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Introduction

It is well known to any one that ever perused the Septuagint, that they
often translate word for word; though the phrase that results from it be
against the genius of the Greek tongue.

—Bentley, A Dissertation upon the Epistles of Phalaris

To approach Koine Greek as a sort of debased Classical Greek is a serious
mistake.
—Lee, “The Vocabulary of the Septuagint and Documentary Evidence”

The language of the Septuagint has a mixed reputation. There are many
reasons for this state of affairs. But in large measure it has®arisen from
the simple fact that the Septuagint is a diverse corpus of mostly translated
texts, produced by many people in many places thretighout,thé ancient
Mediterranean world over an uncertain period of time.Differing scholarly
assessments of the Greek found in the Septuagintyunderstandably arise
from perspectives that emphasize different aspectsiof the data and assess it
against different standards.

As a result of this general state’of affairsythe questions of first impor-
tance for evaluating the language of the Septuagint are: Which data and
what standards? There is a long-standing tradition within biblical scholar-
ship that views the degree of word-for-word correspondence to the source
text as the data fundamental to evaluating the language of the Septuagint.
This approach sets the Greek text,constantly in relationship with its sup-
posed Hebrew or Aramaic Votlage—typically using MT—and examines
the two together inderms of their grammatical alignment as a standard.
Other scholars, however, frame the discussion in different terms, prefer-
ring instead toaddress'the Septuagint first of all in light of its contemporary
Greek linguistic milieu and only then to attempt to describe its language
and style asqa text.
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The present study follows the second path. In so doing, I continue on
in the routes trodden by many others, such as Adolf Deissmann, Henry
St. John Thackeray, John A. L. Lee, Trevor V. Evans, and James K. Aitken.
These scholars have repeatedly shown the importance of situating the lan-
guage of the Septuagint within the broader history of Greek. From this
perspective, the standard against which the language of the Septuagint is
examined is found in the Greek linguistic milieu in which it was produced.
Moreover, our knowledge of that milieu depends entirely upon the data
offered by the surviving written sources from that era.

Yet as others have recognized and as is a central concern in this study,
there are serious shortcomings in how the primary evidence for Greek
has been handled in the reference works most commonly used among
Septuagint scholars. Though the literary sources are themselves very rele-
vant, of particular importance—and in regular neglect—is the nonliterary
evidence for Greek found especially in the papyri and inscriptions. As dif-
ficult as they can be to navigate and decipher, these nonliterary sources
preserve the variety of Greek closest to that most common throughout the
Septuagint corpus. Because papyrology is such a vivacious discipline unto
itself, more nonliterary sources are published each year. Yet, despite the
widespread acknowledgement of its importance for Greek and Septuagint
scholarship, the incorporation of this evidence into referen¢e works has
barely begun. It is true that the last decade has seen comparatively greater
interest in Septuagint vocabulary, as is evident in néw’projects such as
the ongoing HTLS and the publication of several relatéd yolumes.! But
Septuagint lexicography as a whole remains remarkably,underdeveloped,
unsettled in method, and practically isolated fromyits broader postclassical
Greek linguistic milieu.

The language of the Septuagint'is the heart of this volume, specifically
the interconnected challenges of lexical semantics and lexicography. This
study sets out not only to draw attenition to intramural debates and disci-
plinary shortcomings, but to contextualize them, to provide a constructive
proposal for moving ferward, and to demonstrate the validity and value of
that proposal through textually based studies. To accomplish these tasks,
I will focus ondwo key issues‘that bear certain conspicuous theoretical
similarities. One key issue is the ongoing scholarly tendency to evaluate

1. Most significant here would be the volumes by Joosten and Bons (2011); Bons,
Brucker, and Joesten (2014); and Bons, Joosten, and Hunziker-Rodewald (2015).
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the language of the Septuagint from a lexical semantic perspective using
the Hebrew Bible as a point of departure, a problematic approach that is
deeply entangled with the history of biblical philology. Although in centu-
ries past this approach was in some ways logistically justifiable, the burden
of lexicographical research must now shift decisively in a Greek-oriented
direction (as shown in ch. 2). Another key issue is to illustrate the benefits
of analyzing stages in the textual development of the Septuagint in relation
to broader language change in postclassical Greek. Similar to the tendency
in lexical semantics just noted, Septuagint scholarship has typically evalu-
ated Greek textual revisions primarily in terms of their relationship to the
text of the Hebrew Bible. Although doing so is certainly appropriate, there
is much to learn about the motivations for such revision and those who
undertook it when the changes are also viewed as Greek linguistic phe-
nomena (as shown in chs. 3-5). What connects these two issues—lexical
semantics and textual revision—is the importance of handling the lan-
guage of the Septuagint as part of the history of Greek at both practical and
theoretical levels of lexicography.

The Textual History of Judges

The textual forum I have chosen for several case studiesgdn»Septuagint
lexicography and postclassical Greek language change fis_the book of
Judges. As explained in more detail below, because the'book.ofJudges is
a so-called double text in the textual history of the Septuagint, it offers
a window into two distinct stages of the booksThese twefstages contain
numerous instances of divergent vocabulary choices{that reflect deliber-
ateness in both original selection and subsequentchange within the textual
development of the book. The case studies in Greek Judges illustrate the
practicalities and payoff of a Greek-oriented lexicographical method that
situates the language of the Septuagint squarely within its contemporary
historical and linguistic context.?

Though this studyifocuses almost exclusively upon Greek, it is impor-
tant to highlight that thatifocus isypossible in large measure thanks to the
textual stability/of the Hebrewstradition of Judges, to which we now turn
our attention.

2. Evans (2010) provides an exemplar for this approach in the book of Tobit, one
that first sparkedimy thinking for the present study.
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Hebrew

The most up-to-date critical text of Judges in Hebrew is that of Natalio
Fernandez Marcos (2011) in the BHQ series, which will serve as the point
of departure for all discussion in this study.? In terms of the textual history
of the book in Hebrew, at a general level the MT of Judges appears on the
basis of the available evidence to be very well-preserved, and therefore it
“should be preferred over the variant readings of the versions or a good
number of conjectures” (Fernandez Marcos 2011, 5*). There is little varia-
tion between extant Hebrew textual witnesses, as is reflected in the BHQ
apparatus, and the MT usually preserves “an acceptable/good/preferable
text” (Tov 2012, 486). The Vulgate, Peshitta, and targum of Judges each
appear to have had source texts very close to the MT, sometimes perhaps
more so than that of the Greek version (Ausloos 2016, 277). The latter
is a much more complicated case and is discussed below, but even so,
many Greek variants appear to have arisen from haplography, parablepsis,
assimilation, alternative vocalization, or explication (Fernandez Marcos
2011, 8%).4

More significant than the versions for Hebrew textual history are the
few but important witnesses discovered near the Dead Sea (see Lange
2016; Trebolle Barrera 2016a, 2016b). There are three fragments known
from the Qumran site: 1QJudg (1Q6), 4QJudg® (4Q49), . and 4QJudg®
(4Q50).> There is broad agreement that 4Q50 and 1@6"are very close to
MT with only minor variants due mostly to haplography, orthography,
and contextual assimilations (Ferndandez Marces 2011, 6*;see also 2003).
Scholars diverge more meaningfully in their evaltiation of 4Q49 since it
preserves the text of 6:2-13 with a minusat verses,7<10. As early as Julius
Wellhausen, verses 7-10 had been#iewed bysome as a later editorial (Elo-
histic or Deuteronomistic) insértion purely on literary-critical grounds.

3. For a fairly recent survey of literature on the book of Judges in general, see
Murphy (2017).

4. Satterthwaite (1991) also discusses theologically motivated variants.

5. A fourth‘manuscript known as XJudges also exists in seven privately owned
fragments but.is of unknown origin (see Fernandez Marcos 2011, 5*-6%). It preserves
just seventy-six complete or partial words, with no textual variants from MT (Lange
2016, 282-83)sLater evidence for the Hebrew text of Judges from the Cairo Genizah
was not collated in/BHQ owing to its variants having been shown to postdate MT
(Goshen-Gottstein 1976; Sanders 1999; Fernandez Marcos 2006, 34).
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So when 4Q49 was discovered in 1952 with precisely those verses miss-
ing, Julio Trebolle Barrera—who edited the fragment in the DJD series
(1995)—argued that it preserves a shorter, earlier form of Judges (cf.
1989, esp. 239).° Since then others have followed suit (e.g., Tov 2002, 156;
Ulrich 2008, 494; Rezetko 2013, 10-31; Ausloos 2014). Among those who
have deemed 6:7-10 a plus, some have argued for a pre-Deuteronomistic
monarchial setting for the insertion, while others favor a setting in the late
Second Temple period.” On the contrary, many scholars argue instead that
the variant in 4Q49 at 6:7-10 represents a minus, perhaps an instance of
parablepsis (i.e., homoioarcton from -"in 6:7 to - in 6:11) or abbreviation
(see, e.g., Amit 1999; Block 1999; O’Connell 1996; Rofé 2011). Fernandez
Marcos (2003) has also argued that 4Q49 is too short a fragment to draw
such a far-reaching conclusion about the literary development of the book
of Judges (see also Hess 1997).

Whatever else might be said about the significance of 4Q49 for the
textual history of Judges in Hebrew, it need not detain our attention here,
as it does not in fact bear upon the present study in any major way. Even
granting that Judg 6:7-10 represents an editorial insertion, it must have
occurred early enough to have been present in the Vorlage of the Greek
translator, who rendered it in his text just as one would expect on the basis
of the reading in MT. In fact, Fernandez Marcos (2011, 9*)finds that the
original Greek translation (OG) was “a quite literal version of@ text very
similar, although not identical to MT.’® Similarly, evensgranting that 4Q49
does represent a distinct literary version of Judges, thatversion was appar-
ently either unknown to or of little concern amongthosewho later revised
the existing Greek version of Judges against @ pfoto=MT text. In short,

6. Trebolle Barrera (2000, 455) also notes that six,out of ten variant readings in
4Q49 do not align with either MT or LXX.

7. See Hendel and Joosten (2018, 57=58) for the former and Rezetko (2013) for
the latter, both mounting arguments upon (theoretically opposed) historical linguistic
grounds.

8. With this statement inyview, Ausloos (2016, 278) suggests that more OG vari-
ants should therefore be ‘considered@s witnesses to a different Hebrew Vorlage” How-
ever, FernandezMarcos (2011, 9*) immediately follows his statement by saying that
the OG “was_not asiliteral as it has been supposed by previous studies based on GB
lie., ]ung], which has been corrected towards MT” On that note, it is important to
recognize thatybecause a critical text of OG has not yet been produced, and thus no
full studies of it undertaken, generalizing statements about the translation approach
must be made(and/or read) with caution.



6 Postclassical Greek and Septuagint Lexicography

both the original translation of Judges into Greek and its later revision
clearly worked with Vorlagen that were aligned with the otherwise stable
and well-preserved tradition represented in MT (see Soggin 1981, 67-69;
Ferndndez Marcos 2003, 15; Satterthwaite 2015, 102).°

Greek

The textual history of Greek Judges is far more complex. This complexity is
itself striking in view of the apparent stability of the Hebrew textual tradi-
tion. But that stability is important insofar as it encourages the assumption
of a (more or less) consistent source text behind the significant amount of
divergence within the textual history of the Greek version.

Over the past two centuries, scholars have evaluated the divergence
within the textual evidence for Greek Judges in various ways. Up through
the end of the nineteenth century, most scholars presumed there was a
single OG translation that was later revised (see Montalvo 1977, 7-10).
This view seems to have influenced early scholarly editions of the Sep-
tuagint that appeared around the turn of the twentieth century, which
printed either the text of the Alexandrinus (A) or Vaticanus (B) codices.!?
However, around that same period Paul de Lagarde (1891) postulated
that these two texts actually derived from independent OG"translations
(see esp. 71-72; see also Moore 1895, 1912). Alfred Rahlfs also found the
extensive difference between these codices in the textof Greek Judges dif-
ficult to reconcile, especially in chapter 5. Perhaps as amod to his mentor
Lagarde, when Rahlfs compiled his 1935 manual‘editionsof the Septua-
gint he printed an eclectic text based on A in the'upper part of the page
(Judg?) and one based on B in the lower part (Judg®). Rahlfs’s decision
would prove influential for later s€holarshipyas A. V. Billen (1942), Paul
Kahle (1959), and others contifiued tofadvance Lagarde’s two-translation
theory (see Ottley 1920, 22-23; Jellicoe 1968, 280-83; Fernandez Marcos
2000, 94; Harlé 1995, 26).

9. Although opinion has fluctuated as to how the Greek tradition developed, as
discussed below; no scholars have convincingly posited an alternative Hebrew version
on that basis(Fernandez Marcos 2003, 2). The exception to this rule may be Judg 5
(see Ferndndez Marcos 2011, 8%; Tov 2012, 487-88; Ausloos 2016, 278), which does
not come undef examination in this study, but see LaMontagne (2019).

10. Swete (1887) printed B, while Brooke and McLean (1897, 1917) printed A
and, later, an€clectic text based on B.
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A Single Old Greek Translation

While the issue was vigorously debated in the mid-twentieth century,
scholars have now entirely abandoned Lagarde’s view. Over the years,
numerous studies have shown that the textual evidence for Greek Judges
does not represent distinct translations, but rather a complex admixture
of different stages and kinds of revision of a single OG text.!! The first
substantial defense of this view against the Lagardian double-translation
thesis was Otto Pretzl (1926), who argued that it was impossible for the
two text-types to represent independent translations in view of the high
frequency with which they agree with one another against the Hebrew.
Pretzl classified manuscript families into A and B types, the former of
which having three groups (AI, AIl, and AIII). Important refinements to
these groups were then made by Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen (1951), who
presented further evidence from syntax and vocabulary for a single OG
translation. In addition to showing that there is Hexaplaric influence in
all text groups, especially the A groups, Soisalon-Soininen demonstrated
how the later revision to the (older) text(s) of Greek Judges tended to
bring the text closer to a Hebrew exemplar very close or identical to MT
(cf. Aejmelaeus 2020). A decade later, Dominique Barthélemy’s land-
mark study of the Nahal Hever scroll confirmed that the Bstext of Greek
Judges reflects a Hebraizing revision and also took thelcritical\step of
connecting that revisional work to the kaige phenemenon, (1963, esp.
34-5,47).12

The work of Walter Bodine (1980) carried forward the‘conclusions of
Soisalon-Soininen and Barthélemy and led. to impottant developments.
First of all, Bodine identified, on the one handyhew the B group does
indeed clearly stand within the kaige revision. Yet Bodine—aware that
kaige was a tradition or movement, rather than'a singular phenomenon—
also showed the “peculiarities” of the B group with respect to other kaige
texts that made it distinct (67).!* Second, and more central to the present

11. See the‘surveys in Harl¢ and Roqueplo (1999, 25-27); Satterthwaite (2015,
102-5); Dogniez (2016); and.LaMontagne (2019, 15-20).

12. By this time, Schréiner (1957, 1961a, 1961b) considered Soisalon-Soininen’s
conclusions cenicerning the single OG translation theory to be fully established.

13. More recently, Karrer (2012, 605) has also classified the extant text of Greek
Judges from Sinaiticus (S) as “a second main witness for the ‘kaige’-text”
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purposes, Bodine further refined the witnesses in the textual groups (and
subgroups), which are given in table 1.1.14

Table 1.1. Textual groups of Greek Judges

Al AGabckx

All KZgln(o)w + (d)ptv?
Al MNhyb,

B B(d)efjm(o)qsz + imrua,

The last few decades of scholarship has identified the AII group in par-
ticular (the so-called Antiochene/Lucianic text) as the best witness to the
OG text of Judges, particularly when supported by the pre-Hexaplaric
Old Latin version (Bodine 1980, 134-36; Lindars 1987; Dorival, Harl,
and Munnich 1988, 175; Trebolle Barrera 1989, 1991, 2005; Fernandez
Marcos 2011, 7*). Still greater clarity concerning the textual history of
Greek Judges has come from the studies published by José Manuel Canas
Reillo as he has labored since 2013 to compile the Géttingen edition for
the book. Having collated the evidence, including some new manuscripts,
Canas Reillo (2020a, 546-47) has found enough “new data to corroborate
the idea of a single original text” and to “dismantle” the notiofof a double-
translation. The most up-to-date refinements of the textual. groups have
now been published be Canas Reillo (2020b).

Before saying more about the revision to the OG,text of Judges, it is
worth addressing several doctoral dissertations™that have advanced the
two-translation theory of Greek Judges in some way.!> Although their
work remains unpublished, both John Ludlum (1957) and David Mon-
talvo (1977) advance their arguments based on the divergent vocabulary
of Greek Judges, which of course comes under close consideration in this
study. Their basic argument is that,iif lexical differences between the two

14. These manuscript sigla conform to those employed in the Cambridge larger
Septuagint (see Brooke and Melean 1906, v-vii) rather than the numerical sigla
employed in Rahlfs andthe Gottingen edition. On the latter, see Rahlfs (1914, 2004).
For comparative tables, now/slightly out of date, see Jellicoe (1968, 360-69). For the
full list of manuscripts andeditions currently being collated for the Géttingen edition
of Judges, see @anas Reillo (2020b, 177).

15. Notably, Tov (2012, 484) also considers the evidence for the two-translation
view “very strong;” although he does not expand on this statement.
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texts of Greek Judges exist without any discernable distinction in meaning
between the readings, then they likely did not arise from revision—which
necessarily implies improvement—but point toward distinct translations
(see LaMontagne 2016, 50-51). But there are flaws in this approach. First,
while improvement of some kind is of course inherent in the very notion
of revision, it is problematic to assume that our notions of improvement
match those of the revisers themselves or that their work was unidimen-
sional in this respect. Second, the means by which Ludlum and Montalvo
adjudicate distinction in meaning between words (and thus discern the
possibility of “improvement”) is far from satisfactory. Montalvo, for one,
relies heavily upon TDNT and an earlier doctoral thesis by Charles Cooper
(1941), who in his own lexical analysis relied entirely upon the ninth edi-
tion of LSJ (1940) and an edition of Hesychius’s fifth-century CE lexicon
by Mauricius Schmidt (1858-1868; see Montalvo 1977, 68-127). Taken
together, these reference works omit any meaningful incorporation of the
lexical evidence from the postclassical period of Greek that is most relevant
to understanding Septuagint vocabulary, as discussed further in chapter 2.
Moreover, as shown repeatedly throughout this study, it is evaluating the
language of the Septuagint against precisely such evidence that facilitates
discerning much finer linguistic subtleties, such as semantic change or dis-
tinctions in register, which in part motivated revisional efforts in Greek
Judges, as we will see. Indeed, Septuagint lexicography thatsgives pride
of place to contemporary literary and nonliterary sourcées—and/is atten-
tive to the social context—is able to provide enough,détail about lexical
use and meaning to explain the divergent vocabulary in,Greek Judges as
sensible and skilled revision of an earlier Greek text, father than as repre-
senting separate translation efforts.

16. Much more recently, LaMontagne (2016) advanced the argument that OG
and the B group represent independent translations, evidently building upon his 2013
doctoral dissertation. However, the 2019 published version of LaMontagne’s disser-
tation backs away significantly from this two-translation thesis, evidently owing to
awareness at some level of Cafias Reillo’s work on the Géttingen edition. Compare, for
example, the dissertation (2013, 30)swhere the study of Judg 5 is framed as diagnostic
for the entire book, with the published version (2019, 21), where LaMontagne states
that his aim is.instead “to clarify the relationship between the texts [of Greek Judges]
in light of the emergingiagreement that the Song of Deborah demonstrates evidence
of two translations, even if it is believed that only one translation was made of the rest
of Judges” (emphasis added). Unfortunately, LaMontagne does not interact with the
work of CanasiRefllo at all, who in his own work has concluded that even Judg 5, with
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An Intentional (Egyptian?) Revision to OG

Scholarship is now in a position to conclude that, despite its complex-
ity, the manuscript evidence for Greek Judges attests two distinct stages
in its textual history that may be realistically reconstructed and therefore
studied. One stage is, of course, the OG text (Judg®®) already discussed,
as represented by the AII group of witnesses in table 1.1. The other stage
is the revised version of Judg®® as represented in the B group of witnesses
(Judg®). In this connection, Fernandez Marcos (2012, 161) speaks in gen-
eral terms of a double process in the textual transmission of the Historical
Books in Greek: the initial production of the OG translation followed by
a revision that shares tendencies with the kaige movement (cf. Fernandez
Marcos and Spottorno Diaz-Caro 2011, 13-15). This process is most vis-
ible, in Fernandez Marcos’s (2012, 163) estimation, in the textual history of
Greek Judges, within which the B group “has been submitted to a conscious
revision of the Old Greek in closer conformity with the Hebrew.”

The basic characteristics of the B group include not only its relation-
ship to the kaige movement but also peculiarities in vocabulary choice, a
Hebrew source text closer to MT than that of non-B group witnesses, and
the presence of doublets due to Hexaplaric influence (see Saenz-Badillos
1973; Targarona Borrds 1983a). The most recent textual collation by Cafas
Reillo (2020b, 177-80) has subdivided the B group into two parts, one of
which more clearly reflects a “compact group” that is ¥€ry consistent in its
distinctive vocabulary choice (B!), while the other hasgome interference
from other groups (B?). As such, the B group ag@Wwhole;should be under-
stood as manifesting a “set of revisional processes” that likely began as an
intentional effort that is perhaps better vigible inithe'B! subgroup (Canas
Reillo 2020a, 548; 2020b, 179).

Since no Gottingen edition‘of Greek Judges yet exists, the manuscript
support for any given reading in either the OG or revised stage must be
compiled on a case-by-case basis usingithe edition of Brooke and McLean
(1917). In the chaptersithat follow, the texts of OG Judges that I provide are
the product of my own text-criticalwreconstruction and, to avoid any ambigu-
ity, are labeled a¢cordingly. Twe'comments are necessary at this point. First,
while in most cases the textual support is clear, some of my reconstructions

its additional complexity, does not stem from two independent translations (Canas
Reillo 2020b,a77).
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could be disputed and will most likely be clarified by further evidence once
the Géttingen edition is complete. Second, while this study builds upon the
text-critical scholarship described above, I make no systematic attempt here
to refine text-critical scholarship in Greek Judges. As a final note, of very
great importance to the present lexical study is the fact that all the textual
data for the revised text of Greek Judges point to an Egyptian provenance.
Those data include the Coptic and Old Latin versions, as well as the oldest
direct witness to Greek Judges, a third-century CE papyrus (PSI 2.127 [TM
62071]) found at Oxyrhynchus (Cafas Reillo 2016).!”

Other Aspects of Greek Judges

Much else could be said about Greek Judges, but only a few comments are
necessary here. First, scholarly discussion of translation technique in the
book is often clouded by ambiguity over which text-historical stage is in
view or the process by which it came about. Often the A or B codices—or
Rahlfs’s eclectic A or B texts—are discussed as if they represent a unified
translation effort, one that is typically characterized as highly “literalistic”
(e.g., Dogniez 2016, 296).!8 But any study of translation technique must
be based on a critical reconstruction of an OG text (Satterthwaite 2015,
102; see, e.g., Trebolle Barrera 2008). Given the difficulty of'this task for
Greek Judges, scholarship has made only modest progress insthisiregard.
In several studies conducted with these text-criticalféoncerns<4n mind,
Ferndndez Marcos (2003, 14-15) has characterized Judg®“ as an

expansive text full of small additions (subjects, complements, pronouns)
in order to clarify the meaning, with frequent doublets and some free-
dom in the word order and rearrangement of the verse, along with some
light stylistic corrections.... InSum, the mostancient text attainable for
the Greek translation of Judges is\a zelatively free translation compared
with the text of Vaticanus.'?

17. Also designated Rahlfs 968.

18. Sipild (1999) purports to present a study of translation technique based on
Judg®. In his conelusiof he states that his analysis “fits” the classification of Greek
Judges by Thackeray (1909, 13) as a “literal or unintelligent” translation, when in fact
Thackeray was referringitothe B text (Sipild 1999, 200). Similarly, Sollamo (1979, 286-
87) categorizes'Greek Judges as one of the “most slavish” translations but bases this
evaluation tupon analysis of Judg” and JudgP. See also Soisalon-Soininen (1951, 48).

19. Cf. Férnandez Marcos (2006, 2010, 2012, 2014).
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Others have described the characteristics of the OG translation as: “beau-
coup moins littéraliste que A et B, une tendance a 'amplification par
doublets allant parfois jusqu’a des développements d’allure targumique, et
parfois une compréhension plus fine de la syntaxe hébraique” (Harlé and
Roqueplo 1999, 28). In this connection, it is necessary to recognize that
the style and language of Judg®C as a translation has not been studied in
depth and thus is still not at all well understood.

Another important aspect of Greek Judges that scholars have noted
takes pride of place in this study: its vocabulary. Numerous scholars have
noticed the lexical differences between Judg? and Judg®, many of which are
fairly consistent. For example, Judg® tends to preserve éyw eipt correspond-
ing to "218 (MT), poudaia rather than payatpa (Judg?), PvAioTiip rather
than ¢ModuMot (Judg?), PAémw rather than opaw (Judg?), BéAw rather
than Bovopat (Judg?), 8vog rather than Omoldytov (Judg?), and avAiw cor-
responding to ;"2 (MT) rather than xataAdw, 9mvéw, or xatanadw (Judg?).20
As mentioned, scholarship has recognized the similarity of many of these
choices to the preferences apparent in other kaige-related texts. Yet many of
the differences in vocabulary in the B group (Judg®’) compared to Judg®S
cannot be explained on the basis of a Hebraizing tendency. That is, the
motivation for these changes seems to be stylistic in nature and thus inter-
twined with the development of the Greek language and thesocial context
of those who produced and read the revised text (Fernandez Marcos 2012,
169). In this sense, the complicated textual situation in'Greek Judges is not
a drawback, but an opportunity. Deissmann (1901, Z3s. 3) pointed out
that “knowledge of the lexical conditions is itself‘a‘preliminary condition
of textual criticism.” To understand the phenomena of language change in
Greek Judges that was not motivated by the underlyiftg Hebrew exemplar,
then, its vocabulary must be situated within the history of Greek as a lan-
guage and its cultural environment.

Method, Tools,and Terms
The basic method of thisistudy was established almost forty years ago by

Lee (1983). By means of thorotigh examination of Hellenistic papyri, Lee
demonstrated that the language of the Greek Pentateuch is essentially that

20. These, among others, are noted in Fernandez Marcos (2012). See also Harlé
and Roqueploi(1999, 53-69) and Canas Reillo (2020a, 2020b).
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of its own time.?! While his conclusions have been widely accepted, very
little has occurred over the intervening years to carry forward his method
(see Lee 2003b).22 That is not to say, however, that the importance of non-
literary Greek sources for understanding the Septuagint has not been
repeatedly confirmed. Nor has the near total absence of these sources from
current lexicons been denied.?* Both points are duly acknowledged and
are addressed in more detail in the next chapter.?* This study thus joins the
more recent investigations of Septuagint vocabulary that reinforce Lee’s
conclusions, but with emphasis upon the theory and practice necessary to
carry it forward for Septuagint lexicography.

The variety of Greek that appears in the Septuagint corpus is post-
classical and largely nonliterary. Note, however, that nonliterary does not
necessarily mean uneducated per se, but rather that the variety of language
generally attested in the Septuagint differs functionally from that of Greek
literature in register.2> So while Greek literature from the Hellenistic and
early Roman periods is often useful as a point of contrast, the nonliterary
evidence found in papyri and inscriptions is of indispensable relevance to
the Septuagint. In this study I refer to the language in and around the Sep-
tuagint corpus as postclassical Greek, by which I mean the historical phase
of the Greek language that arose in the Hellenistic era and was used in a
number of varieties beginning in the early third century andsthat endured
and developed through the early Byzantine period (see Bubénik 2014).
While more typical terms for this phase of the language are “Koine” or
“Hellenistic” Greek, both have problems that are betterfavoided, as is the
ambiguous phrase “Septuagint Greek” for related'reasons:?® In reality, the

21. See esp. 145. This was an important projectsince, in the 1960s, the notion of
“Jewish Greek” was gaining in popularity, as discussediin ch. 2 below.

22. Evans (2010) has pointed to the promise of this line of research and developed
Lee’s approach for dating Septuagint texts based on external linguistic evidence. Else-
where I (Ross 2016) have expanded on Lee’s study of épdw and fAénw and found his
conclusions remain soundin light of new evidence. See also Lee (2018).

23. Lee (2016, 104) states that “avlexicon or extended treatment of the Koine
Greek vocabulary i§ non-existent.” See also Lee (2004b, 67).

24. Also see Horsley (1984, 1989), Lee (2003b, 2004b, 2016), Dines (2004, 114),
Evans (2005),.and Aitken (1999, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c, 2016).

25. “Register” definesa@ variety of language as a set of characteristics germane to
the situationalframework in which it is used. See Willi (2010) and Biber and Conrad
(2009, 6-15).

26. “Hellenistic” Greek is inaccurate, since postclassical Greek was used all the
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sources for postclassical Greek attest a wide variety of genres, registers,
and styles that are best encapsulated by a broad and neutral term (Hor-
rocks 2014, 88-123; Hanson 2015).

The fundamental assumption for Septuagint lexicography must there-
fore be the necessity of evaluating these diverse Greek sources afresh to
understand word meaning (Aitken 2014b, 14). Only in so doing is it pos-
sible to obtain an accurate picture of how vocabulary was used according to
the linguistic conventions contemporary to the production and revision of
the Septuagint.?’ In this connection, owing to the general timeline within
which scholars agree the Septuagint was likely produced, my lexical analysis
is limited to sources dated to the third century BCE through the second cen-
tury CE. A wealth of tools is available in both print and digital formats that,
while not making lexical semantic analysis less challenging in itself, cer-
tainly facilitate access to and collection of the relevant data.?® I have made
constant use of these tools in my analyses and focused in my presentation
of the data on the most reliable and illustrative sources.?” The problems in
citing nonliterary sources are well known, so I have used Trismegistos refer-
ence numbers wherever possible, which are enclosed in square brackets.

way through the late Roman era. “Koine” Greek is sometimes considered uniformly
vernacular or otherwise unsophisticated, which confuses the historical phase of a lan-
guage with issues of register and language standards (cf. Dines,2004, 112-13). For
example, Gibson and Campbell (2017, 2) incorrectly define whatythey call “Koine
(‘common’) Greek” as “the language of the street” On the questionable value of the
phrase “Biblical Greek,” see Janse (2007, 647); on the gelated problem of “Septuagint
Greek,” see Ross (forthcoming).

27. By “linguistic conventions” or “conventional” useyl.am referring to the norms
of linguistic behavior in a particular linguistic community, including lexical forms,
grammatical patterns, and discourse strategies (Evans 2007, 49-50; cf. Langacker 2013,
227). The term conventional provides a moré linguistically informed and value-neutral
way of talking about what others often call“normal” or “natural” or “standard” Greek.

28. The pertinent reference works and online databases are described by Van der
Meer (2011, 65-69), Aitken.(2014b, 7-11, 34-38), Pantelia (2014a), Ross (2016, 345 n.
13), Lee (2016, 103-5), and Reggiani (2017).

29. Frequency statistics from one research tool are not always reliable, so I have
cross-referenced figures gleaned using different tools and often tallied occurrences
myself, but my totals may differ slightly from those of others. I have excluded from my
statistics and analyses mostfragmentary literature, scholia, and Aesop. For nonliterary
evidence I include only sources that are dated and in which the attestation of a word is
unambiguous (i.e., not fragmentary).

30. On which see Aitken (2014b, 38) and Depauw and Gheldof (2014). I have
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In dealing with this variety of sources, my approach to lexicography
is rigorously evidence-based and thus focused on language in use, but
with contemporary influences upon semantic analysis. My theoretical
approach is informed by cognitive functional linguistics (see Taylor 2003;
Cruse 2011; Geeraerts 2015; and Kroeger 2018). From this perspective,
content words do not refer immediately to objects in the external world.
Rather, words are associated with conceptual categories formed by embod-
ied interaction with the external world. Words are of course used to refer
to the external world, but the reason they are so used is because a given
entity is being identified at the moment of the utterance as a member of
a certain conceptual category. Throughout my lexical analysis I will iden-
tify these conceptual categories simply as “concepts” and use italic font to
denote them. Where a word has more than one conceptual association, it
is considered polysemous and for lexicographical purposes is attributed
the corresponding number of senses in its entry. Those concepts/senses of
the word each receive a definition as a description of their meaning, and
that definition is also designated with italic font.3! Finally, my approach
to the practical aspects of lexicography—the details of actually collecting
and reporting data—is fairly traditional with one significant exception. As
already indicated, I use definitions to describe the senses of a given lexi-
cal item, in the tradition of the Oxford English Dictionary, zather than the
gloss method that is described in chapter 2. To demonstrate the results of
this approach I have created sample lexical entries forseveral of the words
examined in this study, which are presented in the appendix.

The Plan of This Study

To address the ongoing problems‘and challenges in Septuagint lexicog-
raphy as a discipline, it is necéssary first to understand its place within
the history of scholarship. Therefore, chapter 2 surveys the discipline
and its surrounding discussion from the early seventeenth century to the
present. This survey highlights how study of the language of the Septua-
gint has from its inception been almost totally severed from the study of
Greek in general and pointsito'the urgent need for change. The following

otherwisgreferred to papyri following Oates et al. (2001) and cite inscriptions as far as
possible usingHorsley and Lee (1994), supplemented with McLean (2002).

31. In general, I have used less technical language in speaking about linguistic
meaning andéave kept most theoretical discussion confined to footnotes.
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three chapters then offer case studies from Greek Judges to illustrate a
Greek-oriented method of lexical semantic analysis and its benefits. Each
presents an examination of words used consistently in Judg®S that are in
turn consistently replaced in Judg®" with alternatives. The vocabulary in
these case studies are content words that were selected for analysis on the
basis of their relatively higher frequency in the book and the consistency
with which they were at first used and later revised. Each chapter first
explains the nature of the difference in vocabulary selection between the
Judg®S and Judg®" before moving on to lexical analysis of the relevant
vocabulary in postclassical Greek sources. Each chapter also concludes
by pointing to implications for Septuagint lexicography, the multifaceted
motivations underlying the revision of Judg®S, and the value of Septua-
gint vocabulary as evidence for Greek lexicography in general. Chapter 6
offers general conclusions.

This approach to studying the language of the Septuagint is innovative
within the discipline as it currently exists, as stages in the transmission of a
single book are evaluated here primarily as linguistically motivated and not
merely text-critical. That is, this study gives virtually exclusive attention to
evaluating the transmission of a Septuagint text as embedded within the
broader context of postclassical Greek and its development, rather than to
scrutinizing the correspondence of the constituents of that Greek text to a
purported Hebrew source text. While there is certainly profitdn the latter,
the time has come—as the next chapter demonstrates—for, far greater
energy to be directed to the former. It is precisely becausé textual evidence
encourages the assumption of a stable Vorlage for Judges.that vocabulary
change in the stages of the Septuagint version can b& understood as part
of the history of Greek, an attitude that must constitute the point of depar-
ture in all further lexicography forithe corpus.





