter, 1995).
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The fall of Edom in the Hebrew text of Isa 34

In the opening section of Isa 34 (v. 1-4), the destruction of Edom is presented
as a total annihilation, a paradigmatic punishment of all the nations that are
summoned to listen the prophet’s words and to witness the consequences of
Yhwh’s rage. After this introduction, the main structure of the oracle is two-
fold. The first section (vv. 5-7) is dominated by a recurring sacrificial meta-
phor: Yhwh is depicted, with his bloody sword, as offering a great sacrificial
slaughter in Edom, precisely in Bozra, the capital of the kingdom. In the
second part of the prophetic speech (vv. 9-17), the author describes the arri-
val of the inhabitants of the ruins, who will possess the territory forever.
Among them are impure birds, nocturnal predatory birds, and possibly some
demonic beings: this seems to be especially suggested by the mention of
Lilith. The presence of ruin inhabitants indicates that this land is definitively
lost to humans. This is a literary topos in the Hebrew Bible. We find an ana-
logous scenario in Zeph 2:13-15, in the context of an oracle against Nineveh,
as well as in Jer 50:12-13; 39-40, where a similar oracle is addressed against
Babylonia. Within the book of Isaiah, the judgment of Edom specifically
echoes the ultimate fall of Babylon, which is described in very similar tones



100 JSCS 49 (2016)

in Isa 13:19-22. In both cases, the devastation of the land is compared—
directly or indirectly—to the destiny of Sodom and Gomorrah, emphasizing
that this is a complete destruction with no hope left for rebuilding.* Such a
picture of Edom’s fate creates a contrast with the restoration of Zion, which
is the focus of the following chapter (Isa 35).°

In chapter 34, verse 8 forms an important transition between the first and
the second part of the oracle. The verse reads: “Because it is a day of ven-
geance for Yhwh (gp1 ar > m?), a year of retribution (2°m7w niv), for the
cause of Zion (yv¥ 29)”. Despite the difficulties in determining the exact
meaning of 2°1 in this context,® it seems plausible that the verse refers to the
vengeance that Yhwh will enact against Edom on Zion’s behalf. This reading
is strengthened when we observe a similar formulation in Jer 51:36, where
Yhwh says to Israel that he “will plead his cause and exact avenge for him”
against Babylon (7n»pa=nX *nnp 92°77nk 297°117). In this case, the verb ap: is
again used in combination with 2. The root apa in the prophetic literature
usually indicates a punishment sent by Yhwh against his enemies, whether
they be the nations or even Israel himself: the vengeance of Yhwh takes the

® However, a parallelism between the fall of Babylon and that one of Edom is also
found in the book of Jeremiah. See Jer 49:13, 17-18 where Edom will be reduced to a heap
of ruins like Sodom and Gomorrah. On the analogy between the destinies of Babylon and
Edom see Gosse, Isaie 13, 1-14, 23 dans la tradition littéraire du livre d’Isaie, 159-165;
id., Le chdtiment d’Edom; Mathews, Defending Zion, 55-68.

* On the demonic features of the ruin inhabitants in the Hebrew and the Greek text of
Isa 34, see A. Angelini, “L’imaginaire comparé du démoniaque dans les traditions de
I’Israél Ancien. Le bestiaire d’Esaie dans la Septante”, in Entre dieux et hommes: anges,
démons et autres... Actes du colloque organisé par le Collége de France, Paris, les 19-20
mai 2014 (ed. by T. Rémer, B. Dufour and F. Pfitzmann; OBO, Fribourg: Academic Press:
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck&Ruprecht, 2016 — forthcoming). Relevant observations concern-
ing the creatures of desert and ruins have been made by B. Janowski, “Reprasentanten der
gegenmenschlichen Welt. Ein Beitrag zur biblischen Damonologie” in In dubio pro deo.
Heidelberger Resonanzen auf den 50. Geburtstag von Gerd Theilen am 24. April 1993,
(ed. by David Trobisch; Heidelberg: Wiss.-Theol. Seminar, 1993) 154-163 and by H. Frey-
Anthes, Unheilsmachte und Schutzgenien, Antiwesen und Grenzganger. Vorstellungen von
"Damonen" im alten Israel (OBO 227; Fribourg: Academic Press/Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck&Ruprecht, 2007) 159-241.

® Although Isa 34 and 35 probably originated in different contexts, most scholars agree
that in their final form these chapters have to be read as a diptych with a strong redactional
function: they not only bridge the first and the second part of the book of Isaiah, but also
anticipate Third Isaiah. For a survey of the interpretations on the origins of Isa 34 and 35,
see Mathews, Defending Zion, 9-33.

® For a detailed discussion, see Wildberger, Jesaja, 1226, who proposes to correct 21 to
17 (“That one who fights for justice”).
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form of a complete destruction by which the deity reestablishes the right
order of things.” More specifically, the expression ap1 ov found in Isa 34:8,
which recalls similar formulae referring to the motif of the final war of Yhwh
against his opponents, appears only four times in the Hebrew Bible, three of
which are located precisely in the book of Isaiah.® In addition to Isa 34:8, this
expression occurs in Isa 61:2, which announces the restoration of Zion, and
in Isa 63:4, a text which is of particular interest for the present study.’ Here
Yhwh returns from Edom, specifically from Bozra, with bloody garments,
after having judged the city, and readied himself for the final judgment in
Jerusalem (Isa 63:1-4). These verses represent a reworking of the traditional
motif of the march of Yhwh from the south,'® which is here combined with
the theme of the trampling of Yhwh’s enemies. Edom, which constitutes the
last stop in Yhwh’s march, assumes a symbolic value, epitomizing in some
way Yhwh’s trampling of all the nations. Framed in this way, the judge-
ment against Edom in Isa 34 prepares the divine judgement that will take
place in Jerusalem in the final chapters of the book.

If now we turn to the Greek translation of Isaiah 34, we can note several
significant differences when compared to the Masoretic Text. | suggest that
the ensemble of these differences indicates that the Greek translator under-
stood this section of the oracle, namely vv. 8-17, as an oracle which does not
address Edom, but takes place in the territory of Zion. In order to demon-
strate this, a close analysis of the relevant divergences between the Hebrew
text and its Greek translation is needed.

" See Jer 46:10 (against the Egypt); Isa 47:3; Jer 50:15,28; 51:6,11,36-37 (against Baby-
lon); Ezek 25:14,17 (against Edom and Philistines); Mic 5:14 (against the nations in gen-
eral); Isa 59:17; Ezek 24:8 (against Jerusalem). On the relationship between judgment,
vengeance and justice in Isa 34 and 35 see H. Peels, The Vengeance of God. The Meaning
of the Root NQM and the Function of the NQM-Texts in the Context of Divine Revelation
in the Old Testament (OTS 31: Leiden: Brill, 1995) 148-160.

® The fourth case belongs to a different context (Prov 6:34).

® Isa 61:2: “To proclaim a year of favor for Yhwh, a day of vengeance for our god, to
comfort all who mourn”; Isa 63:4: “Because the day of vengeance in my heart and the year
of my revenge has come”.

9 For Yhwh coming from the south see Deut 33:2-3; Judg 5:4-5; Hab 3:3-5; Ps 68:8-9.

1 Compare in particular Isa 63:6.
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The Greek text of Isa 34:8-17

The Greek translation of verse 8 shows already a semantic shift. It reads:
“It is a day of the judgment of the Lord (fjuépa yap kpicewg kvpiov), and a
day of retribution (kai éviavtog dvtamoddcewg), of judgment of Zion
(kpioemg Ziwv)”. The syntactic meaning of the first genitival construction,
kpioewg kupiov, is evident: this is a subjective genitive, as it is clearly Yhwh
who makes the judgment. On the other hand, some ambiguity surrounds the
other genitival construction, kpicewg Zwwv, whose syntax is not completely
clear, as well as its relationship with the previous genitive, avtamoddoemc.™
The lexical choices made by the translator help to clarify this point. We ob-
serve that here both api and 291 are translated by xpicig. While xpicig is a
quite common translation for 2»9 — occurring more than 25 times in the LXX
— the same term very rarely translates aps, which is more often rendered by
éxducéw or by a noun stemming from this root.** However, kpiog is the trans-
lation of ap: in two other passages of Isaiah: first, Isa 1:24, where Yhwh
announces the judgement against his adversaries, the “mighty ones of Israel”,
in Zion;* second, Isa 35:4, where Yhwh “will repay the judgment” (kpiow
dvtanodidwotwv) on Zion. Thus, by mentioning the kpicic Zwwv in Isa 34:8, the
Greek translator seems to create a double connection: with the judgment of
Jerusalem that is announced in the beginning of the book, in chapter 1; and
with the restoration of the city that will follow in chapter 35.

A significant omission occurs then at verse 10b: here, the final expression
72 72v X “none shall pass through it”,” is missing from the Old Greek text.
Moreover, the translator softens the general meaning of this verse by rende-
ring the hapax o°nx1 nx1?, which means something like “in all eternity”, with
the expression &ig ypovov molvv, “for a long time”, which does not necessari-
ly convey the idea of eternity. Furthermore, in the subsequent verse (11b), the
Hebrew text says that Yhwh will stretch the line of tohd (vin-yp), and the

12 Among the diverse modern translations of the LXX Isa 34:8, only the French transla-
tion seems clearly to consider Ziwwv as the object of xpicewg, while both the German and the
English translations offer a version that is in some way closer to the meaning of the He-
brew text. See A. Le Boulluec and Ph. Le Moigne, Vision que vit Isaie (La Bible
d’Alexandrie; Paris: Cerf, 2015) 79.

3 Symmachus suggests that this should also apply in the case of our verse, Isa 34:8. See
the second apparatus of J. Ziegler, Isaias (Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum 14;
Stuttgart: Privileg. Wirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1939) 244.

Maamnn nnpary = xplow éx tév éxBpdiv pou movjow.

15 For this expression, compare again Jer 49:18,33; 50:40.
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stones of boh( (¥12-°12%) over the land. The combination of vin (“deserted-
ness”, “emptiness”) and 172 (“void”, “chaos”) that we find only in Gen 1:2
and Jer 4:23, seems here to imply that a process of de-creation is being enact-
ed by Yhwh on the land of Edom, which will return to its previous state of
chaos. Here, again, the translator substitutes the second expression, “the
stones of emptiness”, with the phrase “the donkey-centaurs will inhabit
there”, koi dvokéviavpol oiknoovoty v avti], an anaphoric translation that
seems to be a direct quote from the Greek text of Isa 13:22.'® While this is, of
course, a gloomy image, it does not imply a complete annihilation.

Within verse 11, other major differences can be observed. Here begins the
settling of the ruin inhabitants that “shall possess™ the land forever and ever,
and “shall live in it”. The verb w23, “to possess”, is combined in the Hebrew
text with the verb yaw, “settle, live in, inhabit”. This concept is again stressed
at the end of the oracle, 34:17b, which concludes the settling of the ruin in-
habitants by repeating that “they shall possess it (i.e. = the land) forever and
shall live there” (727100° M7 M72 MW o7w-7v). The two verses form a
frame around verses 11 to 17, highlighting the fact that the land will be deliv-
ered to wild animals and demonic beings in a definitive way.

Now, the verb w=v in the Hebrew Bible typically refers to the inheritance
of the land and in particular the inheritance of the land of Israel. With this
meaning it is usually translated by its Greek correspondent kinpovopém,
“to inherit”, “to gain possession of” in many passages of the Pentateuch, in
the book of Joshua and within the book of Isaiah itself.'” In the Greek text of
Isa 34:11, however, we find only a single expression that indicates the set-
tling of the ruin inhabitants: koatownoovow év avtf), “they will live there”,
which, while corresponding to the position occupied by w=> within the verse,
appears more likely to be a translation of 72115 (karowéw being the regular
equivalent of yow*8

It seems as though the translator wanted to avoid applying the verb
KAnpovouém to the birds and the strange beings, such as the sirens, demons
and donkey-centaurs, which are going to occupy the land. Instead,
KAnpovopém translates w=s in the final verse, 34:17b, but here with a signifi-
cant variation, because the verb in Greek takes the 2™ person plural ending.

18 Jsa 13:22: xal dvoxévravpor éxel xatoioovay xai veooomowjoouaty éxivol v Tol
oixols adT@Y Tayd Epyetar xal od ypoviel. A very similar expression occurs again in lIsa
34:14.

' Isa 19:21; 57:13; 60:21; 61:17.

18 See on this Vorm-Croughs, The Old Greek of Isaiah, 212-214.
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This implies a significant syntactical change, because now it will not be they,
i.e., the ruin inhabitants, who will inherit the land, but it is rather said that you
will have this inheritance. This second person plural can hardly refer, in my
opinion, to the wild animals or to the nations that have been summoned to
listen at the beginning of the chapter, but more probably refers to the com-
munity of Israel, the people of Zion, who will be fully restored in the first
verses of the subsequent chapter, Isa 35. We can suppose that expressions
like mw 027w, “they will inherit it forever”, were so specifically used to
define Israel’s inheritance and its apportionment of the land that the translator
read them as necessarily referring, in one way or another, to the people of
Israel, without estimating that they could be applied to the ruin inhabitants.

The restitution of the land to the people, and its consequent renewal, is in
some way further prepared within the Greek translation in verse 15. Here, the
list of the creatures that come to occupy the land is concluded by the mention
of mop —the identification of which is not completely sure, but which could
be a kind of raptor bird or a type of snake—and by the mention of vultures
(n7) that are gathered together. This gloomy picture is modified in the Greek
translation, where a hedgehog (éyivog) makes a nest, the earth protects its
offspring “in safety” (ueta doeodeiog), and doe (Elagpot) meet each other.
The context can explain some of the choices made by the translator. It is
probable, for example, that msp has been read as 79p, another animal that
appears in ruins,™ usually understood as deriving from the root 75p, “to roll
up”, and for that reason translated by €yivog, as referring to the movement of
the hedgehog, which rolls itself up. The expression peta dogaieiog can be
seen as an exegetical reading of “being in the shadow” (7%%2), interpreted as
a condition of safety and peacefulness, according to a comparison between
being at ease and enjoying safety, that the translator seems to have applied to
other passages, as for example Isa 8:15 and 18:4.% It is more difficult, in my
view, to explain the presence of &Lagot as an equivalent of n»7. The term n17
appears in the list of unclean birds in Deut 14:13, where it clearly indicates a
large bird of prey; it has a parallel in Ugaritic (d’yi) and is perhaps to be con-
nected to the root ;187, which is used in the Hebrew Bible to describe the
action of raptor birds swooping on their prey.” The translator of Deuterono-
my renders n1*7 quite faithfully with fictig, “kite”.

1 |sa 34:11; Zeph 2:14.
% gee Troxel, LXX-Isaiah as Translation and Interpretation, 128, 245.
2 Deut 28:49; Jer 48:40; 49:22.
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While the presence of doe in verse 15 cannot, | believe, be explained on
textual grounds, their mention nonetheless appears to perform two significant
functions. First, it clearly modifies the picture of the land from a desert,
populated by bizarre and monstrous creatures, to a safe pasturage, where
harmless animals can safely circulate and find their rest. Secondly, it antici-
pates a motif that we find in chapter 35, at verses 5-6, that focuses on the
renewal of the thirsty land. Here it is said that the eyes of the blind shall be
opened, the deaf will be able to hear, and “the lame shall leap like a dear,”
where the Hebrew X is translated, this time literally, as Ehagoc:

72952 22901 27 12722 WP OPR NUH 1M 70D PR 39T IR
T01e ATt g EA0POg O Y®AGS Kal Tpov E0TOL YADCOH LOYIAGA®Y
Ot €ppayn &v TR EpNum Béwp kai eapayE &v yij Suydorn  (Isa 35:6)

These examples are sufficient, | believe, to corroborate the view that the
Greek text of Isa 34:8-17 displays a scene of judgement that has been relo-
cated from Edom to the territory of Jerusalem.? The translator eliminates the
references to an absolute, definitive desertion of the land, and stresses the
elements that prepare its future restoration. Thus, the ravines (papayyec) that
dried up and turned into pitch in Isa 34:9 will be substituted by a gushing
gully in Isa 35:6 (papay& év yf] dSuymon). In light of this evidence, one can
even consider the possibility that the rendering of m°9ma, “its torrents”, in Isa
34:9, by avtiic ai eapayyeg, “its ravines”, aims to foster a specific connection
with chapter 22 of the LXX of Isaiah. Here, a complaint is made against the
city of Jerusalem, where the rulers are made to flee in a day of tumult and
confusion prepared by Yhwh, as a pre-warning of Elam’s siege on the city.
The idea of the absence of rulers, nobles and kings is equally found in Isa

22 |n an article from 1989, Lust proposed that already the Hebrew text of Isa 34:8-15
contained originally an oracle addressed against Zion: J. Lust, “Isaiah 34 and the herem”,
in The Book of Isaiah. Le livre d'lsaie. Les oracles et leurs relectures. Unité et complexité
de I'ouvrage, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium (ed. J. Vermeylen;
BEThL81; Leuven: University Press, 1989) 275-286. However, his arguments to identify
such an indictment seem to me rather weak, especially because the result of his analysis is
that at the last stage of the redaction of chapters 13 and 34 Babylon (ch. 13), Edom and
Zion (ch. 34) are put on the same level. He explains this by the fact that “at that stage, the
editor no longer identified Babylon, Edom and Zion with the respective historical cities
[...] He consider them as symbols of the evil men who were to be eradicated at the final
judgment” (p. 285). At least as far as concerning Zion, this seems to me improbable, con-
sidering the centrality of the motif of Jerusalem’s restoration in the whole book of Isaiah.
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34:12. Furthermore, in the Hebrew text of Isa 22:1 the scene is enigmatically
entitled “oracle concerning the valley of vision” (17°117 X Xn); an expression
which occurs also in Isa 22:5a.%° Interestingly, this is rendered in Greek to
plna tiig eapayyog Ziwv, “vision concerning the ravine of Zion” (and the
same in 22:5a, 11 being probably read as j»x7). The use of the term
eapayyeg in the LXX of Isa 34 could thus serve to suggest that the judgment
of the chapter 34, now reapplied against Zion, stands in continuity with the
judgement of Jerusalem already announced in Isa 22. In this regard, it is also
worth noting that the oracle on Zion in the LXX of Isa 22 is preceded by a
vision that in the Greek text is entirely focused on Idumea (Isa 21:11-17): this
creates a preceding parallel between the judgement on Edom and the judge-
ment on Zion.**

Conclusion

The reading proposed here for the LXX of Isa 34:8-17 has a number of im-
plications, which | would like to address briefly in my conclusions.

A first consideration concerns the literary structure of chapters 34 and 35.
The Greek translation appears to reduce the tension between lIsa 34 and 35.
After the paradigmatic destruction of Edom in vv. 5-7, the last section of
chapter 34 ends by preparing closely the restoration of Zion that will follow
in Isa 35. While the relation between the destruction of Edom in chapter 34
and the return from exile in chapter 35 remains somewhat unclear in the
Hebrew text, in the LXX a much closer connection between the two chapters
is now established. By reapplying the oracle against Edom to Jerusalem and
its territory, the Greek tradition can now present the exiles as returning to the
land that has been provisionally destroyed. This view can be substantiated by
the fact that, as it has been convincingly demonstrated by Van der Kooij, the
expression &pnuog duydoa, “thirsty desert”, in the LXX of Isa 35:1 adds an
explicit reference to Zion and makes clear that the terrain destined to flourish

% Isa 22:5a: “For is a day of tumult, trampling and confusion for the Lord Yhwh of
hosts in the valley of vision”.

2 The situation is slightly different in the Hebrew text of Isa 21:11-17, where the oracle
seems to be addressed against different cities and tribes of the south. In Isa 21:11 the 8ivn
concerns Dumah (7m17), a locality in north Arabia called according to an Arabic tribe
(compare Gen 25:14, 1Chr 1:30), and translated in the LXX by Idouvpaia. Again, the sub-
scription 27ya Kiwn (“oracle on Arabia”) in Isa 21:13 disappears in the Greek translation,
with the result that the oracle of verses 11-17 has been entirely relocated in Idumea.



Angelini: Ruins, Zion and the Animal Imagery in ... Isa 34 107

and blossom in the Greek version of Isa 35 is Jerusalem itself.?> Furthermore,

the translation between the two chapters is now highlighted by a number of
intertextual connections.

Second, chapter 34 in the LXX of Isaiah turns out to be as a key moment
in the overall structure of the book. By comparing the irredeemable fate of
Edom with the suffering and subsequent restoration of Zion, the text creates a
double relationship. On the one hand, it fosters a connection with the begin-
ning of the book, where the desolation of Zion is announced—especially in
chapters 1 and 22. On the other hand, it strengthens the association with its
concluding section, namely with chapter 63, where Yhwh returns from the
destruction of Edom to Jerusalem for the final judgment on the nations, at the
time which is designated in both the LXX of Isa 34 and 63 as a day of retri-
bution.?

A third implication involves the representation of the ruin inhabitants. In
the Hebrew Bible, one of the basic features of these creatures is that they
mark the spaces of which they take possession as being inaccessible to hu-
mans. They substitute themselves for the human population — interestingly
most of verbs that are used denote human actions, like “to inherit”, “to lie” or
“inhabit” — and make this space unfit for human inhabitation and, what is
more, in an irreversible way. It is for this reason that the topos of the ruin
inhabitants is applied in the Hebrew Bible to several cities against which
Yhwh’s anger is directed, such as Babylon (Is 13), Niniveh (Zeph 2), Edom
(Is 34), Hazor (Jer 50: 39-40 = 27LXX), but it is never used in the case of
oracles against Jerusalem.?” However, this is precisely what we witness in the

% A. van der Kooij, “Rejoice, o Thirsty Desert! (Isaiah 35). On Zion in the Septuagint
of Isaiah”, in 'Enlarge the Site of Your Tent'. The City as Unifying Theme in Isaiah, The
Isaiah Workshop — De Jesaja Werkplaats, Oudtestamentische Studién (ed. by A. van Wier-
ingen and A. van der Woude, OTS 58; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2011) 11-20. This resolves an
ambiguity in the Hebrew text, where it is not completely clear whether the flourish land is
the desert through which the exiles will return, as it is often assumed (so Kaiser, Isaiah 13-
39, 361; Watts, Isaiah 34-66, 15; Steck, Bereitete Heimkehr, 16-20) or the future state of
Zion (Mathews, Defending Zion, 135-139; Blenkinsopp, lIsaiah 1-39, 456). Wildberger
(Jesaja, 1367) suggests a metaphoric interpretation of the holy way for the redeemed (Isa
35:9-10); in a similar way, Beuken (lsaiah, 311) believes that the metamorphosis of the
desert in Isa 35 represents an “imaginative return” to Zion.

% |sa 63:4: D1 DY = Auépa AvTamoddoews.

7T Lust (Isaiah 34 and the herem, 284) notes that Zion’s fate in Isa 1:9 and 3:9 is com-
pared with the destiny of Sodom and Gomorrah. However, Isa 1:9 underlines precisely the
fact that the condition of Zion, although resembling that of Sodom and Gomorrah is not
identical to it. The comparison in Isa 3:9 between Jerusalem and Sodom does not concern
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Greek text of Isa 34 where the translator innovates by applying the oracle to
the territory of Jerusalem. It seems that this innovation also affects the de-
scription of the ruin inhabitants in the Greek text. A detailed analysis of the
choices made by the translator to render the animal lexicon in Isa 34 would
take us too far from the focus of the present essay.?®

Nevertheless, it is worth pointing out that the approach adopted by the
translator was not a literal one. Apart from a few occurrences where he fol-
lows the pentateuchal authority (for example in Isa 34:11a, where 7w is
translated by iBewg based on the LXX of Lev 11:17 and Deut 14:16), in most
cases the translator adopted a free manner of translation. Overall, he was
more focused on giving the general impression of the content of the list than
on looking for a one-to-one equivalent, as is demonstrated also by the fact
that there is not always a correspondence between the number of items in the
Hebrew and in the Greek text.® The translator combined mythic figures of
mourning and grief, for example the sirens, with exotic animals that were
considered to inhabit the remotest land of the world, the so-called eschatiai
of the Greek tradition. This is especially true for the donkey-centaur, which
was an exotic marker of Egypt in the late-Hellenistic period, as it is witnessed
by its presence within the ethnographic literature and by iconographic evi-
dence.*® Contrary to what happens in the Hebrew text, these liminal creatures
are no longer the markers of a territory lost to humans. Rather, they seem to
be the temporary occupants of a land that will later be resettled by the Jude-
ans returning from exile in Isa 35. As we saw above, the fact that the list of

the destruction of the cities, but the fact that in both of them people openly proclaim and
display their faults.

%8 For a detailed analysis of the translation of the animal lexicon in Isa 34:8-17 see
Angelini, Le bestiaire d’Esaie.

% For example in Isa 34:14, where two Greek items correspond to three Hebrew lex-
emes. This seems to be a recurring feature of the translation of lists in the LXX of Isaiah.
In this regard, the observations made by H. G.M. Williamson, “Isaiah 1.11 and the Septua-
gint of Isaiah”, in Understanding Poets and Prophets. Essays in Honour of George Wishart
Anderson (ed. by A. Graeme Auld, JSOT.S 152; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993) 401-41, are
especially relevant.

% Aelianus, Historia Animalium 17:4. A female ovokévtavpa. is also represented,
among other exotic animals, on the upper level of Palaestrina mosaic, dating back to the
late second century B.C.E. See on this J. Aitken, No stone Unturned. Greek Inscriptions
and Septuagint Vocabulary, (CSHB 5; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2014) 77-79 and
related bibliography. On the donkey-centaur see also Elisa Piccinini, “‘Ovokévtavpoc:
demone o animale? (Dalla nascita biblica all’esegesi patristica),” Vetera Christianorum 35
(1998) 119-131.
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the animals in the LXX of Isa 34:15 ends now with the doe, which is also
mentioned in Isa 35, prepares the transition to the re-occupation of the land.

It would be tempting to explain the reading of the oracle in the LXX Isa
34 as a reflex of different historical circumstances. One could think in partic-
ular to the conquest of some cities in ldumea made by the Hasmoneans,
around 129 B.C.E. The fact that the territory of Edom was indeed part of
Judea at that time could perhaps help to elucidate the reasons behind the
transition from Edom to Jerusalem. However, this would imply postponing
the traditional dating assigned to the translation of the book of Isaiah to the
late second century B.C.E., an hypothesis for which major pieces of evidence
are still missing.** In any case, | do not believe that in order to justify the re-
addressing of the oracle in the LXX of Isa 34:8-17, we need to assume that
the translator sought to relate the oracle to specific historical events of his
time, “updating” or “contemporizing” the text, so to speak. The re-addressing
of the oracle in Zion’s territory can be motivated by the fact that the transla-
tor understood this passage to stand in close continuity with Zion’s restaura-
tion of Isa 35.

If there is a “contemporizing” reading, this is evident in the transformation
of the complex of ruin inhabitants into figures of liminality and exoticism
such as sirens, demons and donkey-centaurs, which can be fully understood
only against the background of Greco-Hellenistic culture.
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Institut Romand des Sciences Bibliques
Université de Lausanne

Lausanne, Suisse
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%1 On the evidence for the dating of the LXX of Isaiah, see Seeligmann, The Septuagint
Version of Isaiah, 69-90. The majority of scholars follows the proposal of Seeligmann to
set the translation around 140 B.C.E.



A Note on Papyrus 967 and Daniel 2:1.
CARSON BAY

Abstract: Papyrus 967 contains the only reading of Dan 2:1 that avoids a widely rec-
ognized chronological problem. P967 and the OG tradition generally contain a read-
ing that avoids many such problems. Therefore, rather than an independent tradition,
it is likely that P967 represents a tradition which fixes perceived problems in its inher-
ited tradition through translation, as Daniel’s readers have done historically through
commentary.”

Dan 2:1 presents a chronological problem because its reading of Nebuchad-
nezzar’s second (devtép@) year “steht im Widerspruch mit” Dan 1:3, 5, &
18." Porteous was content to call the chronology “inaccurate,”® while others
have joined the historical trend to explain the apparent discrepancy.® The
most expedient way to fix this dilemma would be to change Dan 2:1°s chro-
nology, something which Papyrus 967 does.* Newsom has recently argued

*) 1 want to thank the peer reviewers for their comments and the editor for his helpful
interaction.

! D. K. Marti, Das Buch Daniel (KHC XVIII, Tiibingen, 1901), 7. See discussion in J.
A. Montgomery, The Book of Daniel (ICC; Edinburgh, 1927), 140—41. Note the scholars
he lists who subscribed to replacing “second” with “twelfth” year before P967’s text was
known, perhaps a parallel to the same suggestion which appears unexplained in the critical
apparatus of BHS. Ploger notes the reading “zwolf” of “BH3” and “sechs” of Montgom-
ery’s Aramaic NW, and sees Dan 2:1’s ‘time stamp’ as a product of “der Endverfasser”
streamlining the dream narratives; the number “two” itself is approximate for him; O.
Ploger, Das Buch Daniel (KAT XVIII; Gutersloher, 1965), 45. Koch rightly points out that
“two” being approximate is ‘unconvincing’ “angesichts der wichtigen Rolle der Zeitanga-
ben sonst im Danielbuch;” K. Koch, Daniel (BK XXII.1; Neukirchener, 1986), 88

2 N. W. Porteous, Daniel: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia, 1965), 25.

¥ E.g. Goldingay’s argument that the chronological question “need not be raised” if one
assumes Dan 2:1 “uses the Babylonian reckoning,” J. E. Goldingay, Daniel (WBC 30;
Dallas, 1989), 45; likewise Shepherd, for whom this “apparent difficulty” exists only “if
the interpreter assumes too much,” M. B. Shepherd, Daniel in the Context of the Hebrew
Bible (New York, 2009), p. 72.

* For the best and most recent introduction to P967, see S. Kreuzer, “Papyrus 967: Its
significance for Codex Formation, Textual History, and Canon History”, The Bible in

110
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that “the Greek translator [of P967] ... found a clever exegetical resolution to
a perplexing contradiction in his source text.”> While many see P967 as tes-
timony to a Vorlage of an independent tradition,® reading it (or its Vorlage)
as a ‘fixing’ text that reacts to what it sees as a historically-chronologically
problematic tradition solves more problems.” P967 “fixes’ Daniel’s chronolo-
gy at the very same points at which Daniel’s readers throughout history have
attempted to explain chronological dilemmas — points like Dan 2:1. Moreo-
ver, the character of the P967/0OG tradition betrays a clear preference for
historically and chronologically accurate readings; Dan 2:1 is not the only
problem it fixes.® Reading P967/0OG Daniel as a “fixing’ tradition explains its
reading of Dan 2:1 along with several others of its variants, and situates OG-
Daniel in a tradition concerned with historical-chronological accuracy.

Dating to the 2" or 3" century, P967 is by far the oldest witness to OG
Daniel,’ and it is the only one to begin Dan 2:1 in Nebuchadnezzar’s twelfth

Greek: Translation, Transmission, and Theology of the Septuagint (SBL.SCS 63, Atlanta,
2015), 255-76.

5 C. A. Newsom, Daniel: A Commentary (OTL; Louisville, 2014), pp. 66-67; Newsom
leaves open the option that “the Daniel stories were originally composed independently” as
an explanation for the discrepancy. See further treatments in Montgomery, Daniel; J. J.
Collins, Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, 1993), pp. 154-55. Collins treats this problem
with the vague traditional argument that “the lectio difficilior (‘second’) is more likely to
be original; ‘twelfth’ is more easily explained as a scribal correction” (154); Collins also
suggests that Dan 2 was not originaly written to fit Dan 1’s context (155), something
scholars seem to have assumed quite early; F. Hitzig, Das Buch Daniel (Leipzig, 1950), 19.
Earlier it had been argued that Dan 1-6 are based upon oral traditions; cf. F. Dexinger, Das
Buch Daniel und seine Probleme (Stuttgart, 1969), 28.

® Shepherd states that “scholars now generally agree that the Old Greek translator fol-
lowed a Vorlage that differed from the proto-Masoretic text;” he also erroneously restricts
the OG tradition to P967 (in the Context, p. 68).

" This is not to suggest that the Theodotion-MT tradition is of whole cloth or fully com-
prehensible — the many old and unknown layers of what would become what | here call the
“dominant tradition” are complicated; see A. Schmitt, Stammt¢ der sogenannte “6” — Text
bei Daniel wirklich von Theodotion? (Géttingen, 1966), 8; K. Koch, “Die Herkunft der
Proto-Theodotion-Ubersetzung des Danielbuches,” VT 23 (1973): 362-65;

® The most important other problem is the different location of chapters 7 and 8 before
5 and 6, resulting in the sequence 4-7-8-5-6-9. this most probably is also to be explained as
a correction of the chronological sequence; cf. Kreuzer, Papyrus 967, 263f. (Lit.).

° P967 is one of two Greek manuscripts representative of the OG Daniel, as opposed to
the “Theodotion” (6) edition which would become the dominant Greek text. The other text
of OG Daniel, found in MS 88 (Codex Chisianus 88), is a 9" century manuscript claiming
to derive from Origen’s Hexapla and paralleled by Paul of Tella’s Syro-Hexapla (c. 615—
17). The latter agrees with MS 88 in its placement of obeli, asterisks, and metobeli, and is
considered more accurate by Ziegler; see S. P. Jeansonne, The Old Greek Translation of
Daniel 7-12 (CBQMS 19; Washington, D.C., 1988), p. 11. Thus, P967 is the only pre-
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(dwdexdtm) year' rather than his second.** One reason to think that P967,
and perhaps its Vorlage,* contain this reading as an emendation to a per-
ceivedly problematic text is that readers of Daniel throughout history have
attempted to fix Dan 2:1’s ‘problem,” from Josephus to John Calvin and
beyond. The fact that others have noticed and attempted to mollify the prob-
lem of Dan 2:1 makes P967’s having done so via translation at least possible,
and possibly probable.

Early readers of Daniel argued that Dan 2:1 marked Nebuchadnezzar’s
“second year” from something other than his actual ascension, such as his
“sacking of Egypt” (Josephus)," his reign over “all the nations” rather than
just Judah and Chaldea (Jerome),™ or his destruction of the Jerusalem Tem-
ple (Seder Olam Rabbah).”® John Chrysostom, seems to have known the

Hexaplaric witness to OG Daniel. Note that MS 88 appears as MS 87 in H. B. Swete, The
Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint (Cambridge, 1896).

10 Consult J. Ziegler and O. Munnich (eds.), Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum
Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis editum XVI.2: Susanna Daniel Bel et
Draco (Gottingen, 1999), noting that Ziegler’s older version of this does not include P967.
P967’s readings appear in English within the OG reading of the NETS Bible: R. T. McLay,
“Daniel,” in A. Pietersma and B. G. Wright (eds.), A New English Translation of the Sep-
tuagint (Oxford, 2007), pp. 991-1027; note, however, that McLay’s NETS translation does
not note variants within the OG tradition (such as the discrepancy between “second” and
“twelfth” in Daniel 2:1). It is noted in W. Kraus and M. Karrer (eds.), Septuaginta Deutsch.
Das griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung (LXX.D, Stuttgart, 22010), and
in H.D. Neef, Daniel in M. Karrer and W. Kraus, die Septuaginta-Deutsch. Erlauterungen
und Kommentare (LXX.E I, Stuttgart, 2011), 3016-51: 3020.

11 MS 88, having been written centuries later, is likely to have been influenced by the
dominant 6-tradition.

2 p967°s OG tradition may date back as early as the 2™ century BCE, as argued by K.
Koch, “Stages in the Canonization of the Book of Daniel,” in J. J. Collins and P. W. Flint
(eds.), The Book of Daniel: Composition & Reception, Volume Two (VTS 83; Leiden,
2001), 421-46, here 426.

¥ Antiquities 10.10.3; see R. Marcus (ed.), Josephus: Jewish Antiquities, Books IX-XI
(LCL; Cambridge, 1951), p. 267. See discussion in Collins, Daniel, p. 154.

14 Jerome In Danielem Prophetam 1.2.1; cf. 1.4.1; 5.16.1. Collins notes that attestation
of this “Hebrew solution” appears only much later (in Seder ‘Olam, Rashi, Ibn Ezra) and is
“not persuasive” (Daniel, p. 154).

15 Seder Olam Rabbah (Vilna, 1897), ch. 28, p. 124, as cited by J. Braverman, Jerome's
Commentary on Daniel: A Study of Comparative Jewish and Christian Interpretations of
the Hebrew Bible (CBQMS 7; Washington D.C., 1978), 76. Alternatively, see S. K.
Mirsky, Midrash Seder Olam: A Photostatic Reproduction of Ber Ratner’s Edition (New
York, 1966), 124-25; H. W. Guggenheimer, Seder Olam: The Rabbinic View of Biblical
Chronology (Oxford, 2005), 237-38. The first or second century CE is a date-range com-
monly suggested for Seder Olam Rabbah; C. Milikowsky, “Josephus between Rabbinic
Culture and Hellenistic Historiography,” in J. Kugel (ed.), Shem in the Tents of Japhet:
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tradition the OG tradition reflected in P967 that Dan 2:1 referred to Nebu-
chadnezzar’s twelfth year, and tried to explain it by referring to 2 Kgs 25:1
and Jer 39:1 and a questionable understanding of Hebrew.'® Others offered
more creative solutions. Polychronius (5™ cen.) and Nicephorus (9" cen.)
suggested that Nebuchadnezzar summoned Daniel before his three years of
training were up.'” Still ots, like Theodoret, recognized and were simply
nonplussed by the problem.®® Such reactions to Dan 2:1 constitute a signifi-

Essays on the Encounter of Judaism and Hellenism (Leiden, 2002), 159-200, esp. 190,
199-200; see also M. Bar Asher, “Mishnaic Hebrew: An Introductory Survey,” Hebrew
Studies 40 (1999), 115-51, 116. Milikowsky also thinks that Josephus knew a proto-Seder
Olam Rabbah from the mid-first century C.E. However, in a text of this nature (i.e., one
that grows via accrual), establishing a date is notoriously difficult.

16 Chrysostom reasons that Jerusalem’s capture occurred in Nebuchadnezzar’s ninth
year, three years after which marks the date of the events of Dan 2:1 (Commentary on
Daniel 2.1). Braverman, Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel, p. 75. Braverman suggests that
Chrysostom “forgot” Jer 39:11, misinterpreted 2 Kgs 25:1, and thus misplaces Jerusalem’s
fall per Nebuchadnezzar. Further, Chrysostom mused about hearing that “two” and
“twelve” were written the same way in Hebrew. Although a false explanation regarding
Hebrew, the suggestion as such seems to confirm that the solution of P 967/0G was known
in his time. Taking up the commentaries, BHS’s suggestion: “Cp 2,1 ® prp mwy oaw cf
1,3.5.18”; W. Baumgartner, Librum Danielis, in K. Elliger and W. Rudolph (eds.), Biblia
Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Stuttgart, 1997), p. 1382. Marti (Das Buch Daniel, p. 7) cites
Edwald, Kamphausen, and Prince for this solution. The ‘fixing’ nnWy is inserted into the
Hebrew text of (and is defended by) G. Jahn, Das Buch Daniel nach der Septuaginta
hergestellt (Leipzig, 1904), pp. 10-11. No Hebrew variants of Dan 2:1 exist, and Qumran
only comes frustratingly close to preserving the oldest Semitic text thereof (1QDan? Il
starts at Dan 2:2); see E. Ulrich, The Biblical Qumran Scrolls: Transcriptions and Textual
Variants (Leiden, 2012), p. 756; H.-F. Richter, Daniel 2-7: Ein Apparat zum aramaischen
Text (Semitica et Semitohamitica Berolinensia 8; Aachen, 2007), p. 1.

" Commentary on Daniel (fragments), in Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio 1, part 3,
2; see Braverman, Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel, p. 76; Montgomery, Daniel, p. 140.

8 R. C. Hill, Theodoret of Cyrus: Commentary on Daniel (WGRW 7; Atlanta, 2006),
33-34; Theodoret repeats the chronograph "Ev 76 &tet tolvuy deutépw Tiic Bactdeins three
times in this section. Hill suggests that Theodoret is “having some difficulty in reconciling
dates here; he is not prepared, like modern commentators, to treat as a gloss the chronolog-
ical details in Jer. 25:1” or here (p. 33), and suggests that “[i]nconsistency in biblical au-
thors’ dating is unpalatable to an Antiochene, as is textual emendation” (p. 35); see also the
discussion on the necessity of factual (historical) accuracy in prophecy for Theodoret on
pp. Xx—xxiii. Braverman states that “early patristic commentators on Daniel are generally
mute concerning the above chronological problem,” and mentions in this regard Hippoly-
tus, Ephrem, and Theodoret, the latest of which is puzzling (Jerome’s Commentary on
Daniel, p. 74). Dan 2:1’s problem is often a theological one, and for Koch “Deshalb haben
judische (und christliche) Ausleger fur 2,1 an eine andere Berechnungsart der Regierungs-
jahre als in Kap. 1 gedacht“ (emphases mine), Koch, Daniel, p. 88.
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cant historical trend,"® which includes others like Jepheth ibn Ali,*° Rabbi
Sa’adiah ben Yosef,! Isaac Abrabanel,?? John Calvin,®® and Matthew Hen-
ry.?* And these represent only what the historical record has preserved. Many
readers of Daniel have recognized a problem with Dan 2:1, and P967 (or at
least the tradition it represents) seems to have as well.

Given the overwhelming evidence that there existed a longstanding ten-
dency to note and ameliorate a chronological problem in Dan 2:1, it is rea-

1% This should be tempered by the conspicuous absence of Dan 2:1 in the compendium
of early discussions of Daniel recorded by R. Bodenmann, Naissance d’une Exégése:
Daniel dans [’Eglise ancienne des trois premiers siécles (BGBE 28; Tiibingen, 1986).

2 For Jepheth ibn Ali, Dan 2:1 refers to Nebuchadnezzar’s thirty-second year and is not
to be taken as “literal,” Jepheth ibn Ali Commentary on the Book of Daniel 5-6; quoted in
Braverman, Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel, p. 74; see also Montgomery, Commentary
on Daniel, p. 140.

2! Sa’adiah ben Joseph states that Nebuchadnezzar began reigning in Jehoiakim’s fourth
year, and Daniel et al. were deported in Jehoiakim’s eleventh year (Nebuchadnezzar’s
eighth), Dan 2:1 therefore marking his thirteenth. He also states that “[i]n fact, the Bible
registers the years according to Babylon, but also according to Jerusalem.”. J. Alobaidi,
The Book of Daniel: The Commentary of R. Saadia Gaon, Edition and Translation (Bible
in History; Bern, 2006), pp. 433-34.

%2 Rabbi H. Goldwurm (ed.), Daniel: A New Translation with a Commentary Antholo-
gized from Talmudic, Midrashic, and Rabbinic Sources (ArtScroll Tanach Series; New
York, 1980), p. 75. Abrabanel cites Seder Olam Rabbah’s and Jerome’s “Hebrew” solu-
tion, and conflates several theories in stating that Nebuchadnezzar was “not a king on a
global scale” until the Jerusalem Temple had been destroyed; Braverman, Jerome’s Com-
mentary on Daniel, p. 74.

2 Calvin argued that Nebuchadnezzar’s “second year” counted from Jerusalem’s cap-
ture and also argued for a period of co-regency between Nebuchadnezzar and his father. J.
Calvin, Commentaries on the Book of the Prophet Daniel, Volume 1 (Grand Rapids, 1948),
p. 116. The “co-regency argument” did not die with Calvin, but has been popular quite
recently. See, e.g., U. Smith, The Prophecies of Daniel and the Revelation (Nashville,
1944), p. 29. However, why Daniel 1 and 2 would be calculating Nebuchadnezzar’s reign
by two standards is hard to explain; the argument that the chapters were originally distinct
compositions would be a reasonable way to explain it (Collins, Daniel, p. 155; McLay,
“Old Greek Translation,” pp. 318-23 provides a helpful overview of the possibilities of
Daniel’s earliest circulations). Montgomery (Daniel, p. 140) states that “modern apologetic
has generally taken refuge in postulating a double reckoning for Neb.’s reign,” i.e. the ‘co-
regency argument.’

2 Henry cites two years of co-regency and Dan 2:1 as beginning the “second year” of
Nebuchadnezzar’s independent rule, along with distinguish Jer 25:1°s “Jewish computa-
tion” with Daniel’s “Babylonian calculation;” M. Henry and T. Scott, A Commentary Upon
the Holy Bible: Isaiah to Malachi (London, 1834), p. 350. | cite Henry as representative of
popular interpretive notions current in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Many
nineteenth century commentators took many or all of the above arguments into account;
e.g. G. Behrmann, Das Buch Daniel (Handkommentar zum Alten Testament; Gottingen,
1894), p. 7.
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sonable to posit at least the potential that P967 and its OG tradition fit within
this trend. Evidence internal to the OG tradition suggests the same. Apart
from Dan 2:1, the OG Daniel in toto, and P967 in particular, corrects histori-
cal-chronological problems elsewhere in the text. For example, P967 places
Dan 7-8 between chapters 4 and 5 so that Nebuchadnezzar’s (1-4) and Bel-
shazzar’s (7-8, 5) narratives are contiguous,” fixing an otherwise awkward
chapter succession. Moreover, the OG tradition together adds “time stamps”
(Ploger’s term) to Dan 3:1 and 4:1, placing the narrative within chronological
boundaries.?® Finally, P967 changes the dimensions of the state in Dan 3:1
from six (€€) cubits wide to twelve ([6]wdexa), fixing what many have rec-
ognized as an unreasonable width for such a tall statue.?” These kinds of
apparently corrective readings lend support to the argument that the P967/0G
tradition is a reactionary and reformative tradition, fixing problems in an
earlier text.”®

This observation does not mean that the OG translation of Daniel was a
liberal or loose translation. It rather was a careful translation of the book of
Daniel, yet at the same time it was concerned with historical correctness and

% Note the similar chapter shift in P967’s Ezk 36-39, in which 36:23c—38 are omitted
and the MT’s chapers 37 and 38-39 are transposed; see I. Lilly, Two Books of Ezekiel:
Papyrus 967 and the Masoretic Text as Variant Literary Traditions (VTSup 150; Leiden,
2012), p. 2. While I think both Daniel and Ezekiel in P967 betray the same historiograph-
ical tendencies, this is complicated by their different hands; Kreuzer, Papyrus 967, 258f.
There is one other (Latin) manuscript that mentions this chapter reconfiguration; see P.-M.
Bogaert, “Le témoignage de la Vetus Latina dans I'étude de la tradition des Septante: Ezéchiel
et Daniel dans le Papyrus 967,” Biblica 59 (1978), 384-95 ; cf. Kreuzer, P967, 261f.

% This must be inferred of P967 as it is not here extant, but since in Dan 3:1 it agrees
with MS 88 on a variant not present in MT, it is more than likely that P967 also read
“eighteen” in 4:1. P967 3:1 begins: etoug oxtwxatdexatov Nafovyodovesop ..., and it seems
likely that 4:1 would have had an identical beginning, since MS 88 has an identical reading
in both 3:1 and 4:1. See A. M. Davis, “A Reconsideration of the MT and OG Editions of
Daniel 4,” (M.T.S. Thesis, Candler School of Theology, Decatur, GA, 2012), 93, 54.

z Montgomery, Daniel, p. 196; Goldingay, Daniel, p. 69; Collins, Daniel, p. 181; New-
some (Daniel, p. 103) rightly calls this “apparently a rationalizing change” and notes,
significantly, that “[c]Jommentators sometimes similarly try to rationalize the information.”

%8 This result also fits the observation in some regions, esp. in Syria, the literal under-
standing of scripture was very important. A fourth-century Syriac commentary on Daniel
illustrates this in arguing for the importance of the literal sense of scripture as an encour-
agement to Christians, a means of understanding prophecy concerning the Jews, and a
confirmation of God’s sovereignty over history. P. J. Botha, “The Relevance of the Book
of Daniel for Fourth-Century Christianity according to the Commentary ascribed to
Ephrem the Syrian,” in K. Bracht and D. DuToit (eds.), Die Geschichte der Daniel-
Auslegung in Judentum, Christentum und Islam: Studien zur Kommentierung des Dan-
ielbuches in Literatur und Kunst (BZW 371; Berlin, 2007), pp. 99-122.
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plausibility. Probably this was not just the concern of the translators but also
of at least some part of contemporary Jewish exegesis of scripture. Whoever
made the change it evidently was the result of this concern. Probably the idea
was that mwy from mivy orw had been lost and therefor just needed to be
added again.

The Thedotion-translator had other priorities. He also considered the text
as authoritativ, but he did not want to solve problems, he just wanted to ren-
der the holy Hebrew/Aramaic text in Greek as it was.

It is not surprising that the chronological problem of Dan 2:1 was dis-
cussed in both, Jewish and Christian exegetical studies (cf. above). However,
it is interesting that the solution with the twelve years, that evidently was
already the solution of the OG, was preserved and discussed in Christian
exegesis although the (so called) Theodotionic text by far superseded the OG
text which was (at least until our time and to our knowledge) preserved in
few manuscripts only.

CARSON BAY

Westfalische Wilhelms-Universitét / Florida State University

Minster, Nordrhein Westfalen, Germany / Tallahassee, Florida, U.S.A.
cmbl4k@my.fsu.edu
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The Language and Style of Old Greek Job in Context

Author: Marieke Dhont. Institution: Université catholique de Louvain (Belgium) &
KU Leuven (Belgium). Supervisors: Hans Ausloos (Louvain-la-Neuve) & Béné-
dicte Lemmelijn (Leuven). Jury: Hans Ausloos (Louvain-la-Neuve), Bénédicte
Lemmelijn (Leuven), Jean-Marie Auwers (Louvain-la-Neuve), Pierre Van Hecke
(Leuven), James Aitken (Cambridge). Date defended: June 20, 2016

The aim of the present dissertation is to describe the language and style of the
Greek book of Job in a detailed and nuanced manner and to understand the book's
position within the context of Jewish-Greek literature in the Hellenistic era.

The introduction serves to familiarize the reader with Greek Job, highlighting
the difficulties scholarship has had when characterizing its translation technique as
"free", its style as "good" and "literary" Greek, or its cultural outlook as "Hellen-
ized". In this dissertation, a new theoretical framework is proposed that allows us to
nuance these descriptors and deal with the subtleties of the LXX translation tech-
nique, namely Polysystem Theory (PST).

In chapter 1, PST will be discussed from a theoretical point of view. Literature is
regarded as a system. While each system is governed by its proper norms and con-
ventions, it is inherently related to other literary and socio-cultural systems. PST
does not represent a fixed methodological framework but offers a way to conceptu-
ally think about a text in its context, providing a conceptual framework to structure
thought and argument. It allows us to think about any translation as part of a net-
work of texts and in relation to other cultural phenomena.

In chapter 2, the application of PST in LXX studies is made concrete. Job was
not translated in a vacuum, but at a point in time when Greek-speaking Jews had
already developed their own traditions for translating biblical books as well as for
composing new texts. The corpus of Jewish-Greek literature to which Greek Job
belongs is conceptualized as a polysystem. Such a comprehensive approach will
help to properly contextualize and understand the translation technique and the style
of LXX translations.

Chapters 3-7 represent a literary study of Greek Job. The reader is guided hierar-
chically through different levels of the text. Due attention is paid to a multicausal
explanation of translational phenomena. Under investigation are indications of
natural and Septuagintal usage of the Greek language as well as the use of a variety
of rhetorical features.

MARIEKE DHONT

Université catholique de Louvain & KU Leuven
marieke.dhont@uclouvain.be
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Quasi Nahum — Ein Vergleich des masoretischen Texts
und der Septuaginta des Nahumbuchs

Author: Nesina Gritter; Promoters: Eberhard Bons (Strasbourg) and Hans-Peter
Mathys (Basel); Jury: Adrian Schenker (Fribourg), Albrecht Grozinger (Basel),
Daniel Gerber (Strashourg); Date Defended: 22 September 2015. The revised
version appears as Das Buch Nahum. Eine vergleichende Untersuchung des ma-
soretischen Texts und der Septuagintaiibersetzung (WMANT 148; Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlagsgesellschaft, 2016).

The study is about the book of Nahum. It compares the translation of the Septua-
gint (G) and the Masoretic text (M). A comparison, which yields three sets of
questions: 1) What are the origins of the differences between G and M? Which
differences stem from the translation process and which ones are based on read-
ings provided in the Hebrew Vorlage? 2) Are there evidences of modifications in
the consonantal text made in the Hellenistic period? 3) G and M attest to historic
reading traditions: do they reflect coping strategies to overcome the difficulties
present in the prophetical text? In order to answer these questions, the investiga-
tion is organized in four parts:

The first has a double focus: translation technique and the conclusions drawn
therefrom with respect to the Hebrew Vorlage. Therefore, six different aspects are
examined to explicate how different facets of the source text were transferred into
the target text. Using the insights gained in the first part, the second part recon-
structs the Vorlage of the Septuagint of the whole book of Nahum. It shows that the
Hebrew Vorlage and the consonants of M largely correspond. Only in three verses
do remarkable differences appear. The third and fourth parts pay a lot of attention to
these three key verses: part three subjects them to a text-critical study in detail,
including the sources of the surrounding cultures. The fourth part integrates the
results into a conclusive interpretation, stating that 1.) G reflects an earlier edition of
the Twelve than M, lacking last redactional changes. 2.) M and G both provide an
insight into the reception and (re)reading of the text in the Hellenistic period.

NESINA GRUTTER
Universitat Basel
Nesina.gruetter@unibas.ch
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NicHoLAs KING, translator, The Bible: A Study Bible freshly translated by Nicholas
King. Buxhall, Stowmarket, Suffolk: Kevin Mayhew, 2013. xiii + 2395 pp., ISBN
978-1-84867-667-1 (hardback).

The English speaking world waited for centuries before anyone undertook a translation
of the Septuagint/Old Greek [hereafter Septuagint or LXX] Old Testament. The 19"
century saw two English translations, one by Charles Thomson in 1808 and one by
Lancelot Brenton in 1844. Thomson could be considered something of an amateur
biblical scholar, mostly devoting his life to the American Revolution, especially as
Secretary to the Continental Congress.! Thomson’s translation was usually considered
an intriguing curiosity, but Brenton’s translation became the standard English trans-
lation of the Septuagint, despite some if its flaws and its King James English style. As
Septuagint research gained a broad appeal in the latter half of the 20" century it became
clear that a new English translation was a necessity. Much greater attention was given
to the issue of the relationship of New Testament writers to the textual form of the Old
Testament text they quoted and alluded to. The readers of JSCS are appreciatively
aware of the top quality and immensely valuable contribution of A new English trans-
lation of the Septuagint to fill the need for a reliable English translation for the acade-
mic community, and to a great extent, the general public. Timothy Michael Law, in
his book When God spoke Greek, observes that “Although NETS ... is now indispen-
sible for the scholarly study of the Septuagint (and is therefore highly recommended
for students and academics), we must continue to wait for a translation of the Septua-
gint that would appeal to non-specialist readers of the Bible.” 2 Does King/s trans-
lation fill this need?

Anyone familiar with King’s translation of the New Testament: freshly translated
with a cutting-edge commentary, published separately in 2004, will be immediately
struck be the differences in style and format in the Old Testament. The New Testa-
ment is printed with unnumbered verses, save for the verse number of the beginning
of each paragraph, with generous bridge material supplied by King between each
section. Combined with the translator’s colloquial style and these layout features it

! For a full account of Thomson’s work as a Bible translator, see Harold P. Scanlin, “Charles
Thomson: Philadelphia Patriot and Bible Translator,” BIOSCS 39 (2006), 115-132.
2 Timothy Michael Law, When God spoke Greek (New York: Oxford U. Press, 2013), 8.
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makes it somewhat difficult for the reader to follow the translator’s stated aim to
acquaint the reader with the close connection between the New Testament writers and
their Old Testament text(s). The general lack of footnotes and cross-references in only
a handful of New Testament books only adds to the problem. Thankfully, the Old
Testament includes many helpful footnotes with references to Hebrew-Greek text
differences and a full set of verse numbers.

Translation Style

Any translation done by one individual tends to show some idiosyncracies, but, at the
same time, provide fresh renderings and English style. NETS, on the other hand, is
self described as a modified NRSV and has used the term “interlinear” to further
describe its effort to move the contemporary reader back to the style and vocabulary
of the ancient setting. In that regard it shares the approach of the Buber-Rosenzweig
translation of the Hebrew Bible. One needs just to look at the renderings of proper
names rendered in their Greek form to illustrate that point, and the principle permeates
the entire translation. On the other hand, the reader will find all the familiar forms of
the proper names in King’s translation. While this may be considered a minor point in
translation style, King’s overall translation principle can be characterized as moving
towards functional equivalency. It results in a readable contemporary style of British
English with helpful footnotes that keep the reader grounded in the anchor of the
ancient Greek text.

Relationship to the New Testament

One approach to the OT-NT relationship and the LXX that has been rather neglected is
the Good News Bible which appeared in 1976. (The deuterocanon/apocrypha appeared
in 1979.) The OT translation committee, aware of the fact that many NT writers cited
and alluded to a form of the OT text that was quite similar or even identical to that of
the LXX. The translators felt that the Bible reader should be made aware of this phe-
nomenon. Accordingly, an appendix was included, namely, “New Testament Passages
Quoted or Paraphrased from the Septuagint.”® King does his best to alert the reader to
recognize this relationship. Perhaps readers should also be alerted to the fact that the
textual situation at the turn of the era is rather more complex than a straightforward
claim that the New Testament writers had at their disposal, and fully relied upon, a
stable Greek text of THE Septuagint.

® This appendix appears in most editions of the GNB.
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Choice of Base Text

NETS, as a translation designed to tell the reader that for some books there are several
different editions/recensions extant in the Old Greek. King simplifies the issue, but
not without alerting the reader to this situation. For example, he notes the existence of
an A and a B text for Judges. He has chosen to use the B text. King does not burden
the reader with the textual complexities (Old Greek; kaige) of the text of 1 — 4 Reigns,
for which he uses the more familiar 1 -2 Samuel and 1 -2 Kings. King treats the
textual complexities of Esther by blending the textual witnesses into one continuous
narrative, following the admixture of lettered and numbered chapters, as in many
traditional translations which accept the Deuterocanonical pluses. In my view, it
would have been better to offer a side-by-side translation of Old Greek and Alpha, as
in NETS. Perhaps the general reader would find this awkward, but there is certainly
some value to introducing readers to the fact that there are different “editions” for
some OT books that can have their individual literary integrity.

Fuller Notes to Aid the Reader

King provides extensive notes that both illuminate the meaning of the text and offer
insights into textual issues. A few examples will provide an indication of the types of
notes the reader may expect. Deut 31:6 explains, “He will certainly not forsake you or
abandon you: this is quoted, in first person singular, at Hebrews 13:5, and with slight-
ly different vocabulary, at Joshua 1:5.” Proverbs 6:8a-8c adds another example from
nature of the industriousness of insects. The famous “Go to the ant” example is sup-
plemented by a second example, “Go to the bee and learn.” King’s footnote explains
that “it looks like our translator inserted it, or borrowed it from an existing source.”
The general reader finds the explanation here, even though there is no note in NETS.
The scholar will not find any further information on this plus in Biblia Hebraica Quinta:
Proverbs (2008), but Michael Fox’s Proverbs: An eclectic edition, SBL Hebrew Bible,
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015), p. 129, provides a full treatment of this textual plus.

Another typical note that provides the reader with the motivation behind a MT-
LXX difference is at Josh 4:9, “ready for battle, here the Greek differs from the
Hebrew, which has ‘the twelve stones he set up in the Jordan’, which is not easily
compatible with their also being set up in the camp. It seems that our translator has
tidied things up a bit.”

Despite a few idiosyncrasies in the way King handles some, admittedly complex,
issues regarding the textual base, he offers a translation in a readable style. His notes,
especially in the Old Testament, clearly present the nature, and at times, complexity of
the Septuagint. By paying special attention to some of the relationships of the Septua-
gint to the New Testament, he helps the general reader to grasp the importance of the
textual and theological relationship of the two Testaments. Hopefully, readers who
want more detail and further insights will also study NETS. In conclusion, I think we
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can say that Timothy Michael Law’s wait is over. We now have an English translation
of the Septuagint that will satisfy the non-specialist reader.

Harold P. Scanlin
United Bible Societies
harold.scanlin@verizon.net

NATALIO FERNANDEZ MARcos and M.* VICTORIA SPOTTORNO Diaz-CARO, coordina-
dores, La Biblia griega: Septuaginta, Il1: Libros poéticos y sapienciales. Biblioteca de
Estudios Biblicos 127. Salamanca: Sigueme, 2013. 670 pp., ISBN: 978-84-301-1854-0.

NATALIO FERNANDEZ MARCOS and M.* VICTORIA SPOTTORNO Diaz-CARO (coordina-
dores), La Biblia griega: Septuaginta, IV: Libros proféticos. Biblioteca de Estudios
Biblicos 128. Salamanca: Sigueme, 2015. 574pp., ISBN: 978-84-301-1915-8.

Within a comparatively short time span the Spanish translators of the Greek Bible
have been able to complete their project. This deserves a warm congratulation! The
set-up of the two previous volumes underlies the present ones as well. | will keep the
discussion of them short, referring to earlier reviews (El Pentateuco was reviewed in
BIOSCS 42 (2009), 130-132, and Los libros histdricos in JSCS 45 (2012), 136-137).
The translations, the footnotes (quantity and content) and introductions display some
variety with respect to the stated aim of communicate the meaning of the Greek text as
freestanding. (The use of other modern LXX versions is always courteously acknow-
ledged.) The Spanish version of the Psalms is quite literal, whereas the translator of
Ecclesiastes, understandably, informs us he toned down the idiosyncrasies of kaiye for
the sake of readability (351). Differences with MT are not marked. Different chapter
order or numbering (Jeremiah, Psalms) are dealt with only in the introductions. The
latter are generally well written, concise and up to date at the same time. In a few
cases, bibliographic references are eclectic, with important monographs missing, e.g,
Schaper (Psalms) and Hauspie (Ezekiel).

Some minor observations. In the Psalms, gig teAdg is rendered as para el cum-
plimiento, explained in a footnote (29) as “for the performance (of the rite).” The
eschatology discussion is not touched upon. References to reception history are
scant: notes referring to the NT, such as appears in Baruch 3:38, has no pendant in
passages like Psalm 8 or Jeremiah 38 [MT 31]. In Job, the asterized additions are
marked in italics.
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The handsome volumes open up the Greek Bible to the interested layman in a
very reliable translation, and their scholarly set-up makes them attractive for quick
reference as well.

THEO VAN DER Louw
Emmeloord, Netherlands
theo_vanderlouw@sil.org

JOSEPH BALI, GILLIAN GREENBERG, GEORGE A. KIRAz, and DoNALD M. WALTER,
The Syriac Peshirta Bible with English Translation: The Twelve Prophets. Piscataway,
NJ: Gorgias Press 2012. LX + 292 pp., ISBN 978-1-4632-0177-7.

Der vorliegende Band ist Bestandteil einer umfinglichen Textausgabe und Uber-
setzung der Peschitto, der seit dem 2. Jahrhundert n.Chr. entstandenen Ubertragung
des Alten und Neuen Testaments in die regionale Volkssprache Edessas und seines
Umlandes. Der durchweg supralinear vokalisierte und punktierte syrische Text auf der
Basis der dreib&ndigen Druckausgabe einer alten westsyrischen Textversion (ed.
Mosul 1887-1891) wurde von J. Bali und G.A. Kiraz verfertigt, wéhrend die englische
Ubersetzung aus der Feder von G. Greenberg und D.M. Walter stammt.

In einer kurzen Darlegung allgemeiner editorischer Richtlinien des Gesamtwerkes
(vii-xi) geht G.A. Kiraz zunéchst auf die Methodik und die Kriterien der Erstellung
eines zuverlassigen Peschittotextes ein, als dessen intendierten ,,Sitz im Leben® er vor
allem den gegenwaértigen kirchlichen Gebrauch betrachtet. Erlautert werden auch Auf-
bau und Anordnung sowohl des (im Schriftstil Serto gedruckten) syrischen als auch
des englischen Textes. Beide folgen zwar der lblichen Kapitel- und Verszéhlung,
bieten aber auch die alte syrische Perikopenzahlung am &uf3eren Rand.

G. Greenbergs und D.M. Walters einleitende Bemerkungen enthalten zunéchst
knappe allgemeine Ausflihrungen zur Peschitto sowie zum Zwdlfprophetenbuch und
thematisieren sodann die ausgangssprachliche Orientierung ihrer Ubersetzung (,,our
English translation adheres as closely as possible to the Syriac text, facilitating a
word-by-word comparison [xiv]) sowie deren methodische Richtlinien (z.B. Ergén-
zung fiir das Verstandnis notwendiger Satzteile in Klammern; wortliche Ubersetzung
idiomatischer Wendungen, Angabe alternativer Ubersetzungsméglichkeiten und zu-
sétzliche Erlauterungen mehrdeutiger Textstellen in FuBnoten). Angesprochen wird auch
das Problem einer konkordanten Wiedergabe syrischer Wérter, die in unterschied-
lichen Kontexten unterschiedliche Bedeutungen haben. Durchaus zutreffend wird zum
syrischen Dodekapropheton angemerkt: ,, There are many passages where the meaning
of MT is not precisely rendered in P [xix]). Kaum zur Sprache kommt hingegen das
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in diesen Differenzen zum Ausdruck gelangende komplexe Verhéltnis der Peschitto
sowohl zur (von Anfang an heterogenen) vormasoretischen Textiiberlieferung der
hebraischen Bibel als auch zu deren frithen (jidischen und christlichen) Ubertragun-
gen ins Griechische. Auch die aramaischen Targumim geraten nicht in den Blick.

Die umfangreichen Zusammenstellungen von ,,Mistranslations* (xix-xxxix), ,,Inner-
Syriac Corruption® (xxxix-xli) und ,,Obscure Hebrew Meaning® (xli-xIv) berticksich-
tigen nicht hinreichend, dass die antiken syrischen Ubersetzer insbesondere der bibli-
schen Prophetenbiicher wohl keinen konsequent ausgangssprachlich orientierten Text
produzieren wollten, sondern um Verstandlichkeit und religiés-kulturelle Kompatibi-
litdt bemiht waren (vgl. z.B. die deutliche Vermeidung eines Anthropomorphismus in
Jon 3,10). Ebenso kommt nicht die Mdglichkeit zur Sprache, dass die — im Zwélfpro-
phetenbuch besonders zahlreichen — Ubereinstimmungen der Peschitto mit griechi-
schen Textzeugen gegen den MT entweder darauf zurlickgefiihrt werden kénnen, dass
beide Ubersetzungen eine andere Vorlage hatten als diesen, oder aber unter Beweis
stellen, dass durch den oder die syrischen Ubersetzer (gerade bei schwierigen Stellen)
auch eine verfiigbare griechische Version herangezogen wurde. Schlieflich wére noch
in Rechnung zu stellen, dass die Peschitto im Verlauf ihrer christlichen Texttransmis-
sion immer wieder sekunddre Angleichungen an den maRgeblich gewordenen Septua-
gintatext erfahren zu haben scheint (vgl. z.B. die Namensformen in Am 7,7f.). Drei
Appendizes verzeichnen 1. von der Leidener Ausgabe abweichende Textzdsuren bzw.
Verszdhlungen (xlviif.) sowie 2. eigenstdndige Lesarten der ed. Mosul (xlix-liii) und
bieten 3. einen systematischen Uberblick hinsichtlich der Abweichungen der hier
gebréuchlichen Namensformen vom MT (Iv-lviii).

Der syrische Text ersetzt die (unvokalisierte) kritische Textedition von A. Gelston
zwar nicht, erleichtert die exegetische Arbeit mit dem syrischen Zwdlfprophetenbuch
jedoch ungemein. Die ebenfalls sehr nutzliche, durchgehend parallel zum syrischen
Text angeordnete Ubersetzung ins gegenwértige Englische (altertiimliche bzw. als
traditionell ,biblisch* verstandene Wortformen sind selten) ist klar verstandlich und
folgt den in der Einleitung beschriebenen Malgaben in ebenso kohdrenter wie konsis-
tenter Weise. Inshesondere in der syrischen Bibel konventionalisierte sprachliche
Formen bleiben dabei durchweg identifizierbar. Besonders hilfreich sind die kurzen
Erléuterungen in den Fufnoten insbesondere dort, wo sie auf ausfihrliche Informa-
tionen z.St. im Einleitungsteil verweisen oder alternative Ubersetzungsmoglichkeiten
und wortliche Bedeutungen der syrischen Begriffe und Wendungen anfiihren.

MICHAEL TILLY
Universitat Tbingen
michael.tilly@uni-tuebingen.de
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ALAIN LE BouLUEC et PHILIPPE LE MOIGNE, Vision que vit Isaie. Traduction du texte
du prophéte Isaie selon la Septante. Index littéraire des noms propres et glossaire de
PHILIPPE LE MOIGNE. La Bible d’Alexandrie. Paris: Editions du Cerf, 2014. 367 pp,
ISBN 978-2-2-4-10308-4.

This publication does not yet represent the volume of Isaiah within the well-known
series La Bible d’Alexandrie, but is nevertheless a major step into that direction. “Le
présent ouvrage marque la premiére étape d’un itinéraire qui doit conclure a I’entrée
d’Isaie selon la Septante dans la collection ‘La Bible d’Alexandrie’” (170). It has the
following parts: the translation of the Greek text of Isaiah (9-145), a section called
Etude, dealing with general topics relating to LXX lIsaiah (147-175), an ‘Index’ of
proper names to be found in LXX Isaiah (177-312), and a ‘Glossaire’ (313-353). A
short bibliography, designated ‘Indications bibliographiques’ (355-360), a listing of
the entries of the Index and the Glossaire, and the table of contents are making up the
final part of the volume. The volume is a preliminary one because it does not offer the
philological notes and comments, including the early reception history of the Greek
version of Isaiah, which are so characteristic of the BdA volumes. On the other hand,
though, the volume contains two sections, an index of proper names as well as a glos-
sary of particular concepts and themes relating to LXX Isaiah, which are not found in
BdA volumes. These two sections are meant to provide a wide readership with useful
information regarding names and concepts of the Greek version.

The section called ‘Etude’ deals with topics, which are typical of any introduction
to a book of the Greek Bible. It touches on the following subjects: some characteristics
of LXX Isaiah, the issue of the dating of the version, that of its milieu, a few words on
the nature of the French version, and finally, a note on the question on which edition
of LXX Isaiah the French translation is based. This part too is of a preliminary nature
(cf. ‘some’, ‘a few’) because it is not yet that detailed, as is the case in BdA volumes.
As to the characteristics of LXX Isaiah it is of note that the authors have come to the
conclusion that “I’auteur de la LXX d’Isaie posséde une vision propre et réfléchie de
son ceuvre” (150). “On peut en effet montrer que, dans une immense majorité des cas,
le traducteur connait et comprend les éléments du texte qu’il a en face de lui; les
divergences sont voulues, et mues par un projet littéraire, ou théologique” (ibid.). On
the issue of the date both authors agree with other scholars that LXX Isaiah was
produced ca 140 BCE. The milieu and place where the version might have originated
is a matter of dispute: Alexandria or Leontopolis. The authors opt for the idea of
Seeligmann, viz., that LXX Isaiah was made in Alexandria by a scholar-translator
who was also in touch with the Onias’ circle in Leontopolis. In their view, “the city of
Asedek” (Isa 19:18; i.e., the city of righteousness, cf. Isa 1:26 where Jerusalem is
designated that way), does not refer to Leontopolis, but to Alexandria (162). It may be
noted however that as far as we know from Jewish sources Leontopolis was the only



126 JSCS 49 (2016)

place (with a temple!), which was regarded, by a particular group of Jews, comparable
to Jerusalem (see Josephus, War 1,33; Ant 13, 67).

The ‘picce de résistance’ of the volume under review is of course the French trans-
lation of the Greek version of Isaiah. This new translation is to be welcomed because
it is marked by a great sense of the literary nature of LXX Isaiah. This does not come
as a surprise because Philippe Le Moigne who is an expert in Classical Greek, is fami-
liar with stylistic features of LXX lIsaiah, including the use of all kinds of particles.
The translation aims to do justice to the literary and rhetorical elements of LXX
Isaiah. To give a few examples: “Apprenez, nations, et soyez accablées; écoutez
jusqu’aux confins de la terre. Vous avez été fortes? Soyez accablées!” (8:9); “Et,
rassemblés a cause du Seigneur, ils reviendront et arriveront a Sion dans la joie. Joie
éternelle sur leur téte!” (35:10). Vividness of style is one of the distinctive features of
the translation.

The OId Greek of Isaiah being marked by many divergences in comparison to the
MT as well as by a rich vocabulary is relatively speaking not easy to translate. Be that
as it may, there are cases in the translation as presented in the preliminary publication
where one might disagree with the choices made. To give some examples:

Isa 3:13: “il mettra son peuple en jugement”; here I would prefer the alternative
rendering of NETS (and he will make his people stand to judge them) and LXX.D
(und wird sein Volk zum Gericht einsetzen);

Isa 6:13: “le dixiéme”; elsewhere in the LXX the Greek 10 émdékatov always
conveys the notion of “tithe” (la dime), so the rendering “the tenth” (cf. NETS) does
not seem self evident;

Isa 8:11: “Ils désobéissent a la main forte, en paroles, en marchant sur la route de
ce peuple”; in this instance too I would prefer the translation of NETS (with a strong
hand do they reject the course of the way of this people), and LXX.D (Mit médchtiger
Hand verweigern sie sich dem Gang auf dem Weg dieses Volkes);

Isa 19:24: “dans le pays”, cf. NETS, but compare LXX.D: (gesegnet) auf der Erde;

Isa 26:19: “dans la terre”, cf. NETS, but compare LXX.D: auf der Erde;

Isa 29:22: “qu’il @ mise a part depuis Abraham”; but see NETS (which he set apart
from Abraam) and LXX.D (das er aus [den Nachkommen von] Abraham ausgesondert
hat).

A special case concerns the rendering of Greek dotAog. This word has not been
rendered “slave” (so NETS), since it is considered basically to designate “I’état du
peuple choisi a I’égard de son Dieu” (168). Instead, the phrase “qui est 4” is employed
as rendering of doblog in order to avoid the negative connotation of “slave” which
would not fit the alleged relationship between God and his people. So, for instance,
Isa 49:3 reads “tu es & moi” for the Greek S0DAdg pov & ov. One wonders however
whether this is the appropriate interpretation of dodiog in LXX lIsaiah. In some
passages, Isa 14:2 and 56:6, the word is not used for foreigners rather than for the
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people of the Lord. Moreover, in pre-Hellenistic and early Hellenistic times the
primary meaning of the word was not (yet) “slave”, in the general sense of the word,
but carried the connotation of someone being unfree due to subjection by another
people (cf. e.g. 1 Macc 2:11), or was applied in the case of a foreigner who was made
captive and sold as slave (cf. Lev 25:44). All this, it seems to me, would make good
sense in LXX Isaiah, but admittedly this would require further examination. (Isa 49:1-
6 represents an interesting case as it is marked by a shift from dodXog to maig as far as
the servant of the Lord is concerned.)

In addition, 1 would like to draw the attention to an intriguing case — the meaning
of pvopévorg in Isa 51:10. Like NETS and LXX.D the French translation takes it in
the passive sense (““ ceux qui sont délivrés”). However if the passive meaning would
be intended one would have expected a passive form in line with the rendering of
Theodotion: éppuopévoug. Greek pudpevog always carries the meaning of ‘deliverer’,
in Isa (5:29; 59:20) and elsewhere in the LXX (e.g., Gen 48:16; Ps 34:10; 49:22;
70:11; Dan 8:4, 7).

Finally, there is of course the question of how to deal, and evaluate, the conjectures
in Ziegler’s edition, as well as the instances where his edition differs from that of Rahlfs.
The former category is touched upon on p. 169, where the reader is informed that in two
cases only the conjecture proposed by Ziegler has not been adopted (41:29; 43:12).

The preliminary volume is to be welcomed as it presents parts of the insights in
LXX lIsaiah developed by two well-known experts in the field, Alain Le Boulluec and
Philippe Le Moigne. The translation of LXX lIsaiah as published in this volume is an
important contribution to the study of LXX Isaiah. At the same time, though, it makes
one curious to know, among other things, the philological notes and the data from the
(rich?!) reception history of Isaiah in Greek, which will be part of the official volume
in the BdA series. We wish both scholars success in completing this major and
demanding piece of work to which we are all looking forward.

ARIE VAN DER Koo
Leiden University
a.vdkooij@planet.nl
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JAMES K. AITKEN, No Stone Unturned: Greek Inscriptions and Septuagint Vocabulary.
Critical Studies in the Hebrew Bible 5. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2014. xiv +
140 pp., ISBN 9781575063249.

The importance of comparative research of the language of the Septuagint and of
contemporary sources has been demonstrated amply. So far, research within the field
of Septuagint lexicography has mainly focused on documentary papyri, however. In
this new book, J.K. Aitken broadens the scope to include inscriptions.

The author starts by presenting the state of the art of research in Septuagint lexicogra-
phy (chapter 1 "The Current Study of Septuagint VVocabulary" and chapter 2 "Documen-
tary Evidence in Biblical Lexicography™). He points out that inscriptions are often
overlooked by scholars — unrightfully so, since epiphraphic sources represent a wider
geographical area and include a more varied use of Greek registers than papyri do.

Aitken is aware of the difficulties involved when working with inscriptions. He
therefore includes a welcome "how to"-guide for the reader. In chapter 3, "Working
with Greek Inscriptions”, a comprehensible overview is offered of tools and working
methods. Aitken addresses the questions how we can date epigraphic sources and how
we should analyze the available material. In the book's appendix, a list of handbooks,
reference tools, internet resources, and a reference to the latest bibliographic guide is
included. This makes No Stone Unturned an accessible and helpful reference work for
anyone wanting to engage in studying Greek inscriptions.

In the following two chapters the author illustrates concretely how to incorporate
epighraphic source in the study of Septuagint vocabulary. In chapter 4, entitled "New
Words", Aitken addresses a number of specific examples of words that are not previ-
ously attested outside of biblical or related writings, but for which inscriptions provide
us with new data. Taking into account the fact that the Greek language was receptive
to the creation of new words, Aitken clearly demonstrates that the vocabulary of the
Septuagint generally reflects contemporary Koine. He first discusses three words by
way of illustration and in order to point out some caveats (namely payesipioca,
gvdoxia, and mapadpoun), before systematically analyzing the occurrence of twenty
rare words: yévnua, dekoaunviciog, Swthpnols, dopbwtng, SOkwolg, dopkadiov,
€khoyiCo, €lacpo, £€makovotds, Emlyveootog, EMKOTAPATOS, £mimokog, £EGlewyis,
ipoTioeOAas, Kupisvolg, mewpatig, covidotdg, Tivayua, Vméppoyog, and @vlayua.
Chapter 5, then, is about the semantics of a number of lexemes (&yordo and fyyomn-
pévog; the semantic domain of adelpotng, opovola, and eihomoAitng; apydayElpog;
daocdenotig; edloyéw; dvopatoypopia; dvokéviavpog and kaunrondpdaiig), the use
of specific words in grammatical constructions (the prepositions &vavti and évamov
as well as the use of viog following by a genitive to express an adjectival concept),
and words which indicate a higher register of the Greek language (Bdia&, vépog,
navtote, and totyapodv).
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In the final chapter, "Geographical Distribution”, Aitken addresses the issue of
regional variation in Koine. Scholarship has taken recourse to dialectical differences
in vocabulary as an argument to geographically locate different Septuagint books.
Aitken presents a number of case studies of Septuagint words where a regional
coloring might be suggested, namely Bapig, dvtiiqurtwp, dpyioopatopOras, yalo-
@Vrog, €0(g)ilatog, maoctopdpov, and vropvnuoatoypagog. While he shows that
inscriptions often provide negative evidence, he simultaneously demonstrates how one
can find indications of a word's regional connection in a nuanced manner.

Aitken concludes his book with a concise discussion of the implications of this
study for future lexicons, Septuagint Greek, and Septuagint studies. The concluding
chapter opens with the statement that "[t]his study has only been a beginning" (p.
105). No Stone Unturned represents an incentive for Septuagint scholarship to include
epigraphic sources. The book explains and exemplifies how such research should be
done. It is affortable and easy to read, making it a exemplary contribution to the field
of Septuagint studies in many ways.

MARIEKE DHONT
Université catholique de Louvain & KU Leuven, Belgium
marieke.dhont@uclouvain.be

KRISTIN DE TROYER, T. MICHAEL LAwW and MARKETTA LILJESTROM, eds., In the
Footsteps of Sherlock Holmes. Studies in the Biblical Text in Honour of Anneli
Aejmelaeus. Biblical Exegesis & Theology 72. Leuven/Paris/Walpole: Peeters, 2014.
XVI-749 pp., ISBN: 978-90-429-3041-4.

Ce volumineux Festschrift en ’honneur d’Anneli Aejmelaeus se compose de trente-
huit contributions, réparties en cing sections. La premiere concerne la Septante en tant
que traduction et s’ouvre par deux articles théoriques. B. Wright distingue entre
traducteurs « conservateurs » et « créatifs » : pour les premiers, 1’autorité se situe
d’abord du co6té de 1’original, lequel doit donc étre traduit trés fidélement ; aux yeux
des seconds (cf. Jb ou Pr), la traduction prétend au méme degré d’autorité que
I’original, ce qui justifie des altérations du texte. De son cOté, J. Schaper, critique
quant au « modéele interlinéaire », s’intéresse aux hypothéses de S. Brock et J. Joosten
sur les milieux d’origine des traducteurs ; la recherche sur ces derniers ne devrait pas
se réduire a I’examen des seules techniques de traduction. L’intérét de ces derniéres
demeure néanmoins, comme [’illustre ensuite une dizaine d’études plus ciblées. E.
Tov met en évidence des flottements dans certains choix de traduction au début de la
Genese, avant que des équivalents réguliers s’imposent. Plusieurs chapitres portent sur
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la traduction ou I’usage de termes précis : nnan dans le Pentateuque (J. A. EL. Lee) ;
»39% dans les Régnes (R. Sollamo) ; obv, en particulier quand il rend 7y (M. N. Van
der Meer, qui met bien en évidence le réle macro-syntaxique de la particule dans ce
cas) ; €ig 10 t€hog et ovveoig dans le Psautier (S. Oloffson, qui écarte une interpré-
tation eschatologique dans une étude bien menée, qui n’a cependant pas bénéficié des
articles croisés de G. Dorival et O. Munnich sur ce sujet dans VT 61.3 [2011]) ;
péA o + infinitif (A. Voitila) ; katowém et évowéw en Isaie (A. van der Kooij). Par
ailleurs, T. Muraoka s’intéresse a la maniére dont les traducteurs traitent les textes ou
des femmes travaillent, R. Wirth étudie le présent historique en 1-2 Régnes et B.
Lemmelijn se demande quelle lumiére le traitement des hapax legomena dans les
versions grecques de Jb et de Pr jette sur I’hypothése d’un traducteur commun (son
analyse se limite malheureusement a un verset).

La deuxiéme section est consacrée a la critique textuelle. Les Rois/Regnes y occu-
pent une place de choix, comme il convient pour honorer une chercheuse responsable
de 1 Régnes dans I’édition de Géttingen. J. Trebolle Barrera décrit la tendance a intro-
duire « (tout) Israél » dans les expressions désignant le peuple en Jos, Jg et surtout 1-4
Reg. Z. Talshir conteste 1’idée que le Chroniste a utilisé un texte relevant de la méme
tradition textuelle que 4QSam® (son analyse, qui laisse de coté les témoins grecs,
aurait aussi pu figurer dans la derniere section du livre, voir infra). A. Piquer Otero et
P. Torijano Morales offrent une analyse philologique érudite du traitement réservé aux
verbes w17 et P8 dans les Regnes. P. Hugo discerne une tendance pro-David dans le
TM de 1-2 S, se traduisant notamment par des ajouts le désignant comme roi et/ou
oint ainsi que par des omissions d’informations semblables concernant ses ennemis.
C. Seppéanen montre que la fille de Salil mentionnée en 2 S 21.8 a originellement pour
nom Merab et non Michal (en grec comme en hébreu), tout en expliquant 1’apparition
d’une autre occurrence de Merab en 1 Sam 18.17-19 dans le contexte d’un dévelop-
pement du texte propre au TM. Dans le cadre de la préparation du volume dédié a 1
Rois dans le projet HBCE, J. Joosten défend I’idée qu’une édition critique peut
intégrer des conjectures. J. Pakkala met en évidence des corrections relevant d’une
censure théologique en 1 R 8.12-13. Enfin, S. Kreuzer présente la notion de « recen-
sion semi-kaigé », distincte de la recension kaigé et moins drastique que cette derniére
quoique procédant du méme souci de conformité a un texte hébreu.

Dans la méme section, on rencontre également des chapitres consacrés a d’autres
ouvrages : Josué (S. Sipila analyse la Vieille latine en Jos 5.4-6), Isaie (A. Kharanauli
étudie un manuscrit en géorgien), Ezéchiel (J. Lust souligne I’intérét de Symmaque),
Job (C. Cox confirme que la version grecque procéde d’un abrégement du texte),
Qohélet (P. J. Gentry émet une hypothese sur I'origine des signes critiques
d’Aristarque, en particulier dans la Syro-hexaplaire) et Malachie (H. Ausloos conteste
I’idée que sa finale, M1 3.22-24, a été ajoutée pour servir de conclusion aux corpus
prophétique, ou méme seulement aux Douze).
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Les trois derniéres sections du livre, plus courtes, constituent des ouvertures sur
des champs connexes a 1’étude du texte de la Septante. Il s’agit d’abord (troisieme
section) de son usage dans le Nouveau Testament et chez les Peres. G. A. Walser
retrace I’histoire des réceptions juive et chrétienne de Gn 47.31, qui témoignent de
deux lignes d’interprétation distinctes prenant leur source en une différence de
vocalisation. T. Kauhanen identifie des allusions au livre des Rois dans I’ Apocalypse.
K. Hauspie commente la Septante d’Ez 2 4 la maniére de la collection « la Bible
d’Alexandrie » (notes philologiques et patristiques). On passe ensuite & une quatrieme
et breve section dédiée a la Septante dans la tradition juive. A. Salvesen montre que
des auteurs antiques (dont Philon) avaient conscience des différences impressionnantes
entre le TM et la LXX dans les passages de I’Exode sur le Tabernacle ; elle observe
que le Vaticanus contient une tentative de révision a demi achevée en vue d’un
alignement sur le TM, tandis que le Codex Monacensis garde la trace d’un état encore
plus ancien de la Septante, comme 1’a montré P.-M. Bogaert. R. B. Kraft insiste sur le
fait qu’il n’existait pas de « Bible » au sens matériel du terme avant les grands codices
du IV® s. de notre ére : les exégetes devraient davantage tenir compte de la maniére
dont les rouleaux se présentaient physiquement aux lecteurs de 1’ Antiquité. Il évoque
aussi des étapes possibles sur le chemin menant & un concept unifié d’« Ecritures
saintes ». R. Ceulemans montre que le (méconnu) « moine Malachie » a utilisé la
chaine de Polychronius en rédigeant son commentaire des Proverbes.

La section finale est consacrée a la Bible hébraique et aux rouleaux de la mer Morte.
M. Nissinen offre une mise au point utile sur la notion de « prophéte-écrivain » : selon
lui, ni les sources akkadiennes ni (globalement) les textes bibliques n’évoquent de
prophéte couchant lui-méme ses oracles par écrit. Le verbe an3, dénote en effet le pro-
cessus global de production textuelle, qui suppose parfois de « faire écrire » son texte
par un autre. Nissinen note toutefois des développements au fil des textes, notamment
chez Jérémie et dans les Chroniques, mais les justifications offertes alors pour exclure
le sens souple de 2n3 adopté ailleurs paraissent moins convaincantes. S’intéressant
aux traditions sur le Lévitique a Qumran, S. Metso constate que les différents témoins
ne transmettent en définitive qu’une seule et méme édition de ce livre, et que les réfé-
rences a ce livre dans les rouleaux révélent la centralité et I’influence de cet ouvrage.
J. Jokiranta remarque qu’on ne trouve pas a Qumran le méme souci d’intégrer le 13 en
réglementant son comportement pour préserver la pureté et la sainteté du peuple. Ni
pleinement assimilé ni absent de la communauté, il relevait d’une catégorie a part
mais les réglements déja existants suffisaient a gérer sa présence.

Il reste a évoquer trois autres chapitres qui se répondent. E. Ulrich se demande si
les additions en 4QSam® relévent d’une seule entreprise de réédition ou d’interven-
tions isolées par différents scribes, cette derniére éventualité lui semblant plus
probable. G. J. Brooke revient, précisément, sur la notion quelque peu tautologique
d’« édition (littéraire) variante » : a partir de quel degré d’altération peut-on réelle-
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ment parler de nouvelle édition ? Le rdle (actif) des scribes, une étude des rouleaux
allant au-dela de la reconstitution d’un Urtext, les implications de I’existence d’édi-
tions multiples pour 1’autorité reconnue aux textes par des communautés constituent
autant de directions pour affiner la réflexion et la terminologie. A son tour, H. von
Weissenberg explore le concept d’autorité et constate 1’écart entre les conceptions
antiques et modernes a ce sujet. On est ainsi ramené a des questions théoriques
abordées en début d’ouvrage.

Si ce bref compte rendu ne peut rendre justice a I’intérét de chaque contribution, il
donnera peut-étre une idée de la richesse du livre. Les études, souvent techniques, se
révelent pour la plupart intéressantes et soignées ; leur diversité témoigne du
rayonnement d’A. Aejmelacus et le volume constitue un bel hommage a cette
chercheuse.

MATTHIEU RICHELLE
University de Strasbourg, France
matt_richelle@yahoo.fr

BARBARA ScHMITZ and HELMUT ENGEL, Judit. Herders Theologischer Kommentar
zum Alten Testament. Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2014. Pp. 429. ISBN 978-3-451-
26820-5.

For the past three decades, English-language scholarship on Judith has largely relied
on the useful 1985 Anchor Bible commentary by Carey Moore. During that time,
however, there have been significant developments in LXX studies, as well as the
growth of new hermeneutical methods such as feminist and narratological approaches.
Hence it is good that we now have the present commentary, as well as the recent work
by Deborah Levine Gera, Judith (Commentaries on Early Jewish Literature; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2014). The two authors of the volume under review are well-placed to write
this commentary. Engel is well-known for his books and articles on LXX texts (Tobit,
Susanna, and Wisdom) and for his translation of Judith for the 2009 publication of the
Septuaginta Deutsch. Schmitz is the author of many studies of Judith, notably her
landmark 500-page monograph Gedeutete Geschichte (Herders Biblische Studien 40;
Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2004).

The volume begins with a substantial bibliography, including a separate list of
studies on the reception of Judith in art, music, and literature. Then the volume’s
introduction deals with the Greek and Latin manuscript tradition, the book’s original
language, its position in the canon, the narrative structure, the significance of speeches
and prayers, the literary origin, key theological ideas (e.g., the identity of God and the
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significance of “fear of God”), and reception history within both Jewish and Christian
tradition. Thereafter, each commentary section (usually a chapter or two of Judith)
includes a short bibliography, German translation, detailed textual notes, and
comment in the form of a “close reading,” with special attention to Greek keywords
such as “Lord.” The volume concludes with a useful index of scriptural texts and
other ancient works (e.g., Herodotus).

The textual notes are significant for their close attention to the Greek vocabulary.
Because the authors view the Greek text as original, their references to earlier biblical
books are made on the basis of the LXX. The translation sticks closely to the Greek
text even in the few places where it raises problems. In Jdt 6:6, for instance, where the
NRSYV follows the Syriac reading “spear” (in parallel to “sword”), Schmitz and Engel
keep the difficult Greek reading “people.” In Jdt 13:19, where the NRSV adopts the
easier Origenic reading “your praise,” Schmitz and Engel keep the uncial reading
“your hope.”

The volume seeks to address various puzzles encountered by readers, such as the
book’s geography. The authors comment on the name of the story’s central city:
“Bethulia is a fictive invented city.... By Bethulia an ideal prototypical city is desig-
nated, that unites in itself diverse features of different cities” (p. 61, my translation).
Helpfully this volume incorporates a list of place names (pp. 58-59), as well as maps
of Nebuchadnezzar’s campaign against Arphaxad (p. 85), Holofernes’ confusing
military journeys (p. 122), and the land of Israel according to the Book of Judith (p.
143). Schmitz and Engel also propose that the book was composed around 105 BCE,
because the geographical references suggest a date after the Hasmonean annexation of
Samaria and before the Judaizing of Galilee (p. 62). They ignore a possible fictiona-
lized connection with Queen Salome Alexandra (Shelamzion), advocated by Tal Ilan
and Gabriele Boccaccini.

Whereas in his 1985 commentary Moore asserted the once prevailing opinion that
Judith was originally composed in Hebrew (or Aramaic), already in 1992 an article by
Engel showed that several biblical quotations followed the LXX where its wording
differed from the Hebrew, thus suggesting that the book was a Greek composition.
This view has been accepted and developed by several Judith scholars, including
Barbara Schmitz, Claudia Rakel, Jan Joosten, and the present reviewer. This commen-
tary lists ten instances where the Book of Judith refers to Scripture in its LXX form, in
cases that differ from the Hebrew (p. 42).

In keeping with the view that the Book of Judith is a Greek composition, the authors
observe some interesting parallels with Herodotus. The book’s opening description of
Ecbatana (Jdt 1:2-4) is partly reminiscent of Herodotus’ depiction of the same city
(Hist. 1.98). While the title “great king” (Jdt 2:5) was used by many oriental monarchs,
Herodotus employs it to denote the Persian king. The demand for the conquered
peoples to prepare earth and water (Jdt 2:7) is illustrated as a Persian custom mentioned
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by Herodotus. The fictive motif of a narrow mountain pass in central Palestine (Jdt
4:7) is here paralleled with Herodotus’ description of Thermopylae, as well as with
other comparable instances from Egyptian, Greek and Roman military history.

In other cases, however, some potential non-biblical Greek parallels are unmen-
tioned. For instance, as parallels to Judith’s decapitation of Holofernes (Jdt 13:8), the
commentary mentions David’s beheading of Goliath and Judas Maccabeus’ victory
leading to the beheading of Nicanor, yet no reference is made to the decapitation of
Cyrus by Queen Tomyris, reported by Herodotus (Hist. 1.214). The desperate prayer
of the thirsty inhabitants of Bethulia (Jdt 7:24-28) is explained on the Pentateuchal
model of the thirst of the Israelites in the wilderness, but nothing is said of a possible
parallel with the Lindos Chronicle (99 BCE), which tells of five days of thirst ending
with the miraculous gift of rainwater.

A particular focus of the commentary is the significance of speeches and prayers
within the book (as summarized on pp. 49-50). The analysis points out, for instance,
that Nebuchadnezzar’s speech (Jdt 2:5-13) begins with a third person introductory
formula, followed by alternating statements in the second and first person singular
(p. 95). In addition, tables serve to present information clearly, such as the verbs of
dwelling used in Achior’s speech (p. 170) and the book’s 19 instances of the keyword
“hand” (pp. 296-97). On Judith’s canticle of praise, the commentary observes that the
unexpected naming of Persians and Medes (Jdt 16:10) forms a reference back to the
book’s opening, mentioning the Median king Arphaxad and the messengers sent to the
inhabitants of Persia (Jdt 1:1, 7).

The comment on chapter 8 is interesting, where the character of Judith is intro-
duced. The choice of the name Judith (“Judahite woman”) for the heroine serves to
make her an exemplary figure for every Israelite woman, as well as a female counter-
part for Judas Maccabeus, whose triumph culminated in the beheading of the enemy
general Nicanor. While the comment passes quickly over the ancestral names in her
lengthy genealogy (Jdt 8:1), it gives considerable attention to her first speech to the
elders (Jdt 8:11-27).

Thereafter, the commentary on chapter 9 provides two tables showing how the title
of God as the one “crushing wars” (Jdt 9:7; 16:2) echoes the LXX form of Exod 15:3
and Isa 42:13, where the Hebrew uses the anthropomorphic expression “man of war.”
A helpful paragraph (p. 289) lists the extensive parallels of Greek vocabulary between
LXX Exodus 15 and the Book of Judith. Among the literary and theological motifs
borrowed from Exodus 15 we find the themes of lord, hand, anger, strength, the divine
helper, the perspective of temple theology, and the significance of the nations.

A brief review cannot do justice to the wealth of information presented in this
volume. Overall, this commentary makes a major contribution to the study of the
Book of Judith, especially for its close attention to the Greek vocabulary employed.
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The two authors are to be commended for their careful and thorough work, which will
greatly assist scholars interpreting this fascinating book.

JEREMY CORLEY
St Patrick’s College, Maynooth, Ireland
jeremy.corley @spcm.ie

FrIEDERIKE OERTELT, Herrscherideal und Herrschaftskritik bei Philo von Alexandria:
Eine Untersuchung am Beispiel seiner Josephsdarstellung in De Josepho und De
somniis 1. Studies in Philo of Alexandria 8. Leiden: Brill, 2015. XVII + 362 pp.,
ISBN 978-90-04-27039-8.

In this book, Friederike Oertelt has made a fine contribution to Philonic studies. She
addresses the problem of the different portraits of Joseph set out in the works
De Josepho and De somniis II, and believes that both works need to be understood
from the perspective of political theory. The discrepancies between the two works are
not to be taken as contradictory, but as part of a conscious portrayal of the differing
possibilities and pitfalls that confront those who would seek political power.

The book is well written and very well organized. The sequence of the chapters is
quite clear and takes the reader from the introductory and preliminary topics to the
more detailed analyses of the two treatises. In her first chapter, Oertelt introduces the
problem and gives a history of the research about it. The problem itself, to which we
have already alluded, is one of apparent contradiction. In his biography De Josepho,
Philo constructs a rather laudatory portrait of the hero, showing him to be an ideal
ruler. In the De somniis II, by contrast, a section of Philo’s Allegorical Commentary,
Joseph is presented in a rather negative light. This negative presentation is found
throughout the other treatises of the Allegorical Commentary.

Oertelt provides us with an excellent survey of the different approaches to the
problem. At the beginning of the century, L. Massebieau attempted to explain the
differences on chronological grounds: the negative view of political activity in the De
somniis Il would reflect a time when the relations between the Jews of Alexandria and
the Roman regime had deteriorated. But the chronological approach has won few
adherents, since one does not have secure data about the absolute dates of Philo’s
writings. E.R. Goodenough tried to explain the differences by distinguishing audien-
ces. As he saw it, the De Josepho was meant for gentile readers, while the portrait in
the De somniis is part of the ‘esoteric’ Allegorical Commentary, and was a kind of
veiled critique of Roman rule. More recently, scholars have tried to find more of a
unity or a creative tension between the two works (see C. Lévy in The Cambridge
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Companion to Philo [2009], p. 171). Oertelt’s approach also falls into this category,
but she moves the discussion ahead with a fuller investigation of the political
dimensions of both writings.

In chapter 2, Oertelt gives an excellent survey of the various portrayals of Joseph
that one finds in late biblical, intertestamental, and other Judeo-Hellenistic literature.
Of particular importance are the accounts in re-written biblical texts like Jubilees and
the pseudo-Philonic Liber antiquitatum biblicarum, and those found in authors
preserved in fragmentary form like Demetrius and Artapanus. Also discussed is the
novelistic Joseph and Aseneth. All of this material, as Oertelt shows, gives the context
that allows us to better appreciate Philo’s contribution. She finds a tendency in many
of the pre-Philonic accounts to interpret the biblical story in a manner that is favorable
to the hero. Philo, by contrast, will take up the motifs that have “critical potential’ and
develop that potential in his own writings (p. 59).

Chapter 3 contains a brief survey of Philo’s life and writings, and a discussion of
the exegetical genres he employs. Oertelt then treats in detail the structure of De
Josepho and De somniis II, and again argues that Philo’s focus is on political themes
in both works. This is a somewhat more difficult case to make for the De somniis, but
Oertelt makes a good go of it, especially with her discussion of the expression kene
doxa, which she chooses to translate ‘nichtige Vorstellung’. This expression is a key
element in Philo’s negative portrayal of Joseph’s political ambition and activity. As
Oertelt shows later on, kene doxa is identified by Plutarch as precisely what the
politician must avoid (p. 239), and that too at the beginning of a work intended as a
guide for those wanting to enter public life (Praecepta ger. rei publ. 2, 798C).

The largest part of the book is chapter 4, which is divided into 8 sections. These
contain more detailed analyses of the different aspects, thematic and narrative, of
Philo’s presentation of Joseph. Only a few of these sections can be described in a brief
review. The first one is about the various images used to describe Joseph as politician:
shepherd, doctor, and helmsman. Next comes a discussion of Philo’s etymology of the
name ‘Joseph’. The rendering ‘addition to the Lord’ is interpreted by Philo as an
allusion to the fact that individual political regimes are ‘additions’ to natural law. Also
interesting is Oertelt’s analysis of the speech of Joseph to Potiphar’s wife, which
comes in section 5 (pp. 192—7). The analysis shows that this is a kind of diatribe, a
form of discourse used by the Cynic and Stoic teachers of the era. For Oertelt,
however, the diatribe is not just about individual ethics, but also about ideal societal
norms. The concluding section of ch. 4 concerns the final part of the De Josepho,
which has to do mostly with Joseph’s reconciliation with his brothers. In the view of
Oertelt, however, even within this presentation of a story about family dynamics, we
may detect Philo’s directives for the statesman. The section includes a discussion of
eusebeia and philanthropia as ‘Herrschertugenden’.
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If any critique of the book is in order, it would concern the lack of attention to a
few aspects of the philosophical background, especially that of the Hellenistic as
opposed to the classical period. Some of the ‘advances’ made in Hellenistic philoso-
phy are at the heart of key positions taken by Philo. For example, in Philo’s view, the
ethical pitfalls inherent in political activity are the direct consequence of the politi-
cian’s inability to follow the Stoic ethic of monon to kalon agathon (‘only the moral
good is a good’), and the need for him to endorse a Peripatetic ethic based on three
kinds of goods, bodily, external, and ‘of the soul’. This point is made at the beginning
of the De somniis Il (88 8-16). Philo links the Peripatetic value system (symbolized
by the coat of many colors) to the political ideal explicitly in Quod deterius 7, 28, and
he is here likely dependent on Stoic sources (cf. Stoicorum veterum fragmenta 111.698).
Similarly, the focus on the virtues of eusebeia and philanthropia is the result of a
return, in the Hellenistic period, to the ‘two virtue canon’, which goes back to the
archaic age (see A. Dihle, Der Kanon der zwei Tugenden [1968]). The use of the two
virtue canon is widespread in all of Jewish Hellenistic literature, and determines the
entire orientation of Philo’s interpretation of the 10 commandments. The notion that
these two virtues are ‘Herrschertugenden’ is accordingly dependent on the general
reemergence of the two virtue canon in the Hellenistic era. A disappointing lacuna,
unrelated to philosophical background, is to be found in the section on the image of
the shepherd (pp. 95-101). The author neglects to confront the glaring problem
created by De agricultura 55-7, where Joseph himself is placed not among the
shepherds, but among the antithetical group, the cattle-rearers!

These criticisms do not detract from the quality and success of this volume, which
is probably the most thorough study we have of Philo’s interpretation of Joseph. The
author may be heartily congratulated.

ADAM KAMESAR
Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati
AKamesar@huc.edu
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EMANUEL Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research. 3 ed.
Winona Lake, IN: Eerdmans, 2015. Pp. xxix + 248, ISBN 978-1-57506-328-7.

In biblical studies the Septuagint retains three uses: philological, exegetical, and
textual critical. Tov’s monograph majors on the latter. Tov serves as the J. L. Magnes
Professor of Bible Emeritus at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. His personal
website disseminates additional information concerning his research and career
(www.emanueltov.info). The author’s wife, Lika, contributes the artwork on the front
cover of the third edition.

In 1997 Simor of Jerusalem published the second edition. The third edition
features five main changes according to the preface: (1) it updates the author’s
viewpoints concerning textual theory, (2) it apprises the reader of electronic resources,
(3) it improves the selection of textual examples, (4) it overhauls the discussion of the
Qumran scrolls and Samaritan Pentateuch, and (5) it streamlines some discussions by
cross-referencing the author’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3rd ed.,
Fortress, 2012). Sometimes the author’s sentences and paragraphs repeat the sentences
and paragraphs of his 2012 handbook on textual criticism.

The preface announces that the current edition updates the bibliographic data, but
some references remain outdated. For example, the section titled “Editions of Textual
Sources” lists the 1975 second edition of Robert Weber’s Vulgate (p. xiii) rather than
the 2007 fifth edition. The section of “Abbreviations” uses the 1964 first edition of
Gleason Archer’s Survey of Old Testament Introduction (p. xvii) rather than the 2007
revised edition. And a bibliographic section recommends the 1970 version of
Frederick Danker’s Multipurpose Tools for Bible Study rather than the 2003 revised
edition (p. 225).

The book consists of eight chapters and two parts. Following an introductory
chapter on basic concepts, Part One addresses “The Reconstruction of the Hebrew
Text Underlying the LXX: Possibilities and Impossibilities.” Part Two deals with
“The Nature and Evaluation of the Hebrew Text Underlying the LXX.”

The lower criticism of the Hebrew Bible, according to Tov, “aims neither at the
compositions written by the biblical authors, nor at previous oral stages, if such
existed, but only at that stage (those stages) of the composition(s) that is (are) attested
in the textual evidence” (p. 3).

Valuable insights appear throughout the volume. For instance, Tov observes that
“The translator of Isaiah often ascribed to God cwtfpiov, even when this idea was not
found in the Hebrew text” (p. 54). This observation helps account for the mention of
“salvation” in Luke 3:6. Luke 3:6 constitutes a quotation of Isaiah 40:5, but the MT of
Isaiah 40:5 lacks the word “salvation.” Luke quotes the LXX (“all flesh will see the
salvation of God”), whereas the MT reads, “the glory of Yahweh will be revealed, and
all flesh will see it together.”
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Tov informs the reader of theories and tensions in Septuagint research. For
example, he hypothesizes that most of the post-Pentateuchal books of the Septuagint
originated in Palestine rather than Egypt (p. 204). In addition, since the LXX of
Jeremiah is shorter than the MT by one seventh, and the translator used a somewhat
“literal” approach, Tov surmises that the translator’s Vorlage was shorter than the MT
(pp. 19-20), an assumption that is widely accepted although not unchallenged.

In order to fill a gap in the academic literature, an ambitious Septuagint scholar
might choose to undertake a project on the exegesis of the Septuagint. As Tov points
out, “there are as yet no studies that deal systematically with the exegetical problems
of the LXX as a whole” (p. 54).

In discussing the matter of when to reconstruct variants, Tov states, “When
analyzing the text-critical value of deviations from MT in the LXX, one constantly
oscillates between the assumption of inner-Septuagintal factors (exegesis and textual
corruption) and underlying Hebrew variants. This problem is the focus of the text-
critical analysis of the LXX” (p. 48). In Chapter Three, “How to Reconstruct the
Vorlage of the LXX,” he offers guidelines and cautions for practitioners. One such
caution appears as follows: “The inadequacy of concordances and computer searches
for the reconstruction of the Vorlage of the LXX cannot be emphasized too strongly”
(p. 78).

The author stresses the subjective nature of evaluating textual variants: “textual
evaluation cannot be bound by any fixed rules. It is an art in the full sense of the word,
a faculty that can be developed, guided by intuition based on wide experience” (p.
232). Ultimately, he concludes, the decision boils down to “the most contextually
appropriate reading” (p. 232). Some practitioners, however, may still ask, what is
appropriate? And how does this relate to the rule of lectio difficilior?

For over thirty years Tov’s guidebook has enriched the field of Septuagint studies.
The new edition incorporates developments in research and reflects refinement in the
author’s outlook. Both students and specialists can benefit from this journey into the
textual critical issues of the Septuagint.

MARK A. HASSLER

Virginia Beach Theological Seminary
Virginia Beach, Virginia
mhassler@vbts.edu
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PIETER W. VAN DER HORST, Saxa judaica loquuntur: Lessons from Early Jewish
Inscriptions. Radboud Prestige Lectures 2014. Biblical Interpretation Series (BilnS)
134. Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2015. X + 191 pp., ISBN 978-90-04-28283-4.

Saxa judaica loquuntur — Jidische Steine sprechen: In Aufnahme und leichter
Abwandlung des Titels einer in niederlandischer Sprache von J. Hondius verfassten
Einflihrung in die griechische Epigraphik (Saxa loquuntur: Inleiding tot de grieksche
epigraphiek, Leiden 1938) benennt Pieter W. van der Horst das Hauptthema des
vorliegenden Sammelbandes als die Frage, was und wie weit Ergebnisse der jlidischen
Epigraphik zum Gesamtbild des antiken Judentums beitragen kdnnen. Formal handelt
es sich bei diesem Band um eine Zusammenstellung dreier am 16. April 2014 im
Rahmen der Radboud Prestige Lectures an der Universitit Nijmegen gehaltenen, teil-
weise inhaltlich sich Gberlappender Vortrége (1-66) sowie drei ausfuhrlicher, mehr als
die Halfte des Sammelbandes umfassender Anhénge (67-164). Dem Band beigegeben
ist nebst Vorworten (VIIf.) und Abkiirzungsverzeichnis (IXf.), einer Bibliographie
(165-176) sowie Stellen- (177-180), Autoren- (181-183) und Schlagwortregister (184-
186) eine umfassende Information Gber den Autor, welche dessen akademische Lauf-
bahn, Mitgliedschaften in wissenschaftlichen Vereinigungen und Herausgeberkreisen
sowie ein Verzeichnis ausgewahlter, von ihm publizierter Werke umfasst (187-191).
Das erste Kapitel (1-26) bietet einen stirker allgemein gehaltenen Uberblick zum
momentanen Stand der Erforschung der jiidisch-antiken Epigraphik. Nach einem
Uberblick tiber die verschiedenen, insbesondere seit 1990 publizierten Editionen
judischer Inschriften diskutiert van der Horst die Frage, ab wann eine Inschrift auf der
Grundlage von verschiedenen, in der Sekundarliteratur entwickelten Kriterien (Corpus
Papyrorum Judaicarum, Inscriptiones Judaicae Orientis I1) speziell als judisch einzu-
stufen ist und pladiert hierbei fiir eine Mittelposition: ,It is better, for the sake of clarity,
to keep on the strict side without being overly rigorous. That is to say, application of
two or three criteria together is to be much preferred to applying only one [...] (12).
Im weiteren Verlauf des Kapitels werden kurz die ,,genres* (12) sowie die verwendeten
Sprachen des epigraphischen Materials beschrieben, bevor van der Horst in einem knap-
pen Exkurs der Frage nachgeht, inwiefern das Faktum, dass 55-60% der in Paléstina
gefundenen Inschriften in griechischer Sprache abgefasst wurden, weitere Schliisse
auf die sprachliche Situation in dieser Region, fiir groBere Gruppen innerhalb des
Judentums oder auch dessen Gesamtheit zulasse— ein Verfahren, bei welchem van der
Horst zur Vorsicht mahnt, jedoch aber festhalten kann: ,,For most, or at least many, of
the Jews in Palestine, Greek most probably remained a second language, certainly out-
side the urban areas. We may tentatively conclude that Roman Palestine was a largely
bilingual [JE: Greek/Aramaic], or even trilingual [JE: Greek/Aramaic/Hebrew],
society [...].“ Als weitere Probleme benennt van der Horst abschlieRend die ungleich-
maRige geographische und chronologische Verteilung des aufgefundenen in-
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schriftlichen Materials, das dennoch begrenzt Aussagen Uber das jeweilige speziell
judische Profil von einzelnen Stadten (Bsp.: Jerusalem/Caesarea; Leontopolis/Venosa)
zulasse (21-26).

Im zweiten Kapitel (27-45) richtet van der Horst mit Kleinasien und hierbei
speziell Phrygien sowie Aphrodisias, Aspendos und Sardis den geographischen Fokus
auf eine bestimmte Region innerhalb des Imperium Romanum; eine Region, die fir
die Erforschung des Diasporajudentums eine zentrale Rolle spielt und insbesondere
zeigt, ,that it is not literary sources but epigraphic materials which are our main
source of information“ (27). Dies entfaltet van der Horst hinsichtlich der Frage nach
der Integration und Akzeptanz des Judentums innerhalb des romisch-hellenistischen
Umfelds, beispielhaft in der Besprechung und Diskussion des Epithetons 6gog
Bynotog (36-39), der Rolle der sogenannten OgooePeic in den judischen Gemeinden
(39-42) sowie der Bekleidung von &ffentlichen Amtern durch Angehérige der
Synagogalgemeinde (43f.). Zuletzt erfolgt eine Beschreibung der fiir die Ausbildung
einer judischen Identitédt zentralen Elemente in kleinasiatischen Gemeinden (44f.).

Im dritten Kapitel (46-66) fasst van der Horst in einer sehr guten Uberblicks-
darstellung geordnet nach 16 Aspekten dasjenige zusammen, was aus der jldischen
Epigraphik tiber das aus literarischen Quellen Gebotene hinausgehend gelernt werden
kénne. Diese 16 Felder sind die folgenden: GréRe und Ausbreitung der jidischen
Diaspora (46f.), die starke Mobilitat innerhalb des antiken Judentums (47f.), die judi-
sche Namensgebung (48f.), die Uber- und Aufnahme nichtjiidischer Kulturelemente
(49), die durchschnittliche Lebenserwartung (50-52), von Juden ausgelibte Berufe
(52f.), die Bedeutung und Funktion der Synagoge (53f.), die Rolle von Frauen in der
judischen Gemeinde (55f.) und deren Anteil an der Zahl der Proselyten und 8goocefeic
(56f.), die Bedeutung der Tora und das Vorkommen damit verbundener Epitheta
(57f.), die stark nichtrabbinische, griechischsprachige Prégung der westlichen
Diaspora bis ins Fruhmittelalter (58f.), die Freilassung von jidischen Sklaven (59f.),
die Rolle nichtjudischer Wohltater fur die judischen Gemeinden (61), Schriftzitate
(62), Jenseitsvorstellungen (62-64) und die jldisch-griechische Kultur nach 70 n.Chr.
(64f.). Van der Horst fasst abschlieBend zusammen: ,,what we learn from ancient
Jewish inscriptions is, inter multa alia, that there was a huge, mainly Greek-speaking
diaspora in the West, not dominated by rabbis, with a flourishing culture, reading their
Bible in one of the available Greek versions, in varying degrees of acculturation but
often quite well integrated in Graeco-Roman society, with a characteristic onomastic
tradition, with religious communities where at some places women possibly had
greater opportunities to have a leadership role than elsewhere, but with as high an
infant mortality as everywhere else in the Roman Empire® (65).
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Der erste gebotene Anhang (67-87) stellt eine Zusammenstellung von drei in den
Jahren 2003, 2004 und 2012 auf Niederlandisch publizierten Kurzaufsétzen dar, welche
auf die Auffindung des sogenannten Ossuars des Jakobus im Jahre 2012 und die darauf
folgenden Debatten um dessen mdéglichen Charakter als einer Falschung reagieren.
Van der Horst pladiert in Auseinandersetzung mit einem gegenteilig votierenden
Gutachten der Israel Antiquities Authority fiir die Echtheit des Ossuars und themati-
siert in diesem Kontext die Frage des Umgangs mit aus dem Antikenhandel gewonnen
Objekten.

Der zweite Appendix (88-95) widmet sich dem Griechisch der Inschriften und steht
somit in direktem Bezug zum dritten Anhang. Hauptséchlich aufbauend auf die von
Gignac erarbeitete Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods
(Mailand, Bd. 1: 1976; Bd. 2: 1981) bietet van der Horst — bewusst auf Anfénger in
Studien der griechischen Epigraphik hin konzipiert — héchst nitzliche Hinweise zur
speziellen Gestalt des auf den Inschriften vorfindlichen Griechisch, geordnet nach drei
Gebieten: Phonologie (89-91), Morphologie (91-93) sowie Syntax (93-95). Explizit
betont van der Horst in diesem Kontext zweimal die aus den Inschriften gewonnene
Erkenntnis, dass ,,there was no such thing as a typically Jewish Greek* (88; ebenso 95).

Der dritte, sehr ausflihrliche Anhang (96-164) stellt eine Zusammenstellung von 51
ausgewahlten, den groRRen Editionswerken (Corpus Inscriptionum ludaeae/Palaestinae,
Inscriptiones Judaicae Orientis, Inscriptions of Beth Shecarim, Jewish Inscriptions of
Graeco-Roman Egypt, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe) entnommenen
Inschriften mit beigegebener Ubersetzung ins Englische und zusétzlichen kurzen
Informationen zu Inhalt, Ort und sprachlicher Form dar. Die Wiedergabe erfolgt nach
dem Leidener System; Inschriften in hebréischer und aramdischer Sprache werden
zusétzlich in Umschrift geboten. Van der Horst benennt als vier Kriterien fur die
Auswahl der Inschriften deren unstrittig jidischen Charakter (1), einen gewissen
Mindestumfang (2), einen Inhalt, der einen guten Einblick in das judische Leben in
der Antike vermittelt (3) sowie Abwechslungsreichtum in Form und Inhalt (4). Die
Darbietung der einen Zeitraum vom 2. Jh. v.Chr. — 6. Jh. n. Chr. abdeckenden
Inschriften erfolgt nach von Jerusalem ausgehender geographischer Anordnung.
Insgesamt stellt die Anthologie eine fiir an der Lebenswelt des antiken Judentums
Interessierte duBerst gelungene Auswahl dar.

Fur die LXX-Forschung ist der Band insofern interessant, dass er gute, auf der
Grundlage von epigraphischen Quellen erarbeitete Einblicke in das Profil und Umfeld
der judischen Gemeinden bietet, in welchen die Septuaginta ihren Platz hatte. Dank
der epigraphischen Zeugnisse tritt so vor allem die grofe jiudische, nichtrabbinisch
geprégte und griechischsprachige Westdiaspora vor Augen (65), Uber welche in litera-
rischen Quellen kaum berichtet wird. Als direktes Schriftzitat erscheint vornehmlich
Prv 10,7, dessen auftretende Textformen zeigen, dass ,,in some Jewish communities
the LXX was not discarded when Aquila’s version had become available, as it is often
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mistakenly assumed. A varibety of Greek Bible versions remained in use, not only in
antiquity but also in the medieval period* (62).

JULIAN ELSCHENBROICH
Kirchliche Hochschule Wuppertal/Bethel
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WOLFGANG KRAUS, MICHAEL N. VAN DER MEER, AND MARTIN MEISER (eds.),
XV Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies,
Munich 2013. SBL.SCS 64. Atlanta, GA: SBL Press 2016. VIII + 796pp., ISBN
9781628371383

Das derzeit groBRe Interesse an Septuagintastudien zeigt sich nicht zuletzt am Umfang
der Tagungsbande und der sich darin spiegelnden Zahl an Vortragenden und Teil-
nehmerinnen und Teilnehmern. Hatte schon der Tagungsband der IOSCS-Tagung in
Helsinki 2010 einen beachtlichen Umfang, so hat dieser Band der Tagung in M{inchen
2013 zwar etwas weniger Beitrdge (einige der insgesamt 59 Vortrdge wurde an
anderer Stelle veroffentlicht) aber fast 100 Seiten mehr. Alleine schon im Blick auf
die Zahl der hier versammelten Beitrdge ist die Leistung der Herausgeber zu
wiirdigen, wobei neben Wolfgang Kraus als dem Hauptherausgeber und Michael von
der Meer als Organisator der Tagung insbesondere Martin Meiser zu nennen ist, der
auch einen erheblichen Teil der technischen Umsetzung geleistet hat.

Der Band ist nach der Introduction durch die Herausgeber in drei Hauptteile
gegliedert: Textual Criticism, Philology und Interpretation and Reception, wobei
naturlich manche Beitrdge mehrere diese Kategorien bertihren. In der Introduction (1-
9) erinnern die Herausgeber an die beeindruckende Atmosphdre und das attraktive
Umfeld des IOSCS- (und des IOSOT-) Kongresses in Miinchen und thematisieren mit
ausdriicklichem Dank an Melvin H. Peters den Wechsel in der Herausgeberschaft der
Reihe. Im Zusammenhang mit dem folgenden Uberblick erwahnen sie, dass der von
einem Rezensenten des Helsinki-Bandes gewiinschte return to basic issues in den
Beitrdgen erkennbar ist, insbesondere in der groBen Anzahl textkritischer Beitrage.
Dazu kommt eine gewisse Konzentration auf philologische Beitrage, und andererseits
gibt es nicht wenige Beitrdge zu Tochteriibersetzungen der Septuaginta, die in
vielfacher Weise auch fir die Septuaginta selbst von Bedeutung sind.

Der Band umfasst 46 Beitrdge von Autorinnen und Autoren aus 15 Lé&ndern,
,,both seasoned and starting scholars®, und lenkt damit auch den Blick auf Zentren der
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Septuagintaforschung, die neu oder bisher kaum bekannt sind, und nicht zuletzt auch
auf die jingere Generation. Fiir einen Gesamtiiberblick werden im Folgenden die Titel
aller Beitrége zitiert und ihr Inhalt jeweils kurz skizziert.

Teil I: Textkritik ist kanonisch angeordnet und beginnt interessanter Weise nicht
mit einem Beitrag zu einem Buch des Pentateuch sondern erst mit Josua.

MaARcus SiGISMUND, Der antiochenische Text im Buch Josua-LXX und seine Bedeu-
tung fiir die &lteste Septuaginta—Eine erste Reevaluation (13-35), bietet einen Uber-
blick zur Forschungsgeschichte und die ersten Ergebnisse einer umfangreichen
Analyse der Handschriftengruppen und Textformen des Josuabuches. - SEPPO SIPILA,
How to Find Out the Transgressor? A Textual Problem of Joshua 7:14-18 (37-48),
zeigt, dass beide Textformen (MT und OG) nicht den urspriinglichen Text bieten
sondern Anderungen erfahren haben, wenn auch in unterschiedlicher Richtung. It
may well be that the theory of different editions of the book works best in cases like
this.* (48). - NATHAN LAMONTAGNE, Reconsidering the Relationship of A and B in
LXX Judges (49-59) betrachtet den B-Text als eine gegeniiber der Old Greek neue
Ubersetzung und A als eine Uberarbeitung der OG, die auf Origenes zuriickgeht. L.
analysiert dazu vor allem Verse aus dem schwierigen Kap. 5. Dass B eine neue
Ubersetzung ist, ergibt sich vor allem aus den Prozentzahlen von Ubereinstimmungen
und Differenzen, was man unterschiedlich deuten kann. Unklar bleibt, an Hand wel-
cher Handschriften und wie L. zu seiner OG kommt (ein Argument ist die Streichung
von Doppeliibersetzungen). L. sagt nicht, ob er mit A den Kodex Alexandrinus meint
oder den von Rahlfs kritisch rekonstruierten A-Text (soweit in den zitierten Versen
erkennbar, ist es der Rahlfs-Text). - ANNELI AEIMELAEUS, Lectio Difficilior and the
Difficulties of the Critical Text: A Case Study from the Septuagint of 1 Samuel 14:47
(61-70), erortert differenziert die Lesarten dieses (auch schon im Hebrdischen)
schwierigen Verses und entscheidet sich ausnahmsweise sowohl gegen B als auch
gegen L. - JEAN KOULAGNA, Literary Problems in the Textual Transmission of 1
Kings: The MT and the LXX (71-77). K. arbeitet offensichtlich an der ,,Hebrew
Bible: A Critical Edition®, die urspriinglich als ,,Oxford Hebrew Bible* firmierte. An
Hand einiger Ergénzungen (der sog. miscellanies) in 1Kén [3Kgt] erdrtert er den
Zusammenhang und die Differenzierung zwischen Textkritik und Redaktionskritik
bzw.: Wann wird aus Textkritik Redaktionskritik (und aus Redaktionskritik Kompo-
sitionskritik)? Offensichtlich betrachtet K. die Ausgabe von Brooke-McLean als
eklektisch wie die Ausgabe von Rahlfs. - STAFFAN OLOFSSON, The Translation of vy
and the Homogenity of LXX Psalms (79-97). Es féllt auf, dass ywn , anders als in
Buch 1, in den Biichern 2-5 der Psalmen fast ausschlielich mit dem sonst in der Sep-
tuaginta kaum verwendeten Wort apaptoldc wiedergegeben ist. O. stellt allerdings
von daher nicht die allgemein anerkannte Einheitlichkeit der Psalmenibersetzung in
Frage, aber zieht aus seinen Beobachtungen einige Schliisse in Bezug auf den Uber-
setzer. - LORENzO CuppI, Scribes and Translators: Text-Critical Use of Translations of
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a Translation; Proverbs 8:31 as a Case Study (99-108). C. geht aus von einer zusétz-
lichen Zeile des Textes, die im lateinischen und sahidischen Text vorhanden ist, und
die erst kiirzlich auch in einem griechischen Text identifiziert wurden. Es zeigt sich,
dass in diesen ,,vor-nizdnischen“ Texten manchmal alte Lesarten und sogar die
urspriinglichere hebraische Lesart bezeugt sind.

JoHN D. MeaDE, The Significance of RA 788 for a Critical Edition of the Hexaplaric
Fragments of Job (109-131). Ra 788 ist ein ausgezeichneter Zeuge fiir den hexa-
plarischen Text und die hexaplarischen Zeichen im Hiobbuch. - PETER J. GENTRY,
Did Origen Use the Aristarchian Signs in the Hexapla? (133-147). Auf Grund von
AuRerungen bei Euseb und der Auswertung diverser Kolophone ist G. — wenn ich es
recht verstehe — der Meinung, dass die Syrohexaplaris, die die groRte Zahl an
hexaplarischen Bemerkungen enthalt, auf die nach Eusebius von Origenes selbst
exzerpierte (veranlasste?) Tetrapla zuriickgeht, und dass der sog. hexaplarische
Text eigentlich von Pamphilus und Eusebius bearbeitet bzw. tradiert wurde. Wieviel
der aristarchischen Zeichen auf Origenes selbst zuriickgehen, ware weiter zu
erforschen. - REINHART CEULEMANS, Theodorete and the Antiochene Text of Psalms
(149-164). C. macht darauf aufmerksam, dass in Rahlfs’ Edition des Psaltertextes mit
dem Siglum L nicht nur der eigentliche lukianische Text erfasst ist, sondern der
(spatere) allgemeine byzantinische Text. Die ldentifikation des antiochenischen
Textes hangt am Vergleich mit dem Psalmentext des Theodoret. Gegeniiber der von
Rahlfs verwendeten, wenig verldsslichen Ausgabe von Johann Schulze, 1769,
braucht es eine neue kritische Ausgabe des Kommentars von Theodoret. -
EDGAR KELLENBERGER, Die griechischen und syrischen Erzdhlvarianten in ,,Bel et
Draco“ als Hinweise auf den Charakter des Uberlieferungsprozesses (165-178).
K. vergleicht die beiden griechischen Fassungen und die Peschitta (sowie zum Teil
auch die Vetus Latina) und zeigt, dass die Differenzen nicht nur als Anderungen durch
die Kopisten und redaktionelle Anderungen zu erklaren sind, sondern durch ein
Miteinander von schriftlicher und miindlicher Uberlieferung. - Jouni HARIJUMAKI,
The Armenian 1 Samuel (179-188). H. prisentiert die armenische Ubersetzung von
1 Sam und erdrtert einige unabsichtliche und absichtliche Varianten. Bei der armeni-
schen Ubersetzung lasst sich fir viele Biicher eine altere freiere und eine jiingere
wortwdrtlichere Ubersetzung unterscheiden. Die weniger zahlreichen Handschriften
zu 1 Sam gehdren zwar weithin zur zweiten Phase, an einzelnen Stellen ist aber auch
hier die altere Phase einer nicht so literalistischen Ubersetzung zu erkennen.

S. PETER Cowg, The Strata of the Armenian Version of Cantica Examined for
Contrasting Translation Technique and Witness to Their Greek Parent Texts (189-
214). Auch C. beschftigt sich mit den beiden Formen der armenischen Ubersetzung,
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die vielleicht sogar nur eine Generation auseinander liegen. Was C. beschreibt
entspricht m.E. ziemlich genau dem Unterschied zwischen Old Greek und kaige und
dem typischen Phanomen, wie es die zweite Generation besonders gut machen will:
»Inevitably this leads the revisor periodically to transgress the norms of Armenian
idiom and to compromise the semantic appropriateness of his rendering.” (189)
BONIFATIA GESCHE, Die altlateinischen Ubersetzungen des Buches Esdras A' in ihrer
Beziehung zur griechischen Vorlage (215-229). ,,Research carried out on books such
as Reigns and Ben Sira has shown that the Latin translation occasionally derives not
from the standard version of the LXX but from an untransmitted Vorlage. Therefore,
the Latin text can—after careful consideration of the data—serve as a witness for an
older Greek or even Hebrew text that is not otherwise transmitted.” (215) Diese
Beobachtung gilt im Prinzip auch flir Esdras A’, wie G. an mehreren Beispielen zeigt,
wobei allerdings immer auch unterschiedliche Aspekte und Erklarungsméglichkeiten
zu bedenken sind. - NATIA DUNDUA, The Textual Value of the Old Georgian Version
of Ecclesiastes (231-239). Die &ltesten Handschriften der georgischen Ubersetzung
von Eccl setzen erst ab dem 10.Jh. ein, sie reprasentieren aber eine sehr gute und alte
Tradition. Die georgische Ubersetzung basiert auf dem Griechischen. Sie ist sehr
genau und spiegelt viele Eigenheiten der griechischen Syntax und Wortbildung. Die
Vorlage ist ein Derivat des friihen dgyptischen Textes. Die Ubersetzung ist unab-
hangig von der armenischen Ubersetzung. - ANNA KHARANAULI, Battling the Myths:
What Language Was the Georgian Amos Translated From? (241-265) Der von K.
bekampfte “Mythos” ist ebenfalls die alte und lange Zeit fiir selbstverstindlich gehal-
tene Idee, dass die armenische Ubersetzung auf eine allerdings verloren gegangene
georgische zurtickgeht (u.a. — allerings differenziert — vertreten von Julius Assfalg).

Teil 11: Philology.

JaMEs K. AITKEN, The Septuagint and Egyptian Translation Methods (269-293). A.
erdrtert zundchst die in Frage kommenden Kategorien von Texten und stellt dann
verschiedene (bersetzungstechnische Aspekte vor, die sich &hnlich auch in der
Septuaginta finden. , The features identified in the Egyptian translations can all be
paralleled in the Septuagint. To some extent, they are universal characteristics of
translations, but the similarities are more than that. They reflect a method of close
adherence to the source text in word order, lexical consistency, phrasing, and
parataxis. At the same time, the translations display a degree of freedom, with
occasional variation, alternation between translation and transliteration, literary
embellishment, and the rare interpretative rendering. This balance between
consistency and formal equivalence, on the one hand, and a degree of freedom,
on the other, is a marker of the Septuagint as much as the Egyptian translations.*
Interessant ist auch der Hinweis, dass die agyptischen Ubersetzer nicht nur Ubersetzer
waren, sondern daneben auch andere Tatigkeiten austbten, was auch filr die Septua-
gintalibersetzer plausibel ist und gegen eine zu enge Kategorisierung spricht. —
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TAKAMITSU MURAOKA, Passivization in Septuagint Greek (295-307). Wohl im
Anschluss bzw. seinerzeit noch im Kontext der Untersuchungen zu seiner grofien
Syntax of the Septuagint Greek (2016) prasentiert M. Beispiele fiir aktive und passive
Ausdrucksweisen fiir denselben Sachverhalt (z.B. 1 Esdr 1,1 und 18: ,,Joschia feierte
das Passa“ — ,.ein solches Passa wurde noch nie gefeiert“) in insgesamt 12 Kategorien
(Objekt im Gen, Dat., Akk.; ein oder mehrere Objekte). - RAIA SoLLAMO, Reflexive
Pronouns in the Greek Pentateuch (309-326). Fir Reflexivpronomina werden vor
allem Formen mit ¢- verwendet. Formen mit Spiritus asper sind selten. Ihr VVorkom-
men hangt auch an der Entscheidung der Editoren, weil die Spiritus in den &ltesten
Manuskripten noch nicht geschrieben wurden. Héufig sind Dativformen, was wohl an
der Entsprechung zum hebrdischen 7 liegt. - PHILIPPE LEMOIGNE, Pour une poétique
du nominatif absolu dans la LXX d’Esaie (327-340). Der absolute Nominativ oder
nominativus pendens (z. B. Jes 1,7a: 1 yij Ou@v &pnpog ,.euer Land: verlassen [ist es]
fur hebr. manw 0o%"K) ist ein «outil poétique» (340), ein Stilmittel, um den Text
poetisch wirken zu lassen. Das ist m.E. richtig; ob allerdings ein Unterschied zum
Hebraischen besteht, hangt an der verwendeten Ubersetzung (die von L. zitierte Uber-
setzung des Hebrdischen macht aus dem casus pendens einen Aussagesatz: ,,Votre
pays est une désolation®). - WILLIAM A. Ross, Lexical Possibilities in LXX Research:
Revision and Expansion (341-359). Anhand der Beleg fiir 6pém und PAénw greift R.
die seinerzeitigen Erkenntnisse von John A. Lee auf und versucht sie auf Basis der
neuen elektronischen Mdglichkeiten weiter zu fiihren. Im Wesentlichen geht es da-
rum, mit Hilfe diachroner Semantik Indizien firr die Datierung (konkret fiir die beiden
Textformen des Richterbuches) zu finden. - MARIEKE DHONT, Literary Features in the
First Cycle of Speeches in LXX Job (361-378). D. untersucht verschiedene Elemente
des Ubersetzungsstils von Hi 3-14, inshesondere im Blick auf die Frage, was freie
Ubersetzung bedeutet bzw. bedeuten kann.

W. EDWARD GLENNY, Translation Technique in the Minor Prophets (379-392), unter-
sucht neun verschiedene Aspekte der Ubersetzung des Dodekapropheton. Er bleibt bei
der Annahme eines einzigen Ubersetzers, der allerdings nicht starr sondern flexibel
vorgeht: ,,We can say that he evidences great respect for his Vorlage, which he appa-
rently considers to be the word of God. But he also has a conviction that the text he is
translating has a message and meaning for his Greek readers, and he labors to commu-
nicate that message to them.“ (392) - DANIELA SciALABBA, What Does the Noun
dyvonuo Mean in Judith 5:20? (393-400), versucht, die Bedeutung dieses Begriffs, der
in der Bandbreite von ,,Versehen“ bis hin zu ,,schwere Schuld“ Israels interpretiert
wird, zu kléren, wobei sie sich auf die Belege in der Septuaginta und in der Umwelt
bezieht. Sie unterscheidet dabei zwischen dem Kontext des Gesprachs zwischen den
beiden Heiden Achior und Holofernes und den Verstandnismdglichkeiten der
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israelitischen Leser. - ARIE VAN DER Kooy, On the Use of aArogurog in the Septua-
gint (401-408). Die Verwendung des ab Ri 3,3 (oder doch erstmals in Ex 34,15?)
vorkommenden Begriffs unterscheidet sich in der Septuaginta von der Verwendung in
der Umwelt, aber auch gegeniiber Philo und Josephus, und sie unterscheidet sich auch
zwischen 1 und 2 Makk. VdK. meint, dass die Verwendung des Begriffs erst in der
Makkabderzeit entstand und moglicherweise auf das Jesajabuch zurlickgeht, was
allerdings zu einer unerwartet spaten Datierung der Ubersetzung von Ri und Sam
fuhren wiirde. - ANDREW BOwDEN, A Semantic Investigation of Desire in 4 Macca-
bees and Its Bearing on Romans 7:7 (409-424). B. thematisiert die schon verschie-
dentlich festgestellten semantischen Analogien und die Ahnlichkeiten im Wortfeld,
zundchst mit einer ausfiihrlichen Analyse von 4 Makk und dann einer kiirzeren
Betrachtung von Rom 7. Gewiss liegt hier ein &hnliches zeitgendssisches Umfeld vor,
und B. stellt natirlich auch die Unterschiede heraus, trotzdem wird von der Eigen-
dynamik von R6m 7 (und 8) wenig sichtbar. Immerhin widmet sich B. nicht nur den
philologischen Aspekten sondern auch dem theologischen Thema. — JAmES A. E.
MULRONEY, The Standardization of Translation Choice for % within the LXX-Penta-
teuch: iva ti as a Neolinguistic Phrase (425-435). M. betrachtet diese Wiedergabe
(und i 6T fiir 3171) als ,,creative solutions“ der Pentateuchiibersetzer, die dann auch
von weiteren LXX-Ubersetzern iibernommen wurde. PATRICK POUCHELLE, The use of
vovbetéw in the Old Greek of Job and Its Consequences (437-453). “Assuming that
the OG of Job knew at least the Greek Pentateuch, | will argue that the translator has
deliberately replaced madevm and its cognates by vovbetéw”. Das bedeutet auch, dass
der Ubersetzter von Hi und Proverbia nicht identisch sind. — CHRISTOPHER J. FRESCH,
The Peculiar Occurrences of odv in the Septuagint of Genesis and Exodus (455-472),
analysiert die Verwendung von obv fiir die Gestaltung des Erzihlprogresses und
schlieBt daraus, dass die Ubersetzer den Kontext im Blick hatten und fahig waren,
eine idiomatische Ubersetzung zu machen.

EBERHARD BoNs, The Meanings of the Noun oxévdaiov in the Book of Judith (473-
481). Das Wort okévdaiov kommt nur in der Septuaginta und davon abhingiger
Literatur in dieser Form vor. Die profanen Belege der verwandten Woérter kommen
nur im Blick auf Realia vor, nicht in der Ubertragenen Bedeutung, die es in der
Septuaginta erhalten hat. In Judith in 5,1.20 und 12,2 hat das Wort unterschiedliche
und auch vom sonstigen Sprachgebrauch der Septuagint verschiedene Bedeutungen.
Letzteres unterstreicht, dass Judith keine Ubersetzung sondern eine original griechisch
verfasste Erzéhlung ist. - PAuL DANOVE, A Case Frame Description of the Usages of
TiOnw in the Septuagint (483-495). “TiOnw presents the broadest range of licensing
properties of any verb in the Septuagint. This paper resolves the occurrences of tifnu
into twelve distinct usages.” (483) - Miika Tucker, Using Recurring Hebrew Phrases
to Evaluate a Septuagint Translation: Jeremiah 11:1-14 as a Case Study (497-507).
“Deuteronomistic phrases occur in a wide array of biblical texts and usually occur
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more than once. Within the text of the book of Jeremiah, numerous deuteronomistic
phrases have been identified, and they therefore provide a good opportunity to
evaluate the character of LXX Jeremiah as a translation and its relationship to the
translations of other deuteronomistic books.” Die Analyse der dtr Phrasen in Jer
11,1-4 sollte als Grundlage fiir den Vergleich mit der Ubersetzungstechnik in anderen
Buchern dienen. — Ein interessanter Ansatz um &hnliche Texte fir den Vergleich
heranzuziehen.

Teil 111: Interpretation and Reception

EKATERINA MATUSOVA, Interpretation and Reception Deuteronomy Reworked, or
Composition of the Narrative in the Letter of Aristeas (511-529). In neuerer Zeit
findet der Aristeasbrief Interesse auch ber die Frage der Entstehung der Septuaginta
hinaus. M. vertritt die Meinung, dass der Verf. des Briefes den Pentateuch kennt und
Dtn 30,3 im Sinn von “to turn the captivity” versteht, womit ,,the entire composition
can be explained as an elaboration on the combination of Deut 30:1-5 and Deut 4:5-8,
both of which places contain divine promises rewarding the return and loyalty to the
aw among the gentiles. (511) So ware z.B. die Befreiung der Sklaven in Bezug auf
diesen Text verstanden und dargestellt. Die verschiedenen Digressionen im Brief sind
somit keine Abschweifungen sondern illustrieren die Erfullung der Verheifungen: ,,It
is difficult to overlook the fact that Aristeas’s elaboration incorporates all
the points of the promise* (527). - JASON M. ZURAWSKI, From Musar to Paideia, from
Torah to Nomos: How the Translation of the Septuagint Impacted the Paideutic Ideal
in Hellenistic Judaism (531-554). Z. untersucht, wie durch die Wortwahl paideia fiir
hebr. musar die Vorstellungen von Erziehung im hellenistischen Judentum beeinflusst
wurden, und meint, wenn ich es recht verstehe, dass durch die Verwendung in
prophetischen Texten der Aspekt der Strafe verstarkt wurde.

JAN JOOSTEN, Legal Hermeneutics and the Tradition Underlying the Septuagint (555-
563). An Hand des Sklavengesetzes Ex 21,2-11 zeigt J., dass fir die Interpretation der
Septuaginta nicht vorschnell auf (spatere) halachische Traditionen zuruickgegriffen
werden darf, sondern dass die Deutungen vorrangig im Kontext der Septuaginta selbst
zu suchen sind. - MicHAEL N. VAN DER MEER, Literary and Textual History of Joshua
2 (565-591). In diesem sehr langen Beitrag verbindet vdM textgeschichtliche und
literarische Aspekte zu verbinden und kommt wie bei anderen Teilen des Josuabuches
zum Schluss, dass die Differenzen nicht auf Ergénzungen im MT sondern auf
reflektierte Gestaltung in der Septuaginta zurlickgehen. - SVEN LESEMANN, ,,Und
Gideon starb in einem guten Greisenalter“—Ein Fall von theological exegesis in LXX
Ri 8,32a? (593-608). Mit weit ausholenden Uberlegungen erértert L. die Lesarten in
Ri 8,32 (Gideon starb in seiner Stadt / Gideon starb in gutem Alter / Gideon starb in
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einer guten Stadt) und fiihrt die zweite Lesart auf rabbinische Tradition (die vielleicht
einen nicht erhaltenen hebr. Bezugstext gehabt haben konnte) zurlick.

MARTIN MEISER, The Septuagint Translation of the Books of Kings in the Context
of the Literary History of Early Judaism (609- 623). “There is a growing awareness in
Septuagint research that one cannot simply take the much debated rationale for the
translation of the Torah and apply it to the translations of the other parts of what later
became biblical books.” (609) Auf diesem Hintergrund erdrtert M. mogliche Motiva-
tionen fiir die Ubersetzung (bzw. zunéchst schon der Autoritét) der Geschichtsbiicher,
wobei er zunéchst die geistesgeschichtliche Entwicklung von der Zeit des Exils bis in
das 1. Jh. n.Chr. skizziert. M. hebt besonders auf die identitatsfordernde Bedeutung
dieser Schriften (und der dahinter stehenden Schreiberkreise) ab, wobei die
Akzentuierungen im Einzelnen durchaus wechseln. Dieses Anliegen schlégt sich
neben der Tradierung auch in der Bearbeitung und Neugestaltung (z.B. Chronik)
und nicht zuletzt in der Ubersetzungstétigkeit nieder. - PETR CHALUPA, Erzéhlung
und Gesetz im Buch Ester (625-636). In der (sog.) Septuagintafassung und im
Alphatext hat das Gesetz /haben Gesetze weniger Bedeutung fiir den Ablauf oder
als Folge der Ereignisse als im MT und in der Darstellung des Josephus.
THoMmAs J. KRrRAus, Harry Potter—Septuaginta—Mpythologie: Der Basilisk—
Fabelwesen, Kdénig der Schlangen, Inkarnation des Bdsen oder was? (637-651).
Dieser ungewdhnliche und spannende Beitrag “diskutiert, wie der Basilisk [in Ps
90,13 und Jes 59,5] in die Septuaginta gelangen konnte, welche Vorstellungen hinter
diesem merkwirdigen Wesen standen, was sich Menschen friher unter diesem
vorstellten und wie die weitere Bedeutungs- und Rezeptionsgeschichte des Basilisken
bis in die Gegenwart hinein verliefen.” - JOHANN Cook, Between Text and
Interpretation: An Exegetical Commentary on LXX Proverbs (653-670). ,,This paper
has dealt with a number of, hopefully, representative issues concerning the exegetical
commentary of LXX Proverbs“ und bietet eine Auslegung von 1,1-4. - SETH A.
BLEDSOE, “Strange” Interpretations in LXX Proverbs (671- 693). Wahrend die
Begriffe a1 und »151 (fremd, Fremder) im hebr. Spriichebuch weithin negativ besetzt
sind, werden sie im Griechischen verschieden, aber weithin neutral Ubersetzt, was
nach dem ,,social setting und der ,,ideological agenda* der Ubersetzer fragen lisst. —
MaRrIo CiMOsA and GILLIAN BONNEY, Hope in the LXX Version of Job and in Some
Texts of the Fathers of the Church (695-713). C. und B. widmen sich vor allem der
Frage der Auferstehungsvorstellung im griechischen Hiobbuch und in dessen é&lterer
Auslegung. - Al T. NGUNGA, TTvedpa in the Old Greek of Isaiah (715-726). N. stellt
die Bedeutung der Vorstellung fir die Hoffnungen der alexandrinischen Gemeinde
heraus und spricht sich auf Grund seiner Beobachtungen fiir die These von (nur)
einem Ubersetzer aus. - JELLE VERBURG, Truths Translated: Notes on LXX lsaiah
2:6-21 (727-740). “The translation of 99w into xai meceitan in Isa 2:17 can best be
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explained in light of contemporary politics” (727). Diese sieht N. vor allem in
innerjlidischen Spannungen.

GERT J. STEYN, Dodekapropheton Quotations in Matthew’s Gospel (741-761). S.
untersucht die Textformen der Zitate, wobei ein Unterschied zwischen Zitaten in
tibernommenen Texten und im Sondergut auffallt: ,,The situation regarding the text
form of the 12P quotations in Matthew is rather complex and most of the 12P quo-
tations differ substantially from the extant witnesses of the passages quoted. This
investigation assesses the textcritical data in order to establish whether there is
evidence of alternative text forms that might support or coincide with the Matthean
readings. After all ten cases have been analyzed, it is concluded that Matthew follows
Mark closely with the 12P in his Markan material. But in the single 12P quotation
from the Q material, Matthew is closer to Micah than to Luke. However, none of the
three 12P fulfilment quotations agree with the existing or extant LXX text forms. In
fact, they display closer alignment towards the known Hebrew texts. Does this per-
haps point to an alternative Vorlage or a testimonium collection?* (741). — Spiegelt
sich hier vielleicht die Entwicklung der Septuaginta von Old Greek zu kaige- bzw.
semi-kaige-artigen Texten und andererseits auch das Umfeld des Matthdus bzw. seiner
Quellen?

Der Band wird abgeschlossen mit einer Lister der Beitragenden und erschlossen von
einem Quellen- und einem Sachregister (einschliel3lich der hebr. und griech. Worter).

Insgesamt bietet der Band eine Heerschau der Septuagintaforschung, allerdings
auch in erheblicher Mischung. Neben Beitrdgen, die wichtige Fragen aufgreifen und
interessante und manchmal (berraschende Einsichten bieten, stehen Beitrage, die oft
nur bescheidene Details erdrtern, diese aber weitreichend interpretieren. Dass — wie in
der Gliederung des Bandes mit Textual Criticism, Philology und Interpretation and
Reception zu erkennen — verschiedene Fragehorizonte berlcksichtigt sind, ist
erfreulich. Die Unterschiedlichkeit der methodischen Zugdnge und auch manche
Erdrterungen lassen Raum fiir Fragen und Diskussionen.

Siegfried Kreuzer

Kirchliche Hochschule Wuppertal/Bethel
Wuppertal, Deutschland
kreuzer@thzw.de
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JAMES AITKEN (ed.), T&T Clark Companion to the Septuagint. London, New Delhi,
New York, Sydney: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015. xxx + 592 pp., ISBN 978-0-567-
03134-1.

This excellent volume aims to introduce and summarize the main issues involved in
the different books of the Septuagint. Some contributors are established scholars, but
others have been chosen from “the younger generation of scholars to comment on the
established positions and indicate future paths of investigation” (ix).

The volume opens with an introduction to the Septuagint that is too brief to be use-
ful. For example, about the origins of the LXX Pentateuch, “clouded in uncertainty,”
we learn nothing more than that Alexandrian Jews “likely” needed a translation
because they were losing their Hebrew (3-4). The recent debate about alternative
scenarios (Ptolemaic sponsorship, school setting) goes unmentioned.

The main focus is on the book introductions, formatted according to the following
sections: Editions, General Characteristics, Time & Place of Composition, Language,
Translation and Composition, Key Text-Critical Issues, Ideology & Exegesis, Recep-
tion History, Bibliography. The introductions are generally very informative and up to
date. Some of them impressed me by their adequate summaries and capable formu-
lations of the state of the question, such as Ngunga & Schaper (lsa), Satterthwaite
(Judg), Boyd-Taylor (Esth), to name but a few.

Great variety is visible in how the various contributors fill their sections in, as
witness the treatments of reception history for Gen, Exod, Num and Job. Most authors
present a balanced state of the question with a high introductory value. They very
rarely identify “future paths of investigation,” though.

While reading this volume, my mind frequently wandered to Septuaginta Deutsch:
Erlauterungen und Kommentare ... (ed. M. Karrer & W. Kraus; Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), since a comparison between both works almost suggests
itself. Let me start with the observation that linguistic issues, which are not always on
the radar of the LXX.D contributors, receive a fuller treatment here. This is not sur-
prising given the research of authors like Aitken (who signed up for 5 contributions),
Evans and Voitila. And, as could be expected, the Companion writers generally exert
more restraint with respect to claims about the translators’ ideology and exegesis than
their German colleagues. Good examples of introducing the issues at stake while
taking a cautious stance are Aitken (Ps) and Hauspie (Ezek). But restraint can go too
far. Good (Chron) limits himself to a word of caution and practically ignores the ques-
tion of ideology. His introduction falls far behind Labahn / Sdnger (Paraleipomenon)
in LXX.D. Scarlata (Gen), while acknowledging the possibility of exegetically
motivated renderings, mainly points to the Vorlage to explain deviations. His
contradictory statements on the subject do not really introduce us to the issues at
stake. To my mind, the present volume would have gained in scope through a more
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systematic interaction with the LXX.D Erlauterungen. VVan der Meer (Josh) is one of
the very few authors who refers to it at all. In sum, it is wise to consult the Companion
and the Erlauterungen side by side.

The carefully edited volume is preceded by a glossary of technical terms and
concluded by one index, viz. of biblical references.

THEO VAN DER Louw
Emmeloord, Netherlands
theo_vanderlouw@sil.org

Siegfried Kreuzer (ed.), Einleitung in die Septuaginta. Handbuch zur Septuaginta /
Handbook of the Septuagint, Band 1. Gitersloh: Gutersloher Verlagshaus 2016.
718 pp., ISBN: 978-3-579-08100-7.

The “Einleitung in die Septuaginta”, edited by Siegfried Kreuzer, is based on the
“Septuaginta Deutsch”, a translation of the LXX into German, which has been accom-
panied by two commentary volumes. The “Septuaginta Deutsch” project coincides
with similar projects, such as the “New English translation of the Septuagint” (NETS),
the still ongoing English “Septuagint commentary series”, the still ongoing French
commentary series of the “La Bible d’Alexandrie”, and the Spanish “La biblia
griega”. The entanglement with this greater context of research shows in the selection
of contributors: About half of the authors of the introductions into individual books
have already contributed to the “Septuaginta Deutsch” — though responsibilities for
individual books have sometimes changed. The other half has been chosen among
internationally recognized scholars, the greater part of whom are involved in one of
the above mentioned projects. A second introduction, “The T&T Clark Companion of
the Septuagint”, edited by J. Aitken, which is based on the NETS, has been published
at approximately the same time. While the “T&T Clark Companion” is part of the
“T&T Clark companion series”, the “Einleitung” figures as the first volume of a
projected 5-volume work, the “Handbook of the Septuagint”. Dedicated to the text
history, language, historical context, theology and reception history of the Septuagint
the following volumes are supposed to further intensify the first volume’s central
subjects. The “Einleitung” therefore sets directions.

The “Einleitung in die Septuaginta” opens with a detailed introduction, which in
contrast to the introduction to the “T&T Clark companion” includes detailed discus-
sions of controversial theories. The historical context (1) and likely motivations for a
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Greek translation (2) are discussed. Special attention is paid to a possible
distinction between an internal (Jewish) origin and a secondary (external) motivation
for the Septuagint’s publication (49). A hypothesis, which has been presented by
Aitken in the “T&T Clark companion” and before, which — based on the literary level
of the Pentateuch being judged as moderate — considers its translators coming from
the Egyptian province rather than from an educated Alexandrian background, is not
referred to. The following subchapter discusses the “original Septuagint” or “Old
Greek” in the context of the existing editions (3) and later revisions (4; 5; 6). Special
attention is paid to the late revaluation of the so called Lucian or Antiochene text.

The introduction chapter is followed by a presentation of text witnesses, which
synchronizes the history of the text witnesses with the simultaneous development of
the Hebrew text on the one hand and quotations and translations of the Septuagint on
the other.

The main part of the “Einleitung in die Septuaginta” is made up of the individual
introductions to the single books. The order of the books in the “Einleitung” follows
the order of the books in LXX.D, having the Psalms of Solomon follow the psalms
and odes — instead of being situated between Sirach and the prophetic books as it is
the case in Rahlfs. Collective titles suggest a logic underlying this order. In contrast to
the “T&T Clark Companion”, who only refers to The Prayer of Manasseh (Ode 12),
the only ode not already part of another book of the Septuagint, the “Einleitung” refers
to the book as a whole (however, section “3. Sprachliches, inhaltliches und theo-
logisches Profil” concentrates on the Prayer). The introductions to the books of the
Pentateuch and to the twelve Minor Prophets are preceded by a general introduction.

The introductions to single books generally follow the same structure: 1. biblio-
graphy (1.1. text and editions; 1.2. Qumran; 1.3. translations and commentaries; 1.4.
extended bibliography); 2. Textual transmission and editions; 3. translation technique,
time and place of the translation; 4. characteristics of language, content and theology;
5. aspects of reception history; 6. perspectives of research). However, this pattern is
not slavishly followed and deviations by individual authors have obviously been
accepted by the editor. Each introduction into a single book starts with an extensive
and clearly arranged bibliography. The dedication of a specific section to Qumranic
texts underlines their high text-historical and text-critical value.

Under textual transmission and editions, the common conviction of the necessity
of a principal distinction between the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek and the proto-
MT shows in the quasi ubiquitous discussion of their relation, which turns out to be
one of the predominant questions of research (164, 223, 227, 248, 467, 572, 624, 632).
The insight that composition and transmission cannot be sharply distinguished is
common ground (227, 249-250). The particularly helpful detailed evaluation of
critical editions reveals significant differences concerning the starting point of any
further research (214).
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The different dealings with translation techniques graphically illustrates a couple
of fundamental problems, which are explicitly addressed in individual contributions.
There is not only no general consensus about the meaning of the term. There are no
generally accepted indicators for literacy, constituting one end of a possible scale
(152). The repeatedly suggested indicators of a compliance of word order and the
attempt to establish a concordant translation ignore to what degree the target language
has to be focused on, in order to create a translation (as distinguished from an inter-
linear translation) (152, cf. also 344). A helpful indication is given by the suggestion
to compare the translation technique of the LXX with that of other contemporary
translations (145). While “translation” strictly spoken can only refer to the critical
reconstructed Old Greek vis-a-vis its reconstructed Vorlage (230), the uncertainty
concerning both reveals another difficulty.

The discussions of time and place hardly reveal any surprises. Alexandria as the
most frequently assumed place of origin is often mentioned without any preceding
discussion other than by reference to general considerations as reflected in the
introduction.

According to the editor’s introduction characteristics of language — as distin-
guished from translation techniques dealt with in the preceding chapter — is supposed
to refer to the contextualization of the Greek of a particular book within the general
development of the Greek language. However, the distinction between both terms
creates difficulties, which show in frequent redundancies (603, 604) as well as in the
fact that several authors deal with the question of language in only one chapter.

Any particular intentions of the translator concerning content and theology on the
one hand and both a faithful representation of the Hebrew Vorlage (117) and a
random process of revisions (467, 471) on the other are frequently presented as
mutual exclusive alternatives. However, a literal translation might go hand in hand
with changing keyword-connections, which is frequently considered as an indication
of theological intentions (116). On the other hand, a random process might not
indicate any specific intentions, but can be influenced by implicit interests.

Often it is rather the MT than the reconstructed Hebrew Vorlage, which serves as a
reference point for the description of a distinct content or theology. With regard to the
particularly illustrative example of the book of Jeremiah, this is regarded as paying
tribute to both the exegetes’ and the readers’ preunderstanding (581) by one of the
authors. Wherever the (original) Septuagint is judged to be based on an earlier
Hebrew text, it is often rather the theological profile of MT in comparison to the
earlier text represented by LXX, which is the object of description (247).
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Concerning the discussion of language, content and theology there is a fundamen-
tal difference between contributions dealing with books transmitted in Hebrew and
books only transmitted in Greek (16). While the first concentrate on the differences to
the Hebrew text, i.e. on outstanding abbreviations from another text, which they do
not intend to analyse in the first place and which is considered to be known in its MT
version, the latter’s analysis, which is supposed to deal with the book as a whole,
necessarily stays more general.

The discussions of the reception history concern either the biblical books or tradi-
tions in general or the Septuagint version of a book or tradition in particular. The use
of lamentations for 9 Av (604) can hardly be restricted to the Septuagint. On the other
side of the spectrum are contributors, who carefully discuss even the Greek recension,
which is quoted (229) or explicitly exclude the Septuagint as reference text (158).
Sometimes the reference point remains unclear (350).

Every introduction into a single book closes with further perspectives of research.
Those who are not constraint to the consolidation of areas of research that have
already been worked on (278, 295), open up interdisciplinary approaches in particular:
Besides the already mentioned preparation of more complete critical editions, the
following occur repeatedly: The necessity of further analysis of the relationship of the
Septuagint and translations other than the VL (288); the reevaluation of the Greek of
the LXX in the context of contemporary Greek (352) and the understanding of the
LXX in the context of nonbiblical Hellenistic literature (288).

The “Einleitung in die Septuaginta” concludes with a chapter titled The Septuagint
and the New Testament, which in two subchapters deals with the relevance of the
Septuagint in early Christianity and with the relevance of quotations of the Septuagint
in the New Testament for the understanding of the history of biblical traditions. The
high influence granted oral quotations questions the value of quotations as referring to
a specific version.

Single contributions are marked by minor weaknesses (e.g. avoidable redundan-
cies; inconsistencies in abridgements and terminology). It is unclear if the lack of
clarity concerning the favored reference point of receptions lays in the responsibility
of the contributors or results from open editorial standards. Inconsistencies, which
result from different opinions of single authors, are the inevitably price to pay for
having included so many outstanding scholars. While the general introduction pays
tribute to controversial theories, single contributions cover discussions of controver-
sial theories (412) to a distinctively different degree. The editor, who has sometimes
contributed to single introductions in the extent of a paragraph (249) or a subchapter
(171-172), occasionally undertakes cautious corrections of inconsistencies. The
differing understanding of terms such as translation critique and literacy, which are
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furthermore frequently discussed within single contributions, illustrates
shortcoming of the scientific debate independent of the book. This illustration is of
great value.

As the “T&T Clark companion to the Septuagint” for English speaking readers, the
“Einleitung in die Septuaginta” closes a significant gap. Regardless of some minor
deficiencies, most of which could easily be resolved in a later edition, the book
certainly has the making of a standard reference work, which will not need to be
replaced in any near future.

JOHANNA ERZBERGER
Department of Theology
University of Pretoria
johannaerzberger@web.de
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IOSCS — Matters

I. Minutes: IOSCS General Business Meeting
Atlanta, GA — Nov 23, 2015

1. The Business Meeting was opened by the President, Jan Joosten.

2. Since Dirk Buchner, our Treasurer was absent, the President briefly
summarised his report (attached) and noted the positive balances in both
IOSCS (> $17,000.00) and NETS (> $5,000.00) Accounts.

3. Siegfried Kreuzer briefly summarised the Report on JSCS. He noted
permission has been granted by Eisenbrauns to put all issues of JSCS on our
Internet Site (with the suggestion to exclude the last three issues). Hans
Ausloos will open a Bank Account in the name of IOSCS in Belgium in order
to facilitate receiving dues in Europe. This account charges no fees for
charitable organizations. He concluded by thanking those who had helped
with book reviews and peer reviews of articles.

4. Although absent, a Report on the SCS Series by Wolfgang Kraus was
noted. Some 2 volumes were published this year with 8 in different stages of
preparation.

5. Reports were given by Peter Gentry on the Hexapla Project, by Martin
Karrer on LXX.D, by Robert Hiebert on the SBL Commentary Series, and
by Jan Joosten on the Historical Lexicon Project. LXX.D holds another con-
ference in Wuppertal, 21-24 July, 2016. The Historical Lexicon has com-
pleted a fascicle covering a-y.

6. Jan Joosten gave the President’s Report. He noted:
« we now have a Facebook Page managed by Marieke Dhont
« the JSCS is doing well under the competent Editorship of S. Kreuzer
+ the Congress Volume for Miinchen, 2013 is well on its way to completion
+ The Wevers Prize was awarded to Dr. Christoffer Theis
+ The Editor is now part of the Prize Committee (cf. IOSCS Electronic
Executive Business Meeting; mail April 30", 2015).
+ Leonard Greenspoon was thanked for organizing the SBL Meetings for
many years. This responsibility will be taken up by Karen Jobes.
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 The next Annual Meeting will be in conjunction with IOSOT in
Stellenbosch, 4-9 September, 2016.

AOB: A query was raised as to whether IOSCS has organized a
session on T. Muraoka’s Lexicon. The answer was given that it has.

7. Motion: to Adopt the Slate of the Nominating Committee
Reinhart Ceulemans (Leuven)
Tuukka Kauhanen (Helsinki)
Alison Salvesen (Oxford)

Moved: Peter Gentry
Second: Ben Wright
Passed Unanimously

8. The Meeting was Adjourned
Respectfully submitted: Peter J Gentry, Secretary

II. Treasurer’s Report

1) International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies
Summary: Farmer’s State Bank-Account July 1, 2015 — June 30, 2016

Balance 06/30/15 17,787.19
Total Credits 11,950.82
Total Debits: -10,162.78

Balance 06/30/16 19,575.23
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2) New English translation of the Septuagint, U.S. Dollar Account
Summary: FSB-Account July 1, 2015 — June 30, 2016

Balance 06/30/15 5,298.73
Credits: (royalties paid into IOSCS account in July 2014,
January 2015 and July 2015 3,960.47
Total Credits 3,960.47
Debits: Total Debits: 0.00

Balance 06/30/14 9,259.20

Submitted: Dirk L. Biichner, Treasurer
Audited: Loriane Frewing
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