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Preface

This volume is the fruit of a process begun with a special session of the
Canadian Society of Biblical Studies Annual Meeting in May, 2013 in
Victoria, British Columbia, as part of the greater Congress of the Humani-
ties and Social Sciences. Victoria is a stone’s throw away from Langley,
the location of Trinity Western University and the John William Wevers
Institute for Septuagint Studies. The location of the Congress that year
enabled the Institute to hold one of its regular colloquia in a larger schol-
arly environment. The session was dedicated to the theoretical approach
of the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint and its
application to a representative spread of translational approaches found in
the LXX corpus. Seven contributors to the SBLCS presented a perspective
or a chapter of commentary from their assigned books and in the months
that followed, scrutinized one another’s papers and engaged in further
conversations. The chapters as they now appear are the culmination of
this valuable process.

A commentary series needs to be clear about its presuppositions and
approach, as well as how these are to be put into effect, which is why the
volume begins with Albert Pietersma’s chapter on what the LXX is and
what should be found in the commentator’s toolkit. The rest of the con-
tributions present the reader with commentary samples that range from
legal material and narrative to wisdom and poetry, as follows: Genesis 1
by Robert Hiebert, Exodus 2 by Larry Perkins, Leuitikon (Leviticus) 3 by
Dirk Biichner, Numbers 22 by Spencer Jones, Esther 2 in the Old Greek
and the Alpha Text, by Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Iob (Job) 34 by Claude
Cox, and Psalm 57 by Jannes Smith.

In each case a careful effort is made to describe and explain the process
of translation that was followed by each translator as they rendered their
Vorlage into Greek for the benefit of, and according to the cultural norms
of their immediate audiences. In an appendix is found the Preamble to
the Guidelines for the Contributors to the Society of Biblical Literature
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viii Preface

Commentary on the Septuagint. It is hoped that the volume will serve as a
handbook for commentators in the series, and open up a new perspective

on the delightful quest to discover how the translators went about their
work and what they intended by it.
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The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary
on the Septuagint: Basic Principles

Albert Pietersma

Introduction

After a long gestation period, the Guidelines for producing the Society of
Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint were finalized in 2013.
Later that year a Septuagint section was organized within the congress of
the Canadian Society of Biblical Studies (CSBS) for the purpose of discuss-
ing and demonstrating the application of the Guidelines to the writing of
the commentary.

In this introductory paper I will limit myself to the Preamble of the
Guidelines, which delineates a series of four principles, each with its own
explanatory subsections (for the text of the Preamble, see the appendix at
the end of this volume). But even here I will be selective.

A Backward Glance

The commentary series now labeled “SBLCS” was effectively conceived
in 1995/1996 when a committee of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies (IOSCS) was struck to create a prospec-
tus for a commentary series on the anthology commonly known as the
Septuagint (LXX) or the Old Greek (OG). The prospectus was published
in 1998 (Pietersma 1998), and the commentary was formally sponsored
by the IOSCS in 1999.! Like the SBLCS Guidelines, the preamble of the
earlier prospectus delineates a series of principles, five in number (see

* My thanks to Cameron Boyd-Taylor for critiquing this paper. Any mistakes or
infelicities that remain are mine alone.
1. The members of the planning Committee were Albert Pietersma (convener),
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2 Pietersma

http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/ioscs/commentary/). Although these principles
were honed and reformulated for the current Guidelines, there is an obvious
conceptual connection between the two sets of principles. Furthermore,
an equally obvious link has, from the beginning, existed between NETS
and the commentary series under whatever title. One might here speak of
a continuum from NETS to SBLCS, or as two stages of a single interpretive
effort (e.g., Pietersma 2004, 1008).

The Text-as-Produced and the Text-as-Received

I can think of no more important distinction in the NETS approach than
the axiomatic distinction between, on the one hand, the text-as-produced
and, on the other, the text-as-received (Pietersma 2005, 2008, 2010), and
it is for this reason that the Preamble of the Guidelines begins with this
distinction. I quote:

The objective of the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the
Septuagint (SBLCS) is to elucidate the meaning of the text-as-produced
in distinction from the text-as-received. “Meaning,” however, is neither
to be presupposed nor to be superimposed from either the source text or
the text-as-received.

The distinction may be called “axiomatic” because it is part and parcel of
the historical study of literature and a starting point for diachronic inquiry,
whether the literature be (original) composition or (derived) translation.
As it applies to translation literature, it references, in a nutshell, the trans-
lated text as an entity dependent on its source text (Guidelines 1.1.1) in
distinction from the translated text, cut loose from its historical moor-
ings, and therefore a free standing text, or “the text in its own right,” as it is
sometimes called.

In the NETS approach the text-as-received or the text in its own right
or the text as a freestanding entity alongside its source text is never in
view—except as a text to be ignored or, perhaps, to be noted as a curiosum
of what happened to the text-as-produced in reception history.? In fact, we

Claude Cox, Moises Silva, Benjamin Wright, David Aiken, and John W. Wevers (con-
sultant); the publication of BIOSCS was a year behind schedule.

2. Broadly speaking the reception history of the Greek text may be divided into
Jewish reception history in distinction from Christian reception history. Although the
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can go one step farther and say that the text in its own right has no role
to play in the study of the Old Greek qua translation, even though it is its
logical and historical extension. Instead, as an independent text, standing
alongside its erstwhile source, it belongs to the reception history of the
Hebrew Bible as a literary document. While genealogically the Greek text
remains perforce a translation forever, genetically it ceases to be one when
it becomes a text in its own right.

This distinction needs to be stressed the more since, if my experience is
any indication, a failure to distinguish between these quite different Greek
texts or a failure to delineate them as clearly as possible typically leads to a
schizophrenic approach to the LXX—treating it now as a translation and
then as a text in its own right, both within a single study.?

Some of the reasons for this confusion are not far to seek. The first
is probably the common interpreter’s pitfall of trying to make a text say
more than what is justified by its linguistic make-up, especially when one
is dealing with a translation of formal correspondence. Another may well
be inherent in the general act of writing a commentary, when the common
assumption must surely be that the text on which one is about to write a
commentary is a fully fledged text, a discourse in written form, which,
qua discourse, may be expected to cohere as a unit. While it can scarcely
be denied that such units exist in the translated corpus and can in fact be
said to exist aplenty, even though many of these may be small or even very
small in scope, in the light of the constitutive character or the verbal make-
up of all the translated books and the interlinear assumption of the NETS
approach, textual coherence cannot be presupposed to exist but must be
shown to exist. It is clear, therefore, where the burden of proof must lie.#

Letter of Aristeas (ca. 130 BCE) looms large on the Jewish side, the oldest extant evi-
dence hails from Demetrius the Chronographer in the late third century BCE. Chris-
tian reception history commences effectively with the earliest Christian writings. For
the possible use of reception history see further Prospectus, Principle (2).

3. Needless to say, the distinction applies to all translations, whether that be an
English translation of a novel by Dostoevky or a Dutch translation of one of Shake-
speare’s plays. One can either study them qua translation, in which case the translation
is mapped onto its original and is studied for interference by the source text, or one
can study them as freestanding texts in their own right, apart from or alongside of the
text from which they were derived.

4. Cameron Boyd-Taylor (2015, 138) felicitously speaks of interlinearity as a
theory of interference. If Toury is correct in arguing that the law of interference is
the norm in translations, the question is not whether interference occurred but how
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According to the NETS approach, the amount and kind of interfer-
ence from the source text in the translated text warrants the interlinear
paradigm. This does not mean that, de facto, all translated books or indi-
vidual books in their entirety are characterized by interlinearity from
beginning to end. Nor does it mean that it can be dismissed as an interpre-
tive straitjacket or a theory of LXX origins. But what it does mean is that,
since the text displays characteristics of interlinearity, in descriptive terms
interlinearity forms its baseline, and that it is a powerful heuristic tool for
the modern interpreter.

Now, if the assumption of textual cohesion and coherence is part and
parcel of the writing of commentaries, it should occasion no surprise that
a commentator on the text-as-produced is always in mortal danger of get-
ting derailed or of “falling oft the wagon” (so to speak), either on the side of
the source text—with the result that the commentary turns out to be more
about the Hebrew text than about the Greek text-as-produced, or on the
side of the Greek text-as-received, that is to say, the text as an independent,
free-standing entity, where, for example, items from a source at variance
with MT are no longer so perceived; where the translator’s mistakes and
instances of ignorance of the source language no longer exist; where the
unintelligible tends to become intelligible; where coincidental instances of
alliteration and other potentially literary flourishes are happily ascribed to
the translator’s intent; where examples of reputed intertextuality tend to
be pointed out in great number, even though they are nothing more than
inadvertent by-products of Greek-Hebrew defaults and thus instances of
interference from the source text.® In short, interference from the source
text does not exist in the text-as-received.

much and of what kind. His formulation is: “in translation, phenomena pertaining to
the make-up of the source text tend to be transferred to the target text” Toury further
argues that between translational and nontranslational modes of text production and
language use, there exists a basic functional opposition (Toury 1995, 275 and 216,
respectively).

5. It bears underscoring that, in the text-as-produced, intertextuality can only
occur (1) at the level of the translated (Greek) texts (2) and can only be demonstrated
to exist when translated texts agree despite their respective source texts. Needless to
say, thematic similarity or identity can seldom be considered intertextual, since it typi-
cally belongs to the source text.

6. To be distinguished from “linguistic strangeness,” often thought of as a mark of
Holy Writ or even the language of the Holy Spirit.
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As it happens, I have recently had occasion to read Eric Zenger’s
Hermeneia commentary on the so-called Psalms of Ascent (Hossfeld
and Zenger 2011).7 At the end of each of the Psalms, Zenger has a few
pages on the corresponding Greek psalm. His comments on the psalm in
Greek are often of interest, despite being selective. The problem is that,
although his vantage point is patently that of the text-as-received, he
typically assigns what he finds to the text-as-produced. Thus, he repeat-
edly gets derailed or falls off the wagon, on the side of the Greek text “in
its own right” Alternatively, one could say that he makes the mistake of
superimposing the text-as-received on the text-as-produced or, to put it
yet another way, he ascribes far more to the text-as-produced than it can
linguistically bear.®

A commentary like Zenger’s offers a good transition to my next point,
namely, that, within the modern history of our discipline with its pro-
nounced New Testament dimension, the LXX is regularly construed as the
Old Testament of the New Testament, witness, for example, the titles of
both Swete’s (1909-1922) and Rahlfs’s (2006) popular editions. From this
perspective, it is scarcely surprising that the reigning paradigm in LXX
studies tends to be that of a translation which has replaced its source text,
rather than a text dependent upon it (Guidelines 1.1.1); hence a text in its
own right, a text to be placed alongside of other texts in their own right
qua documents, like the Hebrew Bible, the New Testament, the Peshitta
or whatever text in its own right one might care to add. The reason for
this paradigm is, no doubt, as Cameron Boyd-Taylor has aptly put it, that
what is wanted from this perspective is a translator one can talk to, one
with whom the modern reader can carry on a conversation (pers. comm.,
February 23, 2013).

Not without interest is the fact that this perspective is epitomized by
the title of the Géttingen Septuagint, namely, Septuaginta: Vetus Testamen-
tum Graecum, perpetuated from Alfred Rahlfs’s 1931 edition of the Psalms
and the Odes (Rahlfs 1931). Even more noteworthy is that it bears this title

7. In the Greek these psalms are called the Psalms of the Steps.

8. For a random example see Ps 125(126).1bc, which speak of return from exile
and of being comforted (mapaxaréw). According to Zenger (2011, 378), G is here
drawing on Esa 40.1-2; 51.12; 53.9 (sic) because these passages also speak of return
and use of mapaxadéw. Strangely he makes no mention of the fact that mapaxaréw in
Ps 125.1c renders D9, as it does in Esa 38.16.
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despite the fact that it offers a reconstructed original of a text that predated
the early Church by several centuries.’

All of the above is not to say that, in principle, one cannot write a
commentary on the Greek as a text in its own right (even though meth-
odological problems loom large), but it is to say that doing so is an
undertaking quite distinct from writing a commentary on the LXX qua
translation, that is, qua text-as-produced. Similarly, the above does not
deny that the Greek became the Old Testament of the New Testament, nor
does it deny that it played a mediating role between the Hebrew Bible and
the New Testament, but it is to question the nature of such mediation.

What has become patently obvious is that, for our commentator on
the text-as-produced, it is far easier to fall off the wagon than to stay on
it, to get derailed rather than to remain on track. Or, to use a different
metaphor, to write a commentary on the text-as-produced is like sailing
between Scylla and Charybdis. Whether one shipwrecks on the one or on
the other is immaterial. A shipwreck is a shipwreck by any name.

The Text-as-Produced

But if, as the Guidelines state, it is the text-as-produced that is the object
of the commentary, how then does one access it for commentary and what
label might one attach to it? As I have already intimated, the text-as-pro-
duced can only be accessed by mapping the Greek text onto its Hebrew
(or Aramaic) source text. As for a label—part of the answer is to point
out what the text-as-produced is not. First, as noted, it is not the text-as-
received, that is, it is not conceptualized as a text in its own right, but
rather as a text that is compositionally dependent on its source text, as the
Guidelines rightly insist (Guidelines §1.1.1). What that means essentially
is that the translator does not undertake to compose his own discourse
but renders, in some fashion or other, the discourse of his source text into
his own linguistic medium. And this applies to all translations within the
corpus, regardless of textual-linguistic make-up, that is to say, from Eccle-
siastes to Greek Job (see n. 3, above).

Second, as noted, it is not Vetus Testamentum Graecum. In what-
ever form the pre-Christian LXX became the Holy Writ of the Christian

9. See as well Septuaginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte Testament; La Bible
dAlexandrie; and La Biblia Griega: Septuaginta; La Bibbia dei Settanta.



SBL Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles 7

Church, in terms of both text-form and text-semantics, it was no doubt
distinct from its ancient forebear. Nor, for that matter, did the translation,
upon inception, automatically become Jewish Scripture (see Guidelines
§4.14). As Gideon Toury writes, “There is no way a translation could share
the same systemic space with its original; not even when the two are physi-
cally side by side” (Toury 1995, 26; see also Honigman 2003, 95).

Third, it is not—until proven otherwise—a fully fledged, full-scale
text, a discourse in written form. Rather, it is typically a fragmentary text, a
text with all kinds of holes in it, despite interpretive nuggets among them.
Time and again, for example, when the translator uses nothing but default
equivalents and conveys nothing of local or general interest, the com-
mentator is left with nothing to say—except perhaps just how many times
Greek X translates Hebrew Y.! What this means is that a commentary on
the text-as-produced cannot be expected to look like a commentary on the
text in its own right. For that reason one might best think of the text-as-
produced as a text between texts, the Semitic source text, on the one side,
and the freestanding Greek text on the other.

The text-as-produced—the text between texts—may usefully be
described as a two-dimensional text. On the horizontal plane morphemes
are knit together into syntactic units to convey information; on the vertical
plane the parent text forms the de facto context for meaning. As a result of
excessive one-for-one dependence on the source text, the target text may
be rendered disjointed or worse. A propos here is Northrop Frye’s dis-
tinction between the literary genres of the modern novel and sentimental
romance. Whereas in the novel as a realistic narrative the writer attempts
to keep the action horizontal, using the technique of causality to keep the
narrative moving from within, romance “moves from one discontinuous
episode to another, describing things that happen to characters, for the
most part, externally” (Frye 1976, 47; see also Pietersma 2013b, 158-60).
The implication of the text’s two-dimensionality for lexicography and
grammaticography should be obvious.

Crucial for determining the linguistic make-up of the text-as-pro-
duced, or rather its constitutive character, is, on the one hand, to map the
translated text onto its source text, in order to establish what sort of trans-
lation one is dealing with, and, on the other, to consult Greek composition

10. This is not to say, however, that such information is of no importance, since it
falls, after all, into the category of interference from the source text and it is the study of
such interference that is the primary focus of the study of the Greek text qua translation.
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literature of the period in order to determine what sort of Greek document
it is (Guidelines §1.3.2). With Boyd-Taylor we might here speak of the text
qua translation in distinction from the translation qua text (Boyd-Taylor
2011, 432).!! Put the results of these two analyses together and one has
the foundation for formulating one’s interpretive procedures (Guidelines
§1.1.2).12

As the Preamble indicates in several places, compositional dependence
is balanced by semantic autonomy (Guidelines Introduction; §§1.1.1;
1.2.1). It begins by noting that meaning cannot be presupposed. What
does this statement mean? James Barr has shown long ago that, distributed
throughout most of the translated LXX, are instances in which translators
may be said to decode the source text but effectively do not recode it in the
target language, as a result of which they can be said to represent the source
text rather to translate it. Therefore—so Barr—the mantra that transla-
tion is always interpretation is a “highly misleading truism” (Barr 1979,
16).!% Similarly, according to the NETS approach, the text-as-produced
includes fragments that are unintelligible (Guidelines §1.3.3). Although
certain elements of the source text are clearly represented and a given piece
may even be grammatical, it cannot be said to communicate information.
Although these pieces constitute a minority, they cannot for that reason
be swept under the rug, any more than instances of negative transfer in
grammaticography and lexicography. In a similar vein, Martin Flashar,
a century ago, spoke of Verlegenheitsiibersetzungen, translations of last
resort (Flashar 1912, 113). Since all such items are in the text, they belong
to the text and are part of its constitutive character and as such refuse to be
ignored. In point of fact, any explanatory paradigm of the text that cannot
accommodate them must be considered to have been found wanting.

At first blush, the statement that meaning cannot be presupposed
and that it cannot be superimposed on the text-as-produced (from the
source text or from the text-as-received) may seem at cross-purposes.
In fact they point to the same principle the NETS approach insists upon,
namely, that the Greek of the text-as-produced must be taken seriously
as Greek, whether it be standard or stilted usage, literary nuggets or lin-
guistic warts, instances of intelligibility or unintelligibility, it is all Greek!

11. He speaks of the two dialectically related concepts as axioms for exegesis.

12. For “levels of interpretation,” see Pietersma 2013e, 212-27.

13. For an excellent exposition of Barr’s typology in relation to interlinearity see
Boyd-Taylor 2008b and 2015; see also Pietersma 2013a, 362-65.
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There is no tolerant reader who can be counted upon to transform trans-
lationese Greek into living language. Accordingly, semantic autonomy
indicates that the text means what it means “in terms of conventional lin-
guistic usage (i.e., the grammar and lexicon of the target language) rather
than in terms of what may be encountered in translation Greek” (Guide-
lines §§1.2; 1.2.1). Here we have what I see as the second most important
implication of the NETS approach for the writing of the commentary.

Grammaticography and Lexicography

The key phrase in Guidelines §1.2 is “conventional linguistic usage,” and it
is conventional usage that is the domain of the disciplines of grammaticog-
raphy and lexicography. In fact, the two stand or fall together. I begin with
the former since, if there is ever going to be a Grammar of the LXX worthy
of the title, it has not as yet been written, and that for a very good reason.
No doubt as commentators on the LXX, we are all familiar with peculiar
grammatical constructions that arise not from straightforward, creative,
use of language but rather from a mimicking of the Semitic source text.
Since these, like instances of lexical unintelligibility, are an integral part
of the text-as-produced, they belong to its constitutive character. Toury
refers to them as instances of negative transfer, that is, usage that violates
Greek linguistic code (Toury 1995, 274-79).14 By definition, negative
transfer does not constitute conventional usage but rather the opposite.
To the extent that such instances of negative transfer can be reflected in
English translation, NETS has attempted to do so. In any case, they are
grist for the commentary mill, since use of language is a clear component
of writing a commentary. When one adds to the phenomenon of nega-
tive transfer in grammar the factors of positive transfer, that is, overuse
of viable Greek constructions because they mimic the source language,
as well as the less than straightforward use of language we typically find
in the target text, it is scarcely a surprise that a grammar of the LXX has
been so long in coming. To put it another way, a separate grammar for an
anthology of texts presupposes creative use of language, but it is precisely
creative use of language that is in rather short supply in our anthology of

14. To be noted further is that whereas in composition literature unintelligibility
is routinely attributed to the vicissitudes of transmission history, in translation litera-
ture, especially in the LXX, it may well be original, as suggested by the text-critical
principle, lectio difficilior preferenda est.
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translated texts. Thus the question is whether a distinctive grammar for
such an anthology makes sense or is even viable.

As intimated above, from LXX grammaticography it is a very small
step to LXX lexicography. In this area, however, the discipline now not
only has LEH (before LEH we of course had Schleusner 1820-1821), but
also and more importantly, GELS. Ostensibly, therefore, our discipline is
well served. While the two lexica espouse different methods in lexicogra-
phy, from the perspective of the NETS approach they fall nevertheless in
the same category.!> I will therefore focus only on GELS. As in grammati-
cography so in lexicography, separate treatment of the subject presupposes
straightforward and creative use of language.

John Lee in his recent review of Muraoka’s lexicon rightly notes that
GELS is not a lexicon of the LXX as-produced (Lee 2010). But if that is cor-
rect—and I hold that it is—one may well ask, What is it a lexicon of, if not
of the LXX as produced, that is to say, the LXX as a translation? Unfortu-
nately, Lee, despite his seminal article in Glotta over forty years ago (1969),
does not ask this question and thus fails to apply his earlier insight to the
lexicography of the LXX.1¢ Instead, he simply cites Muraoka to the effect
that the lexicon caters to the reader of circa “250 B.C.-100 A.D. who was
ignorant of Hebrew or Aramaic” (Lee 2010, 118). Consequently, instead of
being a lexicon of the LXX qua translation, it is patently a lexicon of the
LXX qua text, namely, the translation cut loose from its historical moor-
ings and, therefore, the text in its own right. But if, as I noted earlier, the
LXX as a freestanding text, standing alongside the Hebrew Bible and the
New Testament, is irrelevant to the study of the LXX qua translation, must
not the same be concluded about a lexicon of that very same text?

Consider the following. If it be true that both grammaticography and
lexicography record conventional usage—and if that is controversial, I am
not aware of it—it can only mean that in the process of writing a lexicon
(or a grammar) on the text-as-received, namely, the text in its own right,
the latter is summarily declared to constitute conventional usage. But how
can such a declaration be justified, any more than it can be justified in
the case of LSJ’s typical entries on the LXX? While GELS is not LSJ and
GELS has taken important steps to distance itself from LS], the distance is,
from the NETS perspective, one of degree rather than of kind, since the

15. For an interesting discussion involving both, see Biichner 2009.
16. For an exposé of this article with Lee’s public endorsement, see Pietersma 2012.
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same lexicographical principle remains in full force, namely, that context
(any context) determines meaning. Furthermore, GELS blurs the distinc-
tion between the text-as-produced and the text-as-received by inventing
the tolerant reader who magically transforms nonconventional usage to
conventional usage.!” I use magically advisedly because to assume that
an individual reader can bring about such a transformation and can thus
institutionalize language use on the fly is nothing short of magical (see
Boyd-Taylor 2001, 53, 55, 73-74).18

Thus our commentator in the areas of both grammar and lexicon is
apparently faced with a dilemma: either, by personal fiat, one declares non-
conventional usage to be conventional usage and thus blatantly transgresses
the law of conventionality, or one contests the rule of the law of conven-
tionality as it applies to translation literature of the kind we have in the Old
Greek. There is, however, a perfectly principled solution to the problem.

In his Glotta article of 1969, referenced above, Lee argues that certain
semantic components in the 1968 Supplement to the Liddell-Scott-Jones
Lexicon fail to stand up to methodological scrutiny (Liddell, Scott, and
Jones 1968). To show the seminal nature of Lee’s article I can do no better
than to cite the example with which he begins his argumentation, namely,
Yuyn in Gen 12.5, which on the strength of that verse (and a reputed
example from 1 Makk 10.33) is assigned the added semantic component
of “slave”!® While it happens to be true that the reference of Yuy in this
verse is to a bought individual, rather than being determined by contex-
tual considerations, it is triggered instead by the occurrence of Wa1in the
source text.2’ The problem here is that, as Lee points out, the Supplement

17. For the same concept, see Troxel 2008, 57, 61. For an assessment of this book
see, Pietersma 2013c. To introduce the tolerant reader into the LXX qua translation is
like introducing, by the back door, Henry S. Gehman’s notion of the LXX having been
written in Jewish Alexandrian Greek. At least Charles Thomson, when translating the
LXX (1808), was up front about his working assumption that the LXX was a composi-
tion in Greek rather than a translation from Semitic (see Muses 1954, xi-xii).

18. Boyd-Taylor questions the viability of any lexicon of the LXX. On the one
hand, the text-as-produced lacks a creatively conventional dimension that might war-
rant separate treatment and, on the other hand, the usage of the text-as-received that
might warrant separate treatment turns out to be patently nonconventional.

19. The Supplement includes 1 Makk 10.33, but there we lack a source text.

20. As a result, the de facto context is the Hebrew. Differently put, the Supplement
superimposes the sense of the Hebrew onto the Greek. While Juy, in time, might
have developed the sense of “slave,” we have no evidence that it ever did.
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violates a standard principle in lexicography, namely, the distinction
between sense (a word’s conventional meaning, to be recorded in a dic-
tionary) and reference (the referent it has in a specific context). More
importantly, in terms of the NETS approach, Yuy” in Gen 12.5 belongs
to the Greek text’s vertical dimension, not to its horizontal dimension.?!
Thus what we are dealing with here is not simply a failure to distinguish
between “sense” and “reference” but, more importantly, a failure to reckon
with the fact that, throughout the LXX, Greek Yuy7 is a stereotypical ren-
dering of Hebrew wa1. That is to say, the lexical choice is not based on
contextual appropriateness but on vertical demand.

I spoke of a perfectly principled solution to our commentator’s prob-
lem. Given that the translated text has a vertical dimension, which, at
times, overrides its horizontal dimension, it makes no sense to insist at
all costs on the principle that, in lexicography (and grammaticography),
context determines meaning and rules supreme. Given that interference
from the source text is the rule rather than the exception and that the
interlinear assumption can accommodate all aspects of the translated text
(whereas the compositional assumption cannot), there is every reason to
avail oneself of interlinearity as a heuristic tool to explain the text, the
more when doing so accords with Occam’s law of parsimony. That is to
say, when a word is used not because it suits the context of the target text
but because the source is seen as demanding it, no explanation is more
parsimonious than the assumption of interlinearity, an essential tool in
our commentator’s toolbox (see Boyd-Taylor 2006, 2008, 2011 for more
on interlinearity).

Concretely, one will do well never to rely on a single lexicon, or on two
of the same kind, such as GELS and LEH. Moreover, every word definition
that does not fall within the semantic range of compositional usage should
be deemed sub iudice. As a rule of thumb, no lexical sense in the translated
LXX should be considered conventional usage unless it is attested in com-
position literature.

21. While GELS rightly ignores the semantic component of “slave” in Gen 12.5,
presumably because Yuyy is not a contextual misfit, it records Yuyn with the sense
of “corpse” in Leu 22.4 et al. While subentry 4 is duly marked with an asterisk (*),
indicating that this sense does not predate the LXX and thus has limited distribution,
it is included all the same as a bona fide semantic component, even though it occurs
exclusively in translation literature.
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Flashar long ago suggested that a translator’s semantic intent can typi-
cally be found where paired Hebrew and Greek lexemes intersect (Flashar
1912, 92). In an effort to formalize and restrict undisciplined recourse to
the source text, NETS raised Flashar’s suggestion to the level of principle,
namely, the principle of the source text as arbiter of meaning. That is to say,
the source text can be used to arbitrate between established meanings in
the target language but cannot be used to create new meanings. Thus, far
from superimposing the meaning of the Hebrew text onto the Greek, it in
fact safeguards the Greek qua Greek.?

Conclusion

While the SBLCS Guidelines are about more than the text-as-produced
in distinction from the text-as-received and conventional use of language
versus nonconventional use, these two issues nonetheless play a central
role. To the extent that that is correct, commentators will neglect them at
their peril.
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Outline

As in the Hebrew source text, the initial creation account in Greek Genesis
is framed by the structure of a week. Eight creative utterances by ¢ 0eds
with their corresponding enactments are distributed over the first six days,
while the seventh day, which he blesses and hallows, is marked by the ces-
sation of creative activity.

Commentary

It should be noted that this commentary takes as the English text for LXX
Genesis the most recent version of A New English Translation of the Sep-
tuagint (NETS) that is posted online (http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/).

1.1
PIRA DRI D'AWA DR DO 872 PWRN2
"Ev apyj émoinoev 6 Bedg Tov obpavdy xal T Yijv.
In the beginning God made the sky and the earth.

G constructs this verse as an independent clause. This has commonly been
the way that the Hebrew text has been understood, though as various
interpreters from Rashi (eleventh century) and Abraham Ibn Ezra (twelfth
century) onward have pointed out, it is possible to construe this verse
as a dependent clause that is antecedent to either verse 3 or verse 2 (see
HALOT, s.v. “N"WRY;” Wenham 1987, 11-12). In any case, the phrase 'Ev
épxdi émolnaev ¢ beds and the concluding words of 2.3, ip&ato ¢ beds mosjoat,
form an inclusio that delimits this first section of the book (Wevers 1993,
21; Brown 1993, 26). The inclusio has been fashioned by G through ren-
dering the sequence MWYY ... 82 in 2.3 as Apfato ... mowjoat, which pro-
vides a neat parallel to (Ev) pxjj émoingev in 1.1 with the matching word
roots, whereas in the source text that does not hold true in the same way
with its opening phrase X732 N"WRA(3).
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’Ev dpxfi. G’s counterpart for M"WN is dpy»n on all three occasions that it
occurs in Genesis (1.1; 10.10; 49.3). As Wevers points out, “Gen did not
understand N*WRI1 as bound to the following clause, but simply as a
prepositional phrase modifying 872” (Wevers 1993, 1).

émolnoev. moléw appears 165 times in Genesis, the counterpart to 8731 in
nine of eleven of its occurrences, including this one (1.1, 21, 27 [3x]; 5.1
[1°], 2 [2x]; 6.7 [1°]). The exception to this equivalence in the first cre-
ation account is in 2.3, where #pfato (Vépyw) is the counterpart to 872
As might be expected, motéw is most commonly employed by G to translate
WY, an equivalence that is attested 138 times, eight of which occur in
the section under consideration (1.7, 16, 25, 26, 31; 2.2 [2°], 3). The use of
motéw to render both of these Hebrew terms constitutes semantic leveling,
a strategy from which later Greek versions at times depart (RX72: o’ €xTioev
[1.1]; @' ¢’ 0’ ExTioey [1.27]; AWY: a' 0 émoinoey [1.16]).

6 Beds. The term Hebg occurs 280 times in Genesis. The counterpart in the
MT involves some form of D'19R or O in all but fifty cases, nine of which
have no Hebrew equivalent at all. In 153 contexts in Genesis, including the
present one, 6 Oedg appears as the counterpart to MT’s anarthrous D198
(not including equivalences such as x0ptog 6 Bedg — DrOR). It is clear that G
has not replicated in Greek the Hebrew author’s decision to employ an anar-
throus plural form to represent Israel’s God. Instead the translator has opted
for a singular arthrous form of the Greek generic term for deity. The effect
of this strategy is to indicate that the reference is to THE god, that is, God.

TOV odpavéy. ovpavds occurs forty-four times in Genesis, always in the sin-
gular (which reflects classical usage) and always as the counterpart to the
plural term MW, except for three occasions when there is no correspond-
ing Greek equivalent to the Hebrew. Of the thirty-six cases in which the
Hebrew term is arthrous, in all but one (2.4 [1°]) that is also true in Greek
Genesis.

1.2
‘7}] namnn 0 FHR MM DN 19 L)D T 021 300 D PAIRM
D27 1A
0t YA %v dbpatos xal GxataoxelaaTos, xal oxdtos Emdve THg

¢
"
b U \ ~ ~N o) 4 b A ~ oo

afuoaov, xai mvebua Beoli émedépeto émdvw Tob UoaTos.
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Yet the earth was invisible and unformed, and darkness was over
the abyss, and a divine wind was being carried along over the water.

1 0t ¥#j. G’s choice of the postpositive conjunction 0¢ as the counterpart
to the Hebrew conjunction 1 constitutes a departure from his default ren-
dering xal. The Greek lexicon includes a significantly greater selection of
conjunctions and particles than are attested in Biblical Hebrew, and Greek
authors in antiquity make creative use of that repertoire. More often than
not, however, G replicates the pattern of paratactic clause construction
that would have been found in his source text. Consequently, when that
does not occur, it must be regarded to be of expositional significance. In
this case, the use of 0¢ accords with Smyth’s category of the copulative
¢, which “marks transition, and is the ordinary particle used in connect-
ing successive clauses or sentences which add something new or different,
but not opposed, to what precedes” (§2836; Runge 2010 §2.3). This raises
some interesting possibilities with respect to understanding the relation-
ship between this verse and the preceding one, not unlike the ones that
arise for the interpreter of the source text. On the one hand, it could be
that G views verse 1 as an introductory summary statement for the entire
section (1.1-2.3), with the various stages in that process being detailed in
verses 2-31. On the other hand, it is possible that G regards verse 1 to be
a depiction of the first phase of God’s creative work, which results in an
earth that exists in the state that is described in verse 2, and that the subse-
quent phases of God’s work are spelled out in the verses that follow. Either
option is plausible, though in neither case does there appear to be suffi-
cient evidence in the wording of the Greek text to support an argument
for the concept of creatio ex nihilo, which came to be articulated in subse-
quent centuries by authors like Theophilus of Antioch (Autol. 2.4) [second
century CE], Tatian (Or. Graec. 5) [second century CE], Irenaeus (Haer.
2.10.3-4) [second century CE], and Tertullian (Herm. 33-34) [second-
third centuries CE] (see the discussion in Brown 1993, 31-35).

Greek vyij is the usual equivalent for Hebrew PR, and when the latter
is arthrous, ¥ is almost always accompanied by the article (163 out of a
total of 172 occurrences).

#v. Various forms of the verb eip{ occur seven times in Gen 1, five times as
the equivalent of 1" (1.2, 6, 14, 15, 29 [2°]) and twice in relative clauses
that correspond to the Hebrew relative pronoun W& (8 v [1.7]; § éotwv
[1.29 (1°)]). ylvopaut is the counterpart to 1’ twenty-one times in Gen 1
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(1.3 [2x], 5 [2x], 6, 8 [2x], 9, 11, 13 [2x], 14, 15, 19 [2x], 23 [2x], 24, 30,
31 [2x]). Throughout the book as a whole, &iul renders 1’17 a total of 147
times and ytvopat 151 times. G’s choice of these two Greek equivalents for
one Hebrew term is evidence of semantic differentiation, a phenomenon
that is usually reflected in NETS by means of the verb be in the case of €iui
and of expressions like become or come to be in the case of ylvopat. In the
present context, iui is part of the description of the existential reality with
respect to the state of 7 y7.

&dpatos xal dxataocxebactos. G's rendering of the phrase 1721 37N repli-
cates the Hebrew sequence of two terms linked by a conjunction, but it also
constitutes an exposition of this Hebrew “rhythmic pair” (Wevers 1993,
1) whose meaning is debated by scholars: “waste, void” (Wevers 1993, 1);
“hodge-podge” (Brown 1993, 60, 74); “vide, désert, néant” (Harl 1994, 87);
“formless” (Rad 1972, 49); “total chaos” (Wenham 1987, 2, 15-16).

The word &épatog occurs in the translated corpus of the LXX only
here as the counterpart to 3N and in Esa 45.3 as the counterpart to 9N0N
(“secret place” HALOT), as well as in 2 Makk 9.5. The characterization of
the earth as @dpatog can be regarded as a logical inference from the fact
that there is as yet no light (Josephus, A.J. 1.27; Wevers 1993, 1-2; Brown
1993, 48 n. 33). Another possible explanation for the use of this term here
in Gen 1 is that it constitutes evidence of G having been influenced by the
thinking of Plato, who employs ddpatos to describe the invisible, preexis-
tent world of ideas (Hendel 1998, 19; Brown 1993, 48 n. 33). One work in
which his conceptual framework in this regard is articulated is Timaeus:

For the present we have only to conceive of three natures [yévy]: first,
that which is in process of generation [T0 pév yryvépevov]; secondly, that
in which the generation takes place [0 &’ &v § yfyvetat]; and thirdly, that
of which the thing generated is a resemblance [t5 §° 86ev ddopototuevoy
dvetar T yryvépevov]. And we may liken the receiving principle to a
mother, and the source or spring to a father, and the intermediate nature
to a child; and may remark further, that if the model is to take every
variety of form [éxTumwpatos Eoecbar uéMovrog idelv mowxilou mhoug
mowxiAlag], then the matter in which the model is fashioned [toUT’ adTd
&v ¢ éxtumolpevo éviotatat] will not be duly prepared [mapeoxevaouévoy
el], unless it is formless [&popdov], and free from the impress of any of
these shapes [T@v ide@v] which it is hereafter to receive from without....
Wherefore, the mother and receptacle of all created and visible and in
any way sensible things [to0 yeyovotos épatol xai mavtws aiohyrol], is
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not to be termed earth, or air, or fire, or water, or any of their compounds
or any of the elements from which these are derived, but is an invis-
ible and formless being [dvépatov €idds 1 xal duopdov] which receives
all things and in some mysterious way partakes of the intelligible. (Plato,
Tim. 50c—d, 51a-b, trans. Jowett)

Philo was certainly influenced by Platonic ideas in his comments on the
creation narratives in Genesis, with his assertions that the creator first
fashioned an incorporeal (dowpatos) and invisible (&dpatog) cosmos that
served as the model (mapaderypa) on the basis of which the corporeal
(cwpatidg) and perceptible (aigfynTds) cosmos was made (Opif. 29-36).
Hendel suggests that G’s choice of the term ddpatog in Gen 1.2 “expresses
something of Platonic cosmology in biblical guise, perhaps joining the cos-
mologies of Plato and Moses, as was a commonplace in Hellenistic Jewish
thought, particularly in Alexandria” (Hendel 1998, 19). This is plausible,
though it is of course impossible to know for certain what may have moti-
vated the translator to employ this term.

As for axataoxebaotos, the counterpart to 72 in this passage, it is
a hapax legomenon in the LXX and is, in fact, seldom attested in Greek
literature as a whole apart from texts that cite or refer to this passage in
Genesis. It may be noted that, in the passage cited above, Plato uses the
term mapeoxevaauévoy (“prepared”), which is derived from the same basic
root as axataoxevactos, when describing the éxtimwua (“model”). The
éxtumwpa he portrays elsewhere as avopatov, and he asserts that it must be
aupopdov (“formless”) in order for it to be ready to receive the perceptible
forms that constitute the visible creation. If xataoxevdlw (equip, furnish,
construct, prepare, establish), the verbal antonym of dxataoxebastos, can
be taken as an inverse indicator of what the adjective means, it can be
understood to connote lack of structure, form, or definition.

émdvw. G employs émavw to render seven different Hebrew constructions
in Genesis. One of these, 219 5, occurs here as well as in 1.29 and 7.18. It
is clear, however, that the translator does not replicate the Hebrew idiom
(“upon the face of”), but with émavw opts for an interpretative Greek ren-
dering that conveys the idea of being over something.

THig &@Buoagou. G chooses 7 &Pvaoos as the equivalent for anarthrous DN
all three times that the latter occurs in Genesis (1.2; 7.11; 8.2). The adjec-
tive @Puooog denotes “bottomless, unfathomed” (LSJ), but it is substan-
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tivized in the LXX. The Hebrew term signifies the “primaeval ocean”
(HALOT), but this appears to be the first context in which &fBucgog comes
to be associated with the primordial waters of ancient myth (Harl 1994,
87), though this does not mean that it takes on that specific component
of meaning.

mvelpa Ogol. mvelipa is the equivalent for M7 in all seven places that the
latter is found in Genesis (1.2; 6.3, 17; 7.15; 8.1; 41.38; 45.27). Both terms
can mean “wind” or “spirit” In contrast to verse 1, however, in the present
context anarthrous, singular 0edg is the counterpart to anarthrous, plural
D', This equivalence occurs only eighteen times in Genesis (1.2, 27;
3.5; 5.1;9.6; 17.7, 8; 23.6; 28.17, 21, 22; 30.2; 32.3, 29, 30[31]; 33.10; 35.5;
41.38) in comparison to the 153 cases mentioned above in which arthrous
6 Bebs is the counterpart to anarthrous D'9R. Since G here departs from
his usual way of signifying the creator deity, it must be regarded as a delib-
erate move with semantic implications, namely that “the divine in an indef-
inite sense” is being signified by anarthrous 6eds “rather than specifically
the god = God” (Hiebert and Dykstra 2013, 523). If that is the case, and
in view of the verb for which this noun pair serves as the subject, it would
seem more likely that mvelipa is intended in the sense of “wind” rather than
that of “spirit,” a wind that is not itself divine in nature but that originates
with the deity.

émedépeto. The verb émdépw appears three times in Genesis, on each occa-
sion the counterpart to a different Hebrew verb: émedépeto (“be carried
along”) - Nann (“sweep”) (1.2); émedépeto (“be carried along”) - '[511
(“float”) (7.18); émevéyxnte (“lay [a hand on]”) - mbwn (“lay [a hand on]”)
(37.22). In none of these cases is there semantic overlap between the Greek
and Hebrew terms, so one is warranted in concluding that G has made
expositional moves in his choice of equivalent.

7o Udatog. Greek Uowp is the equivalent for Hebrew 0'7 in all fifty-four
contexts in which the latter appears in Genesis. In all but four of those
instances, Udwp is singular in number in comparison to the plural form
DN, as is the case here.

1.3
TR T IR T DTOR KRN
wal elmev 6 Beds Tevnbjto bids. xal éyéveto .
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And God said, “Let light come into being” And light came into
being.

In both the source text and in the LXX, this verse contains the first Wortbe-
richt, or report of a divine creative word, and the first Tatbericht, or report
of a divine creative act, in the initial creation account in Genesis (Schmidt
1973, 171).

Tevyitw ... &yévero. On G’s use of yivopat to render 11°7, see the comment
on verse 2 above. It would appear that in this context and others like it in
the first section of the book where God speaks a creative word, implicit in
the choice of yivopat is the idea of yéveaig, that is to say the origin and cre-
ation of the named entities, rather than the concept of simple existentiality
that is associated with eipi (LSJ).

1.4
TWAA P21 UKD P2 DTOR 5727 210 00 IRA DR DTOR R
xal €l0ev 6 Bedg TO daig 8L xaldv. xal dexwploey 6 Heds dvi péaov Tol
dwTog xal dva uéoov Tol axdTOUG.
And God saw the light, that it was good. And God separated
between the light and between the darkness.

wal €ldev 6 Beds T0 d&s 8Tt xaAdv. G reproduces the Hebrew word order
in the first sentence of this verse, which features two objects for the verb
and involves “placing the subject of the dti-clause [T0 dés] outside the
clause” in agreement with the Hebrew (Wevers 1993, 2; GKC §117h).
There are a number of Greek counterparts to 210 in its forty-four occur-
rences in LXX Genesis, including ayafé¢ (4x) and its comparative form
BeAtiwy (1x), and xalés (31x) and its adverbial cognate xaAds (1x). In
all seven cases in which 210 occurs in the Hexaemeron in the present
section (1.4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25, 31), xa)és is the equivalent. Harl com-
ments that the choice of xaAé¢ rather than édyafds to render 210 connotes
“non pas seulement ce qui fonctionne bien, mais ce qui a une valeur
esthétique, morale, ordonnée” (1994, 88). Likewise, Wevers remarks that
“[t]he divine recognition was more than functional; it was also an assess-
ment of worth in and for itself” (Wevers 1993, 2). In view of the fact
that xaAds is G’s usual rendering not only here but also throughout the
book of Genesis, one must acknowledge, however, that it is not specifi-
cally marked here.
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dlexwpLaey ... v puéaov ... xal dvd péoov. While diaywpilw and 972 hiphil
are more or less semantically equivalent, and dva péoov is an acceptable
counterpart to 12 (e.g., Oi §" Amacidxal xatoxolol puév dve péoov "Oou
xai Tavaidog [“The Apasiacae live between the rivers Oxus and Tanais”
Polybius, Hist. 10.48; trans. Shuckburgh]), diaxwpilw ... dva péoov does
not represent standard usage in Greek literature unrelated to the Genesis
creation texts. Furthermore, the repetition of ava pégov with the second
noun of a pair in this kind of construction—first attested in the LXX—is,
as Gideon Toury would put it, due the negative transfer of the idiom of
the source text, 12 ... "2 (Toury 1995, 252-53, 274-76). In Genesis, qva
uéoov is repeated in nineteen contexts due to Hebrew influence (1.4, 7,
14, 18;3.15;9.12 [{"2 3°], 15 ["2 3°], 16, 17; 10.12; 13.3, 7; 16.14; 17.2, 7,
10 [172 3°]; 20.1; 26.28; 30.36), whereas in eleven contexts that is not the
case (9.13; 13.8; 16.5; 17.11; 23.15; 31.44, 44[50b], 46c[48a], 48[51], 49;
32.16[17]). NETS replicates G’s redundancy in those preceding nineteen
instances. The Greek translator’s decisions in rendering this construc-
tion do not, however, appear to be entirely arbitrary. In the majority
of cases in which repetition does occur, the object of the second "2 is
a noun (1.4, 7, 14, 18; 3.15; 9.16, 17; 10.12; 13.3, 7; 16.14; 20.1; 30.36),
whereas when repetition does not occur, that second object is usually a
pronoun (9.12, 15; 13.8; 16.5; 17.10, 11; 23:15; 31.44, 44[50b], 46c[48a],
48[51], 49).

1.5
DY Pa T 2 TN AYY RAp TWAR oY NRD DTOR RIPN
TR
xal éxaeaey 6 Oedg TO éig Nuépay xal TO TXATOS EXANETEY VUXTA. XAl
EYEVeTo E0TEpa xal EYEveTo Tpwl, Nuépa wia.
And God called the light Day and the darkness he called Night.
And it came to be evening, and it came to be morning, day one.

xal éxdAeoey ... 0 ¢l ... xal TO oxbTog éxdAecev. G does not attempt to
reproduce the Hebrew idiom that involves the introduction of the object
of 8P with 9, but quite appropriately uses the accusative case to mark the
objects of éxdAeaev.

\ 3 7 3 . r 3 7 .
xal €yeveto. See comments on 7V in verse 2 and I’ svnen"rco ... EYEVETO In
verse 3.
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Nuépa pla. G follows the lead of the source text in employing a cardinal
number.

1.6
onb on = 5v1an an onn TN ypa o7rIHR RN
Kal elmey 6 Oeds Tewnbritw oTepéwpa v péow tol Bdatos xal otw
Sreeywpifov dva péoov Bdatog xal H0atos. xal éyéveto oliTwg.
And God said, “Let a firmament come into being in the midst of
the water, and let it be a separator between water and water” And
it became so.

orepéwpa. All nine occurrences of oTepéwpa in Genesis are found in the
first chapter of the book (1.6, 7 [3x], 8, 14, 15, 17, 20), and in each case
it is the counterpart to ¥'P7. In Greek literature that antedates the LXX,
otepéwpa denotes “solid body;” “foundation,” or “framework,” and it is in
LXX Genesis where it first comes to be associated with the idea of separa-
tion of the primeval waters. The Hebrew term Y*'P7 is commonly under-
stood to denote the vault or dome that the ancients imagined brought
structure to the previously undefined watery mass depicted in verse 2,
resulting in a habitable and functional space—beneath, around, and above
which the waters were kept in check (Job 37.18; Pss 24.1-2; 136.5-6). This
vault was apparently regarded to possess some form of solidity and sub-
stance that was also translucent or transparent (Ex 24.10; Ezek 1.22, 26;
von Rad 1972, 53-54; Friedman 2003, 7-9). A oTepéwpa is not, however,
an entity with a predetermined shape or function, and if a domed struc-
ture had been what G envisaged, other terminology, such as that which
appears in Esa 40.22, could have been employed (Harl 1994, 89): 6 xatéywv
Tov yUpov T s, xal ol évoxolvres év aldTij tg dxpides, 6 aTHORS WS xaAUApAY
TOV 00pavdy xal dlateivag wg axny xatotxely (“It is he who holds the circle
of the earth, and those who dwell in it are like grasshoppers, who has set
up heaven like a vault and stretched it out like a tent to live in”). Thus G’s
choice of otepéwpa in Gen 1.6 represents a departure from what is envis-
aged in the source text.

xai EoTw dtaywpilov. G replicates the word order and structure of the source
text, including employing a participial form of the finite verb that appears
in verse 4.
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qva péoov Udatog xal Udatog. G's strategy in representing 0% O P2
results in an adequate, if less than elegant, explication of the thrust of the
source text (Toury 1995, 56-57). At least it is not as ponderous as what
“The Three” produced: a' peta& 00dTwv eis Uata, o’ év puéow Udatog xal el
Uowp, 0" dva uéoov Udatog el Udata.

xal éyéveto oUtwg. G’s placement of this “transition formula” (Tov 1985, 10)
at the end of the current verse, between the Wortbericht and the Tatbericht,
accords with the pattern that is exhibited in verses 9, 11, 15, and 24. The
OG and its source text agree on that sequence in those four contexts. In
the present case, however, the MT’s transition formula ]2 " appears at
the end of verse 7. In the MT’s version of the fifth day, it does not occur at
all, whereas in the OG, xal éyéveto oUtws once again comes after the Wort-
bericht in verse 20. As for the sixth day, in both the LXX and its source text
the transition formula follows God’s declaration that he has granted plant
life for food (v. 30). Summing up the situation, then, this formula occurs in
Gen 1 a total of seven times in the OG and six times in the MT, with dis-
agreement between the two in regard to either its location (second day) or
presence (fifth day). The question arises as to whether the presence of xal
gyéveto oUtws in verses 6 and 20 of the OG reflects a different source text
than the MT or is the result of harmonization with the pattern of verses
9, 11, 15, and 24. Emanuel Tov notes that harmonizations originating in a
source text are hard to distinguish from those introduced by a translator,
but then suggests a criterion for isolating the latter in parallel passages:

If the translator took care to use the same Greek equivalents in both
passages, and if at least a few equivalents are unique to the two parallel
passages, harmonization in other details, too, is at least a possibility. If
the translator varied the translation vocabulary of the two sections, har-
monization is still possible, but unlikely (Tov 1985, 20).

The Greek wording of the transition formula is the same in all of its occur-
rences in Gen 1, though admittedly the translation equivalences are not
unique to the parallel passages in question. Hendel’s position is that the
appearance of the formula in verses 6 and 20 is due to harmonization,
though he attributes that activity to the creator of what he calls proto-G,
namely G’s source text, basing his argument on G’s normally conservative
approach to rendering his Vorlage (Hendel 1998, 12, 16-18, 20-23; see
also Orlinsky 1965, 151 and Davila 1990, 11). The problem is, however,
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that textual evidence for an alternative Vorlage in these two cases is lack-
ing in the Qumran materials and SamPent. Occasional divergences from
the pattern that recurs throughout the original Hebrew text of Gen 1.1-2.3
have been noted by various scholars over the years (Wellhausen 1899, 184;
Cassuto 1961, 16; McEvenue 1971, 185). Yet it should not automatically
be assumed that, where the extant Hebrew textual tradition is unanimous
in departing from established patterns while the OG follows them, the
Greek text provides evidence of an alternative source text. Although it is
true that G’s approach to the task of translation can often be described as
quantitatively equivalent and isomorphic, it is equally true that the Greek
translator does not always exhibit rigid conformity to his source text or
consistently opt for stereotypical renderings (Hiebert 2007, 1; 2000, 76-93;
2001, 263-84; 2006, 85-103). In the light of the preceding considerations,
it would seem preferable to attribute the transition formula’s appearance
after the OG’s Wortbericht in verses 6 and 20 to G’s harmonizing activity,
carried out in order to “remedy” its anomalous placement in the source
text after the Tatbericht in verse 7 and its absence following the Wortbe-
richt in verse 20, than to conclude that xal éyéveto oUTwg in verses 6 and 20
of the OG and the MT’s divergences in these two cases are due to scribal
error or intentional alteration (Wevers 1993, 4; Hiebert 2013, 30-33).

1.7

P2 P'OY NNNN WK 0N P YT Yan DR oNHR wym
1277 Y5 Hyn wR onan

xal émoinaey 6 Beds T oTepémwpa, xal diexwpiaey 6 Bedg ava péoov Tol

U0atog, 6 My UmoxdTw Tol oTEpEWUaTOS, Xal Gvi wéoov Tol BdaTog

ToU émadvw Tol oTEPEWATOS.

And God made the firmament, and God separated between the

water that was under the firmament and between the water that

was above the firmament.

gémolnaev. G’s usual equivalent for WY in Genesis is motéw (see v. 1).

8 v ... Tod 4°. G employs two different means of representing the Hebrew
relative pronoun WK in the present verse. The first features a relative
pronoun plus the imperfect form of eiui, and the second involves simply
an article that is functioning as a relative pronoun. There is no apparent
reason for the different approach other than the translator’s desire to vary
the mode of expression.
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dva péaov ... xal dva pégov. On the repetition of dva péoov in imitation of
repeated "3, see verse 4.

OmoxdTw Tol oTEPEWUATOS ... EMavw Tol aTepewpatos. The dmoxdtw — NNNN
equivalence occurs three times in Genesis (1.7, 9; 6.17), whereas émdvw —
5V occurs twice (1.7; 40.17). The phrases that these prepositions initiate
are not exact matches of the Hebrew in terms of replication of the specific
constructions, but the translator has nonetheless chosen sensible equiva-
lents. The Greek phrases are consistent with Greek idiom (dmoxdtw + gen.,
émdvew + gen.) and they represent the Hebrew expressions »'p% nnnn
and Y'p1% 5pn well.

As noted in the commentary on verse 6, the Greek equivalent of ]2 7™
in the present verse follows the Wortbericht at the end of verse 6.

1.8
W OY Apa M 1Y N DNv D’P'\S o roN KRIPN
ol éxdAeaey 6 Beds T aTepéwpa oVpavéy. xal €idev 6 Beds STt xahdv.
xal eyéveto Eomépa xal EYEVeTo Tpwl, Nuépa OEUTEpQ.
And God called the firmament Sky. And God saw that it was good.
And it came to be evening, and it came to be morning, a second
day.

xal éxdMeoev 6 Beds TO oTepéwpa obpavév. Regarding the Greek rendering of
the Hebrew construction 9 ... 87", see verse 5. This is the first context
attested in Greek literature in which otepéwpa is associated with odpavig.

xal idev 6 Bedg 81 xaAdv. This is the only place in Gen 1 where there is no
counterpart in the MT to the “formula of divine approbation” (Wevers
1993, 4; cf. vv. 4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25, 31). In view of the lack of evidence
for an alternate Hebrew Vorlage, this would appear to be another exam-
ple of the Greek translator’s harmonizing activity (see v. 6; Hendel 1998,
23-24).

Nuépa OsuTépa. As in the case of “day one” (v. 5), G replicates his source text
here and throughout the rest of the Hexaemeron. From this point onward,
however, the numbers assigned to the days are ordinals.
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1.9

AKX TNKR DIPN 5% DAWA NN onn np? o' IOR AR
12 77 nwanh

Kal eimev ¢ Oeds Suvaybitw 10 $0wp 10 Umoxdtw Tol odpavol eig

cuvarywyny wlav, xal 6dbvtw v &npd. xal Eyéveto oltws. xal auvijydy

70 U0wp T6 UmoxaTw Tol odpavol &g Tag Tuvaywyas adT@, xal ddby

1) Enpd.

And God said, “Let the water that is under the sky be gathered

into one gathering, and let the dry land appear” And it became

so. And the water that was under the sky was gathered into their

gatherings, and the dry land appeared.

Svvayditw 10 Gdwp. The difference between the Greek and the source text
at this point is one of number, reflecting the states of the subject nouns that
govern the respective verbs. The verb quvayw is employed by G to render
four different Hebrew roots in Genesis, all of which fall within the seman-
tic range of “gather” or “collect”: JOR, VPY, Pap, Mp. This is the only place
in Genesis, however, in which cuvayw is the counterpart to M. The Greek
verb here simply relays the meaning of the Hebrew one, apart from the
difference in number.

70 OmoxaTtw. The article ensures that Omoxatw is read as an adjectival modi-
fier of 70 U0wp, thus making explicit what is implicit in the source text.
Without the article, the adverb/preposition could be construed as specify-
ing where the water is to be gathered, namely Omoxdtw Tol odpavol.

gl cuvarywyny ulav. Of the five times that cuvaywy occurs in Genesis, only
here is its MT counterpart DIPA. It is therefore an anomalous rendering,
something that is reinforced by the fact that in all forty-six other appear-
ances of 01PN in this book the Greek equivalent is Témos. The question
then arises as to whether cuvaywyy here is evidence of an interpretative
move by G or of his translation of an alternate source text. The readings
of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion clearly reflect DIp1 inasmuch as
they substitute eig Tomov €vat for eig cuvarywyny niav. Scholars have, however,
long pointed out that cuvaywy” accords semantically with 7pn rather
than with D¥pn (e.g., Gunkel 1910, 107; Skinner 1930, 22; Speiser 1964,
6; Harl 1994, 90; Wenham 1987, 4; Hendel 1998, 24; BHS). The discovery
and publication of Dead Sea Scrolls manuscript 4Q8 (4QGen") (Davila
1994, 61-62) has provided tangible support for the suggestion that 1PN
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was the reading in G’s Vorlage. The Greek quvaywyy is, of course, the sub-
stantival cognate of the preceding verb cuvayxfytw, in the same way that
the Hebrew Mmpn and 1P are etymologically related. This observation
could be construed as evidence, either of harmonization that occurred in
the Hebrew or the Greek textual history, or of an original symmetry that
is now attested only in the LXX and 4Q8. On balance, the latter option
seems more compelling. Graphic confusion involving the final letters of
those two words, 1 and O, could account for the shift to DIpn, a word
that occurs in the MT canon far more frequently (401x) than Mpn root 2
does (4x: Gen 1.10; Exod 7.19; Leu 11.36; Esa 22.11). In the light of these
statistics, a shift from an original DIPR to MIPN seems less probable than
the reverse option. Wevers’s argument that 711 is unlikely to have been
the reading in G’s parent text is based to a large extent on the fact that the
Greek counterpart to 1PN in verse 10 is not cuvaywyn but & cueTiuata,
as it is in “The Three” (Wevers 1993, 5). This is a valid objection, but, in
the broader context of verses 9-10, not ultimately fatal to the proposal that
mpn is the Vorlage for G in verse 9, as will be argued below. Terry Fen-
ton’s suggestion with respect to the interwoven textual histories of the LXX
and the MT at this point—namely that, before the introduction of medial
matres lectionis, D1 was the original consonantal form in verse 9a but
that it was vocalized as miqwim; that G’s Vorlage did indeed read ©1pn,
but that the current MT reading came about as a result of the accidental
loss of ydd resulting in the vocalization of DYPN as maqdém; and that sub-
sequently TNR was added to the clause DIPR S8 DAWA NNNN DA NP7
in order to make for a more sensible reading (1984, 441-442)—while very
ingenious, would appear to be a candidate for Occam’s razor because of
the complexity of the scenario that he sketches with its multiple stages
and assumptions. No doubt the reading eig Tag cuvaywyas avtwy that is
found in manuscripts 72 of the O group and 129 of the f group, and the
anomalous reading ev taig cuvaywyals uiay that is attested by the corrector
of manuscript 56 of the f group, are the result of harmonization with the
latter half of the longer Greek text of the present verse (see below).

xal éyéveto oltws. Regarding the transition formula, see verse 6.

xal cuvxBn o Howp Td dmoxatw Tol odpavol eis Tag cuvaywyds alTiv, xai
&0y %) Enpd. This portion of the verse in the LXX constitutes the Tatbericht
that is lacking in the MT. It is obelized in various Greek manuscripts (57—
73-413 [ind mend] 343-344’). In the apparatus of BHS, it is retroverted
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into Hebrew: 7w2'n X3M 0AMpn 58 D'MWA NNNR oAn 1p". This is,
in fact, the only instance in the present account in which a Wortbericht is
not followed by a Tatbericht in the MT (see vv. 3-4, 6-7, 11-12, 14-18,
20-21, 24-25,26-27). Wevers concludes that G “has intentionally restruc-
tured the creation account of ch. 1 in the interests of consistency” (Wevers
1993, 5). But there is evidence to suggest that the longer Greek reading
may be based on a Hebrew text that differs from the MT. First, the Hebrew
equivalent to the clause xai dd0y 7 Enpd appears to be partly preserved in
4Q10 (4QGenK) (Davila 1994, 75-76): [AW]2 KM, Hendel argues that
this phrase is not to be construed as belonging to verse 9a because the verb
in this fragment is the short form preterite, which lacks the concluding
i of the jussive XM that does appear in verse 9a. He asserts that it “is
very unlikely that a postexilic scribe would miswrite the long prefix form
in verse 9a as a short prefix form, as the short form is virtually moribund
in Late Biblical Hebrew” (1998, 25-26). Second, the possessive pronoun
adTév that follows the phrase €ig Tag cuvaywyas does not agree in number
with its antecedent 76 U0wp, but the plural pronoun can be accounted for
as part of a Hebraistic rendering of 0n"ipm & for which the plural noun
0'1 is the antecedent of the Hebrew pronominal suffix. This would seem
to be a more likely scenario than Wevers’s proposal mentioned above that
G has introduced the Tatbericht “in the interests of consistency” with the
other parts of the Hexaemeron that feature the Wortbericht-Tatbericht pat-
tern, since harmonizing pluses mirror the wording of the texts with which
they are paralleled (see the discussion regarding xal éyéveto oUTwg in v.
6 and xal €ldev 6 Beds 6Tt xaAdv in v. 8). The wording of the Tatbericht in
verse 9b (eis Tag cuvaywyas avtév) does not, however, mirror the wording
of the Wortbericht in verse 9a (gig cuvaywynv niav), and so it is more likely
to be based on a non-MT source text. The absence of the Tatbericht in the
MT could be the result of homoiarcton involving 172”1 verse 9b and RIp"
verse 10, or of homoioteleuton involving W2 verse 9a and MW verse
9b (BHS; Wellhausen 1899, 184; Skinner 1930, 22; Fenton 1984, 443; Tov
1985, 21-22; Davila 1990, 11; Hendel 1998, 25-27).

1.10
" DTHR RN 0N RIP DN MPRAY PR nwh orhR RPN
10
xal éxdleaev 6 Beds T Enpdy Yiv xal T& cuoTiuate TEY HOdTWY
éxdheaey Daldaooas. xal €ldev 6 Beds 8Tt xaAdv.
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And God called the dry land Earth, and the systems of the waters
he called Seas. And God saw that it was good.

xal éxdAeoey 6 Bed Ty Enpdy ... xal @ ovomiuata. Regarding the Greek
rendering of the Hebrew construction % ... XIp", see verse 5.

T& ouoTHpaTa TEY VodTwy. There are a number of interesting matters to
consider with respect to how this phrase corresponds to the underlying
Hebrew and to verse 9. MT’s counterpart in the present verse is PN
01, and one notices at the outset the difference in number between t&
cuotiuate and MPRA. On the basis of this LXX reading, Fenton main-
tains that the original Hebrew text must have been the plural construct
form "pn, but that it “has obviously been accommodated to” TIXR DIPN
in verse 9a (1984, 442). His reconstruction of both the original LXX and
its source text in verses 9 and 10 therefore involves cuvaywyag and plural
forms of MpPN in all three relevant parts of these verses before they came
to be altered to their present form (1984, 442-45). Again the complexity
and speculative nature of this scenario is its Achilles’s heel. Thus one must
begin with the acknowledgement that the Greek plural form in the pres-
ent verse agrees in number with Tag cuvaywyds in verse 9b but not with
cuvaywyny in verse 9a, whose presumed Hebrew counterparts are plural
and singular forms of MIpPN, respectively. What is somewhat surprising,
then, is the choice of a different lexeme, cOoTyua, as the equivalent for
PN here in verse 10. If G’s Vorlage was, indeed, a form of Mpn in all
three places, then the employment of two different Greek lexemes for one
Hebrew term represents another case of semantic differentiation. It is clear
as well that when G talks about cuvaywyn i in verse 9a, on the one hand,
and about cuvaywyal in verse 9b and cuotruate in verse 10, on the other
hand, those are understood to be different entities. Presumably verse 9a
has to do with the general boundary that is drawn between a habitable
land mass and the primordial ocean, whereas verse 9b and verse 10 have
to do with the different bodies of water that are located on the earth, hence
the transition to plural terms. The switch in Greek lexemes may be due to
G’s desire for variation. Noteworthy as well is the fact that the Greek term
for water is plural here, whereas in verses 6, 7, and 9 it is always singular.
This reinforces the idea that G is now referring to multiple bodies of water
rather than to the single undifferentiated watery expanse that is described
as existing prior to the emergence of the &npd.
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xai €ldev 6 Bedg 8Tt xaAdv. Regarding the divine approbation formula, see
verse 8.

1.11

A AWY MA PY YA YN WY RWT PIRT KWTN O'roR RN
12 771 PIRA DY 132 W TWR 10

xal eimev 6 Beds Blaotnodtw 1 yii Botdwyy xépTov, omeipov amépua

xate yévog xal xab’ dpoétyTa, xal Eilov xapmipov mololv xapmdv,

00 1O oméppa alTol v adTd xatd yévos émi Tis YHs. wal éyéveto

oUTwC.

And God said, “Let the earth put forth herbaceous vegetation,

seeding seed according to kind and according to likeness, and a

fruit-bearing tree producing fruit of which its seed is in it accord-

ing to kind, on the earth.” And it became so.

Blaomodtw % yij Botdvny xdptov. The Greek text does not replicate the
cognate wordplay in the source text between the verb and direct object in
this clause (BAaotnoatw ... fotavyy — RWTN ... RWT). In the LXX, only
here and in Ioel 2.22 do both these Greek and Hebrew verbs occur, whereas
of the fourteen occurrences of the noun X7, it is rendered by fotdw in
five contexts including the present one (Gen 1.11, 12; 4 Rgns 19.26; Esa
66.14; Ier 14.5). The verbs are semantically equivalent, as are the nouns
Botavy and RWT. While there is some degree of semantic overlap between
x6ptos and 2WY in that both can denote either animal or human food
that comes from plants (see 1.29, 30), the former is also used of the place
where animals feed, whether an enclosure or open pastureland (LSJ). The
NRSV interprets 2WY as a collective noun, but in rendering it as yépTou
in the singular, G reflects the number of his source text without signal-
ling that it is to be understood as a collective (on Greek collective nouns,
see Smyth §996; C-S §48). The fact that the Greek noun is an attributive
genitive modifier of Botavny makes it clear that G construes the relation-
ship between them to be different than what the Masoretes understand to
be the case between W7 and 2WY. In the present context, it appears that
Botavyy signifies the genus or general category of vegetation and xopTou
the species (Louw-Nida, s.v. “Botavy”; BDAG, s.v. “Botavy”), namely, of
the herbaceous type (on the adjectival force of the adnominal gen., see
Smyth §1291). In the MT, the disjunctive accent (zaqef qatan) over RWT
signals an appositional relationship with what follows (Wevers 1993, 6;
Harl 1994, 91; Brown 1993, 51 n. 48).
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oneipov oméppa. The verbal root omeipw appears six times in Genesis; in
five cases, including the current one, the Hebrew verb Y71 is the counter-
part (1.11, 12, 29; 26.12; 47.23), while in the remaining instance (47.19)
there is no Hebrew equivalent. The cognate noun ogméppa occurs sixty
times in Genesis, in fifty-nine of which, including the present context,
the Hebrew equivalent is 71, whereas in the remaining case (21.23) the
Hebrew counterpart is 1 (“offspring” BDB). G’s verb and noun choices
here are thus default renderings. The Hebraism omelpov omépua, both here
and in the following verse, represents a formally equivalent rendering of
PIT YN in the source text. Wevers construes omépua as the subject of
the preceding predicative participle omeipov, based on the assumption that
this neuter verbal form could not be modifying either of the preceding
nouns xoptou (masc.) or Botavny (fem.) (Wevers 1993, 6). It seems likely,
however, that oneipov modifies or qualifies fotavyy, despite the fact that
they are not congruent in terms of gender, and that omépypa is its direct
object. Botavny is to be understood as describing a class of object rather
than an individual thing, and in such a circumstance, the use of the neuter
gender for a generalizing modifier is not uncommon (Smyth §1048). G’s
rendering, then, communicates the idea that what the earth is to put
forth is pastureland vegetation (Botavyy xéptov) that disseminates seed
(omelpov oméppa). Although in the initial portion of this Wortbericht there
is formal equivalence between the OG and its source text—BAaotnodtw 0
¥} Botdvny xépTov amelpov amépra — P P WY RWT PIRA RWTN—
the syntax is different. Thus in contrast to the web of relationships in the
OG described above, P71 " 2wy, to which ydptov omeipov omépua
corresponds formally, stands in apposition to 8WT (Botdvyy).

xata yévog xal xaf’ épotétyta. These words are without counterpart in the
MT, whereas in the Tatbericht of verse 12 they constitute a double transla-
tion of the first occurrence of 1113'%. Given the fact that Hebrew evidence
is lacking for them here and the fact that they mirror exactly the same
Greek phrase in verse 12, this would appear to be a case of harmonization
by G.

xal E0dov xdpmipov motolv xapméy. The Greek conjunction does not have
a counterpart in the MT in the present verse, though there is widespread
versional support for it here (BHS), and in the Tatbericht in verse 12 where
the Hebrew conjunction precedes PP in agreement with the LXX. Once
again G seems to have harmonized the present verse with verse 12.
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The choice of £&0ov as the equivalent for PP is consistent with the
translator’s usual practice, occurring twenty-five of the thirty times that
PY appears in Genesis. Harl points out that £0Aov is commonly employed
in Classical Greek to signify “bois coupé,” though she acknowledges that
in the papyri it is attested with the same meaning as dévdpov (“arbre”; 1994,
91; cf. LSJ)—G’s choice of equivalent on only three occasions in Genesis.
Z0dov is therefore an unmarked rendering in Genesis. As in the case of
x6pTou above, G does not indicate that £0Aov is to be read as a collective
in the way that the NRSV interprets Y. Thus OG should be understood
to be referring to a tree that presumably serves as an exemplar of all such
fruit-bearing trees.

The adjective xapmpog occurs in the LXX only here and in the follow-
ing verse. The phrase £&0lov xdpmiyov constitutes a sensible rendering of the
Hebrew noun pair ™8 PV in construct relationship.

xapmév. Apart from the two instances of xapmipos mentioned above, G’s
equivalent for ™8 throughout Genesis is, as might be expected, xapmds
(1.11, 12, 29; 3.2, 3, 6; 4.3; 30.2).

00 70 omépua adTod év adTé xatd yévos. G reflects the various components
of his source text, but not in the same sequence. xata yévog corresponds to
1115, apart from the absence of a Greek pronominal modifier. That is how
G usually translates this prepositional phrase in its various forms: of the
seventeen cases of P19 plus pronominal suffix in Genesis, all except three
(1.21 [1°], 25 [3°]; 6:20 [3°]) involve xata yévog without an accompanying
pronoun. G consistently employs xata yévog in conjunction with omépua
(Wevers 1993, 7), whereas in the present verse of the source text the link-
age is between either ™8 or Py and 1315.

éml ¢ yfjs. In a significant majority of cases in Genesis (24x), this phrase is
G’s equivalent for PR 5V, as opposed to six instances of émi Ty yijv. The
latter option does contrast with other equivalences that occur in proximity
to it: PIRA - éml i yijs (2.5; 6.17) or PIRA 590 - amd Tjs ¥ (8.3) or "2
PIRM - (dva péoov) THs yijs (9.13). One also observes that in the contexts
in which éml T v appears as the equivalent to PR P, the passage has
to do with natural phenomena that affect the earth from above: rain (2.5;
7.4), flood (6.17), wind (8.1), clouds (9.14), or sun (19.23). These are the
kinds of factors that could have affected G’s choice of case.



38 Hiebert
xal &yéveto oltwg. Regarding the transition formula, see verse 6.

1.12
WAT AWK MA AWy P, nrnb VAT YN QWY RWT PAKRA RRIM
210 " oK XM NrRY i
xal sgnveyxev N i Bomvnv Xop'rou, omeipov cmepy.a xaTo ysvog xal
xaf’ oy.mo’mm xal E0hov xapmyov motolv xapméy, o T6 omépua
adTol v adTé) xatd yévos &ml THic Yiic. xal eldev 6 Bedg St xakdv.
And the earth brought forth herbaceous vegetation, seeding seed
according to kind and according to likeness, and a fruit-bearing
tree producing fruit of which its seed is in it according to kind, on
the earth. And God saw that it was good.

xai éqveyxev. In the Tatbericht, G follows his source text in choosing a dif-
ferent verb from the one employed in the Wortbericht in verse 11 to depict
the earth’s role in generating plant life. The word éxdépw occurs a total of
three times in Genesis (1.12; 14.18; 24.53), and all three times its semanti-
cally equivalent counterpart is XY hiphil.

oneipov omépua. Regarding the translation of this phrase, see verse 11.

xatd yévos xal xab’ dpoibtyra. G produces a double translation of 1375
in his source text, the same wording that is employed in verse 11 for the
description of the omépua produced by the Potavy xoptou (“herbaceous
vegetation”), but there without a counterpart in the source text.

E0hov xdpmipov. In another move to harmonize the wording of the Wortbe-
richt and the Tatbericht, G here supplies the adjective that modifies £0Aov
in verse 11, though his source text would have read simply pp.

xatd yévog éml tij¢ yiis. G's rendering of the second occurrence of 17121
in this verse is now simply xata yévog rather than the double translation
noted above. Thus the pattern observed in verse 11—with xata yévog xal
xaf’ 6potétyta used to characterize the omépua generated by the Botavy
x0pTou, and only xata yévos employed in connection with the omépua con-
tained in the fruit of the £0lov xdpmpov—is replicated in the present verse.

G here further harmonizes the Tatbericht with the Wortbericht by
adding the phrase émi Tij¢ yfj¢ after xata yévog in order to mirror the
wording of verse 11 where, however, the source text reads PIRA 5.
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Presumably the phrase émi T7j¢ y#j¢ modifies the description of the pro-
pogation of both the Botdvn xdptou and the E0dov xdpmipov. G’s addition
of the phrase here in verse 12 creates something of an inclusio for the
Tatbericht, like the one that exists in the Wortbericht of verse 11 in the
LXX and its source text.

ol €ldev 6 Beds 8Ti xaddv. Regarding the divine approbation formula, see
verse 8.

1.13
wrbw oY Apa TN 3 N
xal &yéveto Eomépa xal EyEveTo Tpwi, Nuépa TpiTy.
And it came to be evening, and it came to be morning, a third day.

G replicates his source text as he does with the concluding formula for
each of the days of the Hexaemeron.

1.14

1997 1721 017 172 5705 AW PPNA DR Y DTIOR TARM
DI O oI NNRS PM

Kai eimev 6 Oeds Tewnbitwoay dwotdipes év 16 oTepedpatt Tod

ovpavol el dadow s yiic ol daywpilew dva péoov Tiis nuépas xal

ava wéoov Tijg yuxTos xal Eotwoay eig anuela xal i xapods xat €ig

Nuépas xal eig éviautous,

And God said, “Let luminaries come into being in the firmament

of the sky for illumination of the earth, to separate between the

day and between the night, and let them be for signs and for sea-

sons and for days and for years,

TevyBijtwoay dwotiipes. The agreement in number between verb and sub-
ject in the Greek text is not matched in the source text, a situation that can
occur in Hebrew when the predicate precedes the subject (GKC §1450).
The word ¢wotp, which first appears here in extant Greek literature, is
the equivalent for I8N in four of its five occurrences in Genesis, once in
this verse and three times in verse 16. In verse 15, the LXX counterpart is
daiaig. Both pwotnp and TINRN are cognates of the nouns that are used in
verse 3 to designate light (¢dg, IIR) and both denote a source of light or
luminary.
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eig daliow Tijs yijs. This phrase constitutes a plus in comparison to the MT.
The Greek version here may reflect a source text similar to the SamPent
in which PRA HY R follows DAWA P'P73, as is the case in verses
15 and 17 in both the MT and the SamPent (Wevers 1993, 8; Tov 1985, 6,
23 n. 10; Hendel 1998, 28-29). It would appear, therefore, that the Sam-
Pent reading in verse 14 consitutes evidence of harmonizing activity in
the Hebrew textual history, which is subsequently reflected in the LXX
(Hendel 1998, 29). It should be noted, however, that the Greek equivalent
for PR 5P PRAY in verses 15 and 17 is dote dbaivew émt i yiig, which
is a more isomorphic rendering than eis ¢atiow i y¥jc. The doe + infini-
tive construction typically expresses result (Smyth §§2011, 2260-2263; LS]
s.v. “éote” B.I), whereas eig with the accusative is often used in purpose
clauses (Smyth §1686d; LS] s.v. “ei¢” V.2). In verse 14, then, in comparison
to the MT, G further emphasizes the purpose for the calling forth of the
luminaries, whose “primary role in dividing day from night is the giving
of light” on the earth (Wevers 1993, 8). Like dwotyp, daliois is noteworthy
as a term whose first appearance in extant Greek literature is in the LXX
(Gen 1.14, 15; Ps 74[73].16; 1dt 13.13).

ol dtatywplletv. Gs equivalent for the Hebrew preposition + infinitive con-
struct (5"7219) is an articular infinitive, which is another standard Greek
construction for signifying purpose (Smyth §1408).

ava péaov ... xal ava pégov. On the repetition of dva péoov in imitation of
repeated ]'3, see verse 4.

xal Eotwoay i onuein xal elg xapods xal el Ruépas xal el éviavtols. The
specification of the luminaries’ purpose continues. G has replicated his
source text quantitatively, except for inserting the preposition €ig prior
to éviavtols—without a corresponding 9—in order to continue the pat-
tern established in the preceding list. This has the effect of specifying four
distinct categories with respect to the functioning of the ¢wotfjpes rather
than three (Wevers 1993, 8).

The significance of the choice of anuelov to designate one of these
functions is as debatable as that of its counterpart NMIX in the source text.
Presumably these terms refer in the present context to phenomena involv-
ing the celestial luminaries that may be interpreted as omens of one sort
or another (e.g., 4 Rgns 20.8-11; Esa 38.7-8; Ier 10.2; Philo, Opif. 58-59).
Elsewhere in Genesis, the onueiov — MK equivalence is associated with the
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mark placed on Kain (4.15), the covenant sign of the rainbow following
the flood (9.12, 13, 17), and the covenant sign of circumcision (17.11).

G employs xaipés as the equivalent for T here, and for its other
occurrences in Genesis, all three of which have to do with the appointed
time of Isaak’s birth (17.21; 18.14; 21.2). The Greek term typically pertains
to times of special significance or import rather than to time in the generic,
abstract, or durative sense that is more often associated with xpovos (Gen
26.1, 15; see LS]). In the present verse, xatpols is an appropriate translation
choice to convey the idea of D"V, which likely refers to the cultic events
on the Israelite liturgical calendar rather than to the seasons of nature
(Wevers 1993, 8; Wenham 1987, 23).

G’s choice of éviautés to translate 13V is noteworthy inasmuch as it
is not the usual equivalent. Of the total number of occurrences of MIW
in Genesis, 110 are rendered by étog whereas only five are rendered by
éviautés. In addition to the present context, which deals with the func-
tion of the celestial luminaries in demarcating annual cycles, in 17.21 the
latter term is used in connection with the promised birth of Isaak in the
coming year; in 26.12 the time reference pertains to the year in which
Isaak experiences a hundredfold yield of barley; in 47.17 it has to do with
the year of the famine in Egypt when Ioseph takes the Egyptians’ livestock
in exchange for bread; and in 47.28 it applies to the tally of “Iakob’s days of
the years of his life” (ai Huépat Taxdwp éviautév tiis {wiic adTod). So whether
the focus is on nature’s calendar, a year that is associated with a singular
event, or the reckoning of someone’s age, there appears to be no evident
rationale for the choice of éviautés other than stylistic variation.

1.15
12 777 PIRA DY PRAD oawn ypaa nmrnh rm
xal Eotwoay eis daliow &v ¢ aTeperuatt Tol odpavol WaTe daivety
eml THjg y¥is. xal éyéveto oUTwg.
and let them be for illumination in the firmament of the sky so as
to give light upon the earth” And it became so.

Because of the presence of the phrase €ig ¢paliow Tijs y7js in verse 14 (pre-
sumably a reflection of G’s source text), the repetition of the creator’s decla-
ration here in the concluding section of the Wortbericht that the pwaTijpeg
are to illuminate the earth makes for even more redundancy in the LXX
than in the MT.
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eig padiow. This phrase, which reiterates the first purpose statement regard-
ing the luminaries in the previous verse, is the counterpart to the MT’s
NMRNAY. Apart from the fact that dabiow is singular and N RN is plural,
what further distinguishes these two terms is that ¢alioig describes func-
tion whereas JIRN incorporates the element of identity, as is the case with
dwaTyp, the equivalent for IRA in verses 14 and 16.

@ote dalvey mi Tijs yfis. This result clause corresponds isomorphically to
the Hebrew source text PIRM 5P PRMD. See the discussion concerning the
phrase eig dadow i y¥s in verse 14, and the one that deals with éml Tij¢
Y¥s in verse 11.

xal &yéveto olTwg. Regarding the transition formula, see verse 6.

1.16

nownnk S0 RN DR D90 NIRAD W DR DTOR WM
o"aan NRY AHn nHwnnd jopn MRNRD DRI O

xal émolnaey 6 Bedg Tovg 0vo dwaTiipag Tovg weyarovs, oV dwatipa

TOV péyav elg Gpxas T Nuépas xal Tov dwaTipa TOV Eldoow Eig

apxas THg YUXTOS, xal TOUG AoTEPAS.

And God made the two great luminaries, the great luminary for

rulership of the day and the lesser luminary for rulership of the

night, and the stars.

TOV ueyaw ... Tov éAdoow. In the Tatbericht for the fourth day of creation, G
distinguishes between “the two great luminaries” by employing an adjec-
tive in the positive degree for the first (tov uéyav) and one in the compara-
tive degree for the second (Tov éAagow). In Hebrew there are, of course, no
distinctive forms for comparatives or superlatives. In situations like this
that involve correlative comparatives, the simple adjective with the article
is used (GKC §133a,f): 7opn ... 7747, Due to negative interference from
the source text (Toury 1995, 274-6), G replicates this kind of construction
in the case of the first adjective, but then conforms to Greek idiom in the
case of the second (C-S §64; Thackeray §12, 13).

gig apxds ... eis apxas. G employs the plural form of the noun dpy” to
render the singular Hebrew noun nbwnn, which in Genesis occurs only
in this verse. This Greek construction may be understood in terms of an
abstract plural that “refers to the single ... cases ... [or] manifestations
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of the idea expressed by the abstract substantive” (Smyth §1000.3; Brown
1993, 52 n. 58).

1.17
PARA HY PRAD DAWA Pp0a 0K DNR M
xal €beto adTols 6 eds &v & oTepewpatt Tol olpavol WoTe dalvey
émi THg yis,
And God set them in the firmament of the sky so as to give light
upon the earth

g0eto. Of the twenty-seven times that Tifnut occurs in Genesis, it serves as
the equivalent to jNJ on twelve occasions (1.17;9.13;15.10; 17.2, 5, 6; 30.40;
40.3; 41.10, 48 [2x]; 42.30). There is indeed semantic overlap between
these two lexemes, though in both cases their semantic range is quite
broad. In Genesis, Tifyut is G’s choice of counterpart to four other Hebrew
verbs (JOR, M1 hiphil, W, W), while 113, which occurs 150 times in the
book, is rendered by twelve other Greek verbs (dmodidwt, ddinut, didwt,
EuPaMw, Emoldwwt, Totnut, xablotnu, mapatibnuw, mepitibnuwt, moléw,
TpoexdEPw, TPoTOidwuL).

@ote daivew éml Tis yis. This result clause corresponds isomorphically
to the Hebrew source text PR 59 PRD (cf. v. 15). See the discussion
concerning the phrase eis dalow Tijs y#js in verse 14, and the one that deals
with éml T¥j¢ y¥s in verse 11.

1.18
D TR R TYRA PR MRA P DTa0 15 ora dSwn
a0
xal dpyew Tic Nuépag xal Thc vuxtds xal Staywpilew ave uéoov Tol
dTds xal dva péoov Tol axdTous. xal eldev 6 Bedg 8Tt xaldv.
and to rule the day and the night and to separate between the light
and between the darkness. And God saw that it was good.

xal dpyew Tis Nuépag xal s vuxtds. In his choice of dpyw + genitive
direct object, G fashions an acceptable translation that conforms to the
norms of the target language rather than attempting to replicate the
Hebrew idiom 2 5w (Toury 1995, 56-57). This equivalence occurs two
other times in Genesis (4.7; 45.26). It seems unlikely in the present con-
text that &pyew is governed by &ae in the preceding verse, in the sense
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that ruling day and night is to be regarded as the result of the luminaries
being set in the firmament. Instead, like SwnY, this infinitive should be
understood as purposive.

dterywpilew. Unlike diaywpilev in the Wortbericht in verse 14, the infinitive
here is not preceded by the genitive article. As in that earlier verse, how-
ever, this is an infinitive of purpose like 5*7215.

ava péoov ... xal ava péoov. On the repetition of dva péoov in imitation of
repeated J"3, see verse 4.

ol €ldev 6 Bedg 8Tt xaldy. Regarding the divine approbation formula, see
verse 8.

1.19
027 0O pa M 2 TN
xal €yeveto €0mépa xal EyEveTo Mpwl, NUépa TETAPTY.
And it came to be evening, and it came to be morning, a fourth
day.

G replicates his source text as he does with the concluding formula for
each of the days of the Hexaemeron.

1.20

DY PARA HY 9w 191 1 WAl PAw 00 1R DR NKRM
DWN PP D

Kai eimev 6 beds Ebayayétw t¢ Udate épmetd Yuydv {wody xal

TMETEWQ TETOpMEVA €Ml THg Vg xata TO oTepéwpa Tol odpavol. xal

gyéveTo oUTw.

And God said, “Let the waters bring forth creeping things among

living creatures and birds flying on the earth against the firma-

ment of the sky”” And it became so.

"Efayayétw & U0ata. As is often the case in Greek, here the neuter plural
subject, which is historically regarded to be a collective, takes a singular
verb (Smyth §§958-59; Thackeray §3). In the source text, however, both
the verb, 1%, and its subject, D7, are plural. Of the total of seven-
teen occurrences of ¢£dyw in Genesis, it is the equivalent for the verb Pw
only in this verse and in the next one. This is not surprising, since their
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semantic ranges do not coincide. With the choice of édyw in the present
context, G in fact assigns to the waters the same productive capacity that
will be ascribed to the earth in verse 24 (Brown 1993, 53 n. 60). There the
source text has 8¥" hiphil, with which é£éyw does correspond semanti-
cally. This latter equivalence occurs a total of twelve times in Genesis (1.24;
8.17; 15.5, 7; 19.5, 8, 12, 17; 38.24; 40.14; 43.23; 48:12), while ¢£dyw is the
counterpart to 8¥* gal in one additional case (11.31), to P37 hiphil once
(41.14), and to 7YN hiphil once (20.13).

épmeta Yuydv {wodv. G uses plural forms to render the constituent com-
ponents of the collective construction of the source text 7’1 Wl Paw.
The Greek genitive noun with its attributive participial modifier (Yuy&v
{woéiv) denotes the whole, of which the noun it limits (¢pmetd) consti-
tutes a part (see Smyth §§1306-7, 1310). This corresponds function-
ally with the nomen rectum in the absolute state that is followed by its
attributive adjective modifier, and the Hebrew nomen regens in the con-
struct state (GKC §89a). There is no cognate connection between the
verb E€ayayétw and the object épmetd, as there is in the Hebrew version
Pow LR,

The counterpart to the segholate noun PV is épmetév both here and
in the only other place that it occurs in Genesis (7.21). These terms are
not really semantically equivalent, and €pmetév is in fact also G’s choice
for translating the segholate noun WA in all ten of the contexts in which
it appears in Genesis (1.24, 25, 26; 6.7, 20; 7.14, 23; 8.17, 19; 9.3). G’s
equivalences here in 1.20 in the Wortbericht for the fifth day—E&ayayétw
(1] e G0ate épmetd [PIW] Yuxdy {wodv—are understandable in
the light of his rendering of the Tatbericht in verse 21: méoav Yuyiy {dwv
épmeTdv [NWIN], & ényayey [1¥W] & U0ate. The translation strategy
is clearly to forge an explicit linkage between the Wortbericht and the Tat-
bericht by employing the same Greek verb (¢6dyw) and noun (épmetév) in
both, despite the fact that the corresponding noun (P7W) and attributive
participle (Vwn") in the source text are different. It should be noted that
the participle is the verbal cognate of the noun W3, which G consistently
renders as EpmeTOV.

With regard to Yuy»n and wa3, they both have broad semantic ranges
that overlap to a significant degree, as is the case here. The fact that Yuyy
is Gs translation choice in forty-one of the forty-three contexts in which
WA occurs in Genesis means that this equivalence is a nearly closed equa-
tion for him.
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The attributive participial form of {dw is an acceptable counterpart to
the adjective 'N. G employs this Greek root to render the Hebrew adjective
twenty times in the book of Genesis (1.20, 24; 2.7, 19; 3.20; 8.21; 9.3, 10,
12, 15, 16; 25.6; 26.19; 43.7, 27, 28; 45.3, 26, 28; 46.30).

meTevd meTdueva. G again uses a plural noun (metewa) to translate a collec-
tive form (1) in his source text, which in and of itself is an appropriate
strategy. The syntax of this part of the verse is, however, quite different in
the two versions. In the LXX, the noun functions as the second part of
the direct object of 'Efayayétw, and the participle that follows the noun
of which it is a cognate form is an attributive modifier. This results in a
rather odd scenario, given that the waters are called upon to bring forth
birds in addition to sea creatures, a tradition that is perpetuated by “The
Three”: o' ¢éepldtw T& Uoata ... memquov inTdpevoy, o egepldtw T Uoata
.. TETNVOY TeTépevoy, B’ Egepdtwoay T Udata ... meTnvdy metdpevov. Early
commentators attempt to account for this peculiarity in different ways
(Brown 1993, 53 n. 63). Philo explains that both types of creatures are
“swimmers”: éxatepa yap vyxta (Opif. 63). Tertullian argues that material
objects or beings have material origins of one sort or another:

Whatever was made out of something, has its origin in something made
[Etiamsi quid ex aliquo factum est, ex facto habet censum]: for instance,
out of the ground was made the grass, and the fruit, and the cattle, and
the form of man himself; so from the waters were produced the animals
which swim and fly [ut ex aquis natatiles et volatiles animae] (Herm. 33;
trans. Holmes).

Augustine propounds the idea that the environments that both sea crea-
tures and winged creatures inhabit, and thus from which they would have
emerged, are in fact aqueous:

These two kinds of living creatures are described as produced from the
waters [ex aquis productum esse]. Some water, therefore, is in a liquid and
flowing state [undosum et fluidum est]; other water is in the rarified form
of a vapor distributed in the air [vaporaliter tenuatum atque suspensum].
Both forms are classed under the moist element [utrumque tamen humi-
dae naturae deputatur], the one being assigned to living creatures that
creep [reptilibus] on the earth and the other to creatures that fly [volatili-
bus] (Gen. litt. 3.3.5; trans. Taylor).
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As for G’s source text, there is no indication in the textual history that
the verb of which 7 is the subject would have been anything other than
q31Y7, namely the polel jussive form of the verbal cognate of the noun M.
Thus in the Hebrew, the origin of birds is not ascribed to the waters, as is
the case with the "M WAl PIW; instead the author’s focus is on their flying
about (BDB, s.v. “qip I”).

éml Tijs yfis. Regarding G's choice of this phrase to render PN 5, see the
discussion in verse 11.

xata T0 orepéwpa. As the description of the designated context for the
flight of birds continues, G’s choice for the counterpart to the preposi-
tional construction "33 9y is xaté—the only place in Genesis where this
particular equivalence is found. A quantitative rendering of the same
Hebrew construction is xata mpoowmov, which occurs four times in the
book (16.12; 25.18 [2x]; 32.21[22]). The focus of xatad + accusative in the
present context, following the rather ambiguous phrase ént ¥ yig, is on
specifying further the location of birds in flight. Possible denotations for
the Greek preposition in relation to 70 oTepéwya include “throughout”
and “in the region of” (LS]). If, however, as seems likely, G is interested
in describing things from the perspective of an observer looking upward,
“against” would likely be the intended sense.

xal éyéveto olTwg. G’s transition formula has no counterpart in extant
Hebrew texts, and so its presence here at the conclusion of the Wortbericht,
as is usually the case in the Hexaemeron, is to be attributed to the harmo-
nizing activity of the translator. See the relevant discussion in verse 6.

1.21

WK NWATA 0 wal 53 NN DO D300 DR DTOR KA
210 " HR R1INAY 930 G 52 nRY oArnY onn waw

xal émoinoey 6 Beds T& Wiy TQ peydAa xal méoav Yuxny (Hwv

épmeThiv, & ebyayey & U0ata xatd yévy alTév, xal Ty TETEWOV

TTEPWTOV XaTE YEvos. xal ldev 6 Heds 8Tt xahd.

And God made the great sea monsters and every creature among

creeping animals, which the waters brought forth according to

their kinds, and every winged bird according to kind. And God

saw that they were good.
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xal émolnoev. Regarding motéw as the translation of 873, see verse 1.

T 1Ty T peydha xal méoav Yux {Wwv épmetdv. In the Tatbericht of the
fifth day, G follows his source text in dividing épmeta Yuxév {wodv (“creep-
ing things among living creatures”) // 7'M Wl PW (“swarms of living
creatures’) mentioned in the Wortbericht in verse 20 into two subgroups
(Wevers 1993, 11).

T x)™) & peyaAa. This is the only context in Genesis in which the term
xfjtog appears, and it serves as the equivalent for the single occurrence
of 173N in the book. Elsewhere in the LXX, xfitos is associated with jnm%
(“Leviathan,” Tob 3.8), 277 (“Rahab,” Iob 26.12; cf. 9.13), and X7/N7
(“fish;” Ton 2.1 [2x], 2, 11). Wevers remarks that j"% and 277 are “both
mythological creatures,” although in the present context the mention of T
x)™ “in itself has no mythological overtones and simply refers to large sea
monsters or fish” (Wevers 1993, 11). The reference to D330 in G’s source
text does not appear to have mythological connotations either, though
elsewhere 131 is linked with M9 (Isa 27.1) and 277 (Isa 51.9).

mioay Yuxy {Pwv épmetéy. As in the description of the sea creatures
in verse 20, G here employs a genitive noun with its attributive modi-
fier ({pwv épmeTév) to signify the whole, of which the noun it delimits
(Yuxny) constitutes a part. There is something of a reversal with respect
to the categories of whole and part, however, in that, whereas in verse
20 the former consists of Yux@v {wod@v (“living creatures”) and the latter
of épmetd (“creeping things”), the former now consists of {wv épmeTdy
(“creeping animals”) and the latter of mdoav Yuyxnv (“every creature”). G
therefore makes use of the same lexical roots in both verses (Yuy-, {w-,
gépmeT-), though in his source text there would be variation with respect
to the counterparts for the third one of these (PIW [v. 20], WA [v. 21];
see the discussion of épmetov in v. 20). The grammar of the source text
in verse 21 also differs from that of the Greek translation. G’s combina-
tion of singular part (néoav Yuyny) + plural whole ({pwv épmeTéiv) is the
counterpart to a Hebrew singular construction throughout, consisting
of a construct phrase (W93 92) + adjectival and participial attributive
modifiers (NWRN 7MN).

& é&yayev T& U0ata. The specific antecedent for the neuter relative pro-
noun & is T@ x%t), though undoubtedly the second component of the
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direct object of émoinoev—namely, néoay Yuyv {dwv épmetédv—is in view
as well. Regarding the neuter plural subject ta U0ata with the singular verb
€&fyayey, in contrast to the plurality of both subject and verb in the source

text, see verse 20.

xaTd yéwn aiTiv ... xatd Yyévos. Because two genera of sea creatures are
specified in the Tatbericht, G employs the plural yéw as the counterpart to
the singular 11 in his source text, the only time this occurs in Genesis. The
genitive pronoun avtév corresponds to the plural pronominal suffix in the
source text. All occurrences of 1" in Genesis include pronominal suffixes.
Elsewhere in OG Genesis, however, a suffix follows yévog only when épmeta/
gpmeTov precedes without an intervening reference to another kind of crea-
ture (1.25 [3°]; 6.20 [3°]; 8.19; but not 7.14 [3°]). True to form, in the present
verse, yévog without an accompanying pronoun follows the mention of the
genus of winged creature.

Ty MeTEWdY TTepwTéy. G produces an acceptable rendering of 33 MY 53,
the construct phrase of his source text. The attributive adjective mTepwTéy
appropriately expresses the function of the nomen rectum, §32.

xal eldev 6 Bedg &1 xadd. This is the first place in the opening section of
Genesis where the divine approbation formula concludes with a plural
adjective (xaAa) rather than a singular one (xaAév). G thereby highlights
the plurality of the genera that God makes on the fifth day, a feature that
W in his source text does not explicitly communicate. Regarding the
divine approbation formula, see verse 8.

1.22

Y DM 0NN DR RO 1AM 11 INRY YR DNR TN
PR 27

xal eOAGynoey adta 6 Beds Aéywyv AdEdvesfe xal mAnbivesbe xal

mANpwoate T Yoata év tals baldooals, xal Ta metewa mAnduvécbw

eml Tijg yig.

And God blessed them, saying, “Increase, and multiply, and fill

the waters in the seas, and let birds multiply on the earth”

xal eDAbynoev. G employs ebloyéw as the equivalent for 72 piel all fifty-
nine times that the latter occurs in Genesis. This translation choice appears
to represent an innovation with respect to the incorporation of a new com-
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ponent of meaning into the semantic range of edAoyéw. In pre-LXX and
other nontranslation Greek literature, this verb typically denotes “speak
well of, praise” (LS]). In the present context and variously throughout the
LXX, the intended sense seems to be that of the above-mentioned Hebrew
verb, which, when God is the subject, has to do with bestowing power or
benefits upon someone or something (HALOT, s.v. “772 II”; BDAG, xxii;
s.v. “edAoyéw”; Hiebert 2001, 266-67).

Aéywv. In the narrative to this point, God’s direct speech has been intro-
duced by the verb eimev. This is the first of seventy-two instances in Genesis
that a participial form of Aéyw is used to render the Hebrew “uninflected
direct speech marker” IR (Wevers 1993, 12), forty-four of which as in
this context take the form of the masculine nominative singular present
active participle.

Avdveade. The semantic ranges of ad&dvw (“increase”) and its counterpart
in the source text, 178 gal (“be fruitful”), do not overlap. Nevertheless, for
all fifteen occurrences of the verb 178 in Genesis—ten in the gal (1.22, 28;
8.17; 9.1, 75 26.22; 35.11; 47.27; 49.22[2x]) and five in the hiphil (17.6, 20;
28.3; 41.52; 48.4)—G’s equivalent is av&dvw. One might have expected a
Greek equivalent such as xapméw in the light of the fact that the xapm- root
is used throughout the book for the cognate noun *38. G’s strategy in this
case, however, seems to have been to interpret the concept of fruitfulness
in terms of its practical implications, namely growth in numbers.

mAnbivesde. G employs mAnBUvw in twenty-five of the twenty-six contexts
in which the 7271 verb occurs in his source text. These terms are semanti-
cally equivalent.

m\npioate. The verb mAinpdw is Gs equivalent for 891 gal in six of the eight
contexts in which the latter appears in Genesis, including all three cases
of the imperative volitional form which is employed here (1.22, 28; 9.1).
These are likewise semantically equivalent terms.

xal ta metewva mAnBuvéadw. G replicates the word order of his source text in
positioning the subject before the verb, which in both Greek and Hebrew
involves the same root as the one used earlier in the present verse in the
directive to sea creatures to multiply (mAn00vw, 127). The Greek neuter
plural subject Ta metetva is the counterpart to the Hebrew collective P11
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In both cases, the article marks generic usage (hence no article appears
in either NETS or the NRSV), and both nouns take singular verbs. The
neuter plural noun and singular verb combination in the Greek accords
with what is found in verses 20 and 21, where the subject is t& U0ata and
the verb is an aorist indicative singular form of ¢£dyw, though the Hebrew
subject and verb in those cases are of course both plural. In the present
context, a Greek third-person imperative (mAnfuvésfw) constitutes an
acceptable equivalent to the Hebrew jussive (277).

éml Tis yHis. G opts for this prepositional phrase nineteen times in Genesis
to render the source text construction consisting of the 2 preposition +
articulated noun PR, typically when no attendant modifiers are involved.
It is normally when modifiers are present (e.g., relative clauses, demon-
strative pronouns) that the preposition employed is év and its object is
in the dative: év t§j yfj, 9 dv oo elmw (26.2); v Tfj yij TadTy (26.3); v Tf
v éxeivn (26.12; 35.21[22]). Perhaps the exception that proves the rule is
found in the clause ITapotxeiv év T§ y#j Aixapey (47.4), where no such modi-
fier is present. The év + dative object phrase is almost always G’s choice of
equivalent when the corresponding prepositional phrase with PR is in
a construct relationship with a following nomen rectum or it includes a
pronominal suffix, either with the article (10x) or without one (43x). It is
clear, therefore, that G has established certain patterns in rendering these
constructions in his source text.

1.23
"WAN O 9P TN 2 TN
xal €yeveto €0mépa xal EYEVeTo Tpwl, NUépa TEUTTY.
And it came to be evening, and it came to be morning, a fifth day.

G replicates his source text as he does with the concluding formula for
each of the days of the Hexaemeron.

1.24
PRI W anna Ao 1 wal PIRA XXIN o'rHR RN
127 nrnd
Kai eimev 6 beds Ebayayérw 7 yii buxny (Boay xatd yévos, TeTpdmoda
xal épmeta xal Onpia T Yiic xatd yévos. xal éyéveto oUTwg.



52 Hiebert

And God said, “Let the earth bring forth the living creature
according to kind: quadrupeds and creeping things and wild ani-
mals of the earth according to kind” And it became so.

"Eéayayétw. Regarding G’s use of é¢dyw to render R¥* hiphil, see verse 20.

Yuxy {Boav. G employs the same equivalents for "M WAl as in verse
20, except that in the present verse singular, rather than plural, forms are
counterparts to the collective construction in the source text.

xaTA YEVos ... xatad Yévos. Regarding the translation pattern followed by G
in rendering these " constructions, see verse 21.

Tetpamoda ... épmetd ... Onpla. G employs plural forms for the collective
nouns in his source text.

tetpamoda. G’s choice of Tetpdmous as the counterpart to M1713, only here
and in 34.23, is a striking one, inasmuch as his usual equivalent in Genesis
is xT¥jvos (19x), including the case in the Tatbericht in the following verse.
With no discernible pattern with respect to the choice of one equivalent
or another, it appears as though G is motivated by the desire for stylistic
variation when he departs from his default equivalence. Elsewhere in the
Pentateuch, the respective ratios of Tetpamoug versus xTijvog as equivalents
for N1N2 are: Exodus: 4-14; Leuitikon: 6-24; Numbers: 1-15; Deuterono-
mion: 0-14.

g¢pmeta. Regarding G’s use of épmeTév as the equivalent for both Wn7 and
PV, see verse 20.

bnpla. G employs Onplov as an acceptable equivalent for the noun 1°1 in
seventeen of its eighteen occurrences in his source text. No attempt is
made to reflect the different forms of the nomen regens in the present con-
text and the following verse, 11°1 and "1 (GKC §900).

xal éyéveto olitwg. Regarding the transition formula, see verse 6.

1.25
w1 52 nRY Arnb Annan R AR PARD DN DR DTOR WM
210 2 AR KRIMINPND ONTRA
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xal émoinoey 6 fedg T Onpla THg Yiic xata yévos xal Ta TV xaTad
Yévos xal mavta T EpmeT THS Vi xatd yévos adTV. xal eldev 6 Heds
6Tt xad.

And God made the wild animals of the earth according to kind
and the cattle according to kind and all the creeping things of the
earth according to their kind. And God saw that they were good.

e Opla ... & %Yy ... mavte T& €pmetd. Once again, G employs plural
forms to render the collectives in his source text. The sequence of genera
differs from that of the list in the preceding Wortbericht, though in both
verses there are three. As mentioned in the discussion regarding tetpamoda
in verse 24, in the present context the equivalent for 1772 is G’s default,
XTHVoS.

AT YEVOS ... XATA YEVOS ... ¥QT Yévos adT@v. Regarding the translation
pattern followed by G in rendering these "3 constructions, see verse 21.

xal €ldev 6 Oedg 8Tt xadd. Regarding this version of the divine approbation
formula, see verse 21.

1.26

71921 07 NAT3a YT 1MINTa 15 DIR AWPI DNOR AR
PIRA HY WNN wnn 9321 PIRA 9321 NRNa DR

el imey 6 Beds TToowyey Evbpwmov xat eixdve Nuetépay xal xab’

bpolwaty, xal apxétwony Tév ixdwy Tis Badaaons xal Tév meTeWY

ToU olpavol xal TV xTnvédv xal maons T Yy xal mavTwy TEY

EPTETEY TGV EPTOVTWY ETL THS V7S

Then God said, “Let us make humankind according to our image

and according to likeness, and let them rule the fish of the sea

and the birds of the sky and the cattle and all the earth and all the

creeping things that creep upon the earth”

dvbpwmov. G employs @vBpwmos as the counterpart to DR twenty-seven
times in Genesis, including the present context, and in all but one of the
remaining twenty-six occurrences of the latter (where there is no Greek
counterpart), the equivalent is the proper noun Adau. Here in 1.26, anar-
throus &vlpwmov, like DR, “denotes generic humanity” (Wevers 1993, 14;
LS)).
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xat eixdve Huetépav. G always employs eix@v as an equivalent for DY
in Genesis (1.26, 27; 5.3; 9.6). Furthermore, both here and in the follow-
ing verse, G’s counterpart to D9¥1 is xat’ eixéva. This translation differs
from the more formally equivalent rendering év eixéut in 9.6, specifically
in regard to the choice of prepositions. In 5.3, the phrase xata ™y eixéva
adTol corresponds to 19¥2 and features the prepositional equivalence
xata - 3 that one would expect. This is the only place in the LXX Pen-
tateuch where the possessive adjective nuétepos is found. It thus provides
a striking contrast to the fifty-seven occurrences in Genesis alone of the
genitive plural personal pronoun #uév, which is the possessive form that
typically modifies a substantive in the LXX.

xal xaf’ dpolwow. G departs from his source text by supplying the coor-
dinating conjunction xal and not providing an equivalent for the first
person plural pronominal suffix. The prepostion xata, however, corre-
sponds to 2. G’s coordination of this phrase with the previous one gives
rise to a syntactical, if not a semantic, distinction between them. In the
source text, however, the second phrase without the conjunction may be
interpreted as explicating the first one. The absence of a possessive form
in the OG presumably reflects G’s decision not to supply a counterpart to
an element of the parent text that may be regarded as redundant (Wevers
1993, 14-15).

dpyétwaay. The verb dpyw is G’s equivalent for 777 both here and in its
only other occurrence in Genesis (1.28).

w6y ix00wv ... Téy meTEWdY ... TEY XY ... Taos THs Yijs ... TAVTWY
T6V épmeTidy T@Y Epmévtwy. The use of the genitive case for the items that
comprise the direct object of dpyw conforms to standard Greek usage. G
has therefore chosen a normal Greek construction to replace the Hebrew
idiom that involves the preposition 2 as a prefix for the constituent com-
ponents of the object of the verb 177. As has been noted in several pre-
vious contexts, G often renders Hebrew collective nouns as plurals: Tév
ixB0wy — N3T3, 16y meTewdy — I, TEY xkTYEY — NNNAD, TAVTWY TEY
EPMETEY TGV EpmévTwy — WM WA Y22, The other item in this sequence,
PRA 523, is not, of course, a collective, and G shows his awareness of that
fact by rendering the phrase maog ¥ yis.



In the Beginning 55

géml i yijs. See the discussion regarding this phrase as the rendering for
PIRN 5 in verse 11.

1.27

7P 70T IR K13 DTOR 0Y%A 1Y% DIRA DR DTOR RN
DOKR K93

xal émoinoey 6 Bedg Tov Gvbpwmov, xat’ eixdva Beol émoincey adTov,

&paev xal B7jAv émoinaey adtols.

And God made humankind;

according to divine image he made it;

male and female he made them.

gémolnoev. Regarding the motéw — 81 equivalence, see verse 1.

Tov &vbpwmov. In contrast to what occurs in verse 26, G has represented
generic humanity by means of an arthrous form of @&vfpwmog, undoubtedly
in order to distinguish the corresponding differences in his source text:
&vbpwmov — DR in verse 26; Tov &vlpwmov — OTRA NR in the present verse
(Wevers 1993, 14-15).

xat’ eixdva Oeol. G apparently decided to simplify things in comparison to
what could be regarded as a redundant sequence in his source text—125%2
0'9R OH¥a—by representing only the last two words in his translation.
See verse 26 regarding the xat’ eixéve — D9¥2 equivalence.

dpaev. In Genesis, dpany is the counterpart to 921, the noun denoting male,
nine times, while the cognate adjective apaevixds (functioning as a substan-
tive) is the equivalent in the other five contexts in which this Hebrew noun
occurs. G’s translation choices in these contexts thus reflect his source text.

b#Av. G employs this Greek term for all six occurrences of 13p3 in his
Genesis source text.

1.28
PARA DR IRDAY 127 110 ©HR DAY R 0HR DNR TIaN
PIRA t?}J nwnan mn 5 onawn 71921 01 DATA TN AwaD
xal eOAGynoey adTols 6 Beds Aéywy Adédvesbe xai mAnbiveshe xal
TANpwoaTE TV YV xal xataxupleboaTe alTHg xal ApYETE TGV
ixB0wv Tijs BaAagons xal T@Y TeTeW@Y Tol odpavol xal TaAvTwY TEY
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XTNVEY xal Taong THs Yijs xal TAVTwWY TEY EPTETEY TWY EPTOVTWY €Ml
i YHis

And God blessed them, saying, “Increase, and multiply, and fill
the earth, and subdue it, and rule the fish of the sea and the birds
of the sky and all the cattle and all the earth and all the creeping
things that creep upon the earth”

g0Adynoev. Regarding the edloyéw — 12 piel equivalence, see verse 22.

Aéywv. Regarding the occurrence of Aéywv in Genesis, see verse 22. In the
present case, however, the counterpart in the MT to this participial form
is not the uninflected direct speech marker 77385 that appears in verse
22 and is the usual equivalent, but the clause D'ROR DAY AR, It will be
noted that the present verse and verse 22 begin the same way in both the
OG and the MT: xal edAéynoey adtovg (adta [v. 22]) 6 Oedg — DAR TIIN
D'HR. But then, as indicated, whereas the speech introduction formula
that follows is the same in both verses in the OG, namely, Aéywv, in the MT
it differs. Hendel argues that the appearance of Aéywv in the present verse
is likely due to harmonizing activity that has occurred in the Vorlage of
LXX Genesis, which he calls proto-G (Hendel 1998, 30). Wevers maintains
that this is a case of harmonization by G (Wevers 1993, 16). In the absence
of Hebrew evidence to support Hendel’s contention, I am inclined to agree
with Wevers.

Av&dveabe ... mAnblveode ... mnpwoate. Regarding the adédvw - NM3,
TAnBivew — 137 1, and mhnpdw — 8HNM equivalences, see verse 22.

xataxvplevoate aits. Greek xataxuplew is semantically equivalent to
Hebrew w12. Like its simplex cognate, xuptetw, it takes a genitive direct
object. The only other appearance of xataxvpiebw in Genesis occurs in a
context where the MT has no counterpart (9.1).

dpyete. Regarding the dpyw — 77 equivalence, see verse 26.

6V ixB0wy ... TGV TETEWRY ... TAVTWY TEY XTVEY ... TdoYS THS YHS ...
TAVTWY TRV EpTeTiY TGV épmévTwy. Regarding the use of the genitive case
for the direct object of dpyw, the use of this construction as a replace-
ment for the Hebrew idiom 2 177, and the rendering of Hebrew collec-
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tive nouns as plurals (té@v ix00wy — N3T2, 1@ TeTewdy — PI) see verse
26.

xal TavTwy TEY xTHY&Y xal maayg T yis. This section of the OG text has no
counterpart in the MT. Except for mavtwy, however, it mirrors the word-
ing of verse 26—where the source text reads PR 9321 nN221—follow-
ing Tév ix00wv i badaoans xal T@Y meTewdv Tol odpavol. Once again in
the present verse, Hendel posits harmonizing activity in proto-G (Hendel
1998, 30-31), while Wevers assumes it is the work of the LXX translator
(Wevers 1993, 16). The absence of other textual evidence would appear to
tip the scales in favor of G.

xal TavTwy TEV épmeTdV TAY épmévtwy. G has employed plural forms to
render singulars in his source text. Furthermore, this is the only place in
Genesis where épmetov is the counterpart to the noun 111, in comparison
to seventeen other contexts where the equivalent is 8%piov. This anomaly is
once again undoubtedly due to harmonization with verse 26 by G.

1.29

93 119 HY qwR P Y awy 53 Nk 03% NN N0 DROR 0K
15aR5 1717 2% P P PY Mo 12 WK Py DI NN PIRA

xal elmey ¢ Bedg 100V dédwxa Hulv mév ydpTov omlpipov omeipov

omépua, § EoTw Emdvw maans Tiis Yo xal mv EOhov, 6 Exel &v Eautd

xapmov omépuatos amopipov—ouly Eotat gis Bpdav—

And God said, “See, I have given to you any herbage, sowable,

seeding seed, which is over all the earth, and any tree that has in

itself fruit of sowable seed—to you it shall be for food—

0édwxa. In OG Genesis, there are ninety-nine perfect indicative verbs,
compared to some 891 Hebrew perfects (excluding wegatal forms) in the
MT of the book. The default tense employed by G to render Hebrew per-
fects is the aorist, a verb form that occurs 2,585 times in Genesis. In the
first ten chapters of the book, for example, the Greek equivalents for 110
of the 133 Hebrew perfects are aorist indicative verbs. The lone Greek per-
fect indicative in chapter 1 is 0¢0wxa in the present verse, the counterpart
to the perfect verb *NN1 in the source text. In the same chapter, there are
nine Hebrew perfects, seven of which are translated by aorist indicatives,
and the other one besides *NNJ is NN in verse 2, which is rendered by
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the imperfect indicative of eiui (3v), for which, of course, there is no aorist
verb form. It is clear, therefore, that 0édwxa here constitutes a deliberate
departure from the default for G, a move that has semantic implications in
terms of signifying the perfective aspect of the verb.

Opiv ... Opiv. G appropriately employs the pronoun in the dative case for
the prepostional phrase D2% in the source text.

miy yépTov. Thackeray (§12, 4) points out that the neuter pronominal
adjective mév in combination with the masculine noun ydptov in the pres-
ent context is the first of a number of such constructions in the LXX (e.g.,
mav oixétyy [Ex 12.44]; mév Adyov [Routh 4.7; 1 Suppl 27.1(2x); 2 Suppl
19.11]; mév @vopa [1 Rgns 11.8; PsSal 3.8]; mév mévov [3 Rgns 8.37; 2 Suppl
6.28]; mév Povvdy [3 Rgns 15.22; Ier 2.20; lezek 20.28; 34.6]; mév vidv [3
Rgns 21.15]; méiv Textéva [4 Rgns 24.14]; mév oixov [4 Rgns 25.9; Tezek
36.10; Idt 4.15; Ter 13.11]; mév 0¢ OPpiotiy [Iob 40.11]; mév Aifov [lezek
28.13]; miv $oPov [lezek 38.21]). Outside the LXX corpus, other exam-
ples may be found: mév dptov (T. Reu. 1.10); mév Adyov (PMil. 1.2 27,
Milan, Universita Cattolica PMed. 1 Ro [b-c], 158 BCE [http://tinyurl.
com/SBL0466e]; UPZ 1.99, Leiden, National Museum of Antiquities 410,
158 BCE [http://tinyurl.com/SBL0466f]; O.Petr. 334, London, UC Inv. Nr.
62038, third century CE [http://tinyurl.com/SBL0466g]); mav Tov TémOV
(UPZ 1.5, Paris, Louvre N 2359, 163 BCE [http://www.trismegistos.org/
text/5967]). Thackeray suggests the possibility that mév yéptov in Gen 1.29
could be “a syntactical colloquialism rather than a vulgarism of accidence”
(Thackeray §12, 4; italics original). Wevers understands this construction
to be the result of G’s construal of the masculine accusative noun x6ptov as
a neuter (Wevers 1993, 17). It seems more likely, however, that this is a case
of a neuter adjectival form mév being used for a generalizing purpose (see
the discussion regarding Potavny and omeipov in v. 11). This has seman-
tic and therefore interpretative implications with regard to G’s choice of
equivalent for 9. Given the generalizing sense of the neuter form, it seems
best to translate mév as any (LS], s.v. “néi¢” D.II1.2).

Greek xdpTog is the equivalent for Hebrew 2wy all seven times that
it occurs in Genesis. It has been noted in the discussion regarding this
equivalence in verse 11 that both terms can denote food for animals or
humans that is derived from plants (as is the case both here and in the
next verse).
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ombptpov omeipov oméppa. The words omdpipov omeipov are a doublet trans-
lation of the participle PI1. Although the adjective omépiov (which in
Genesis occurs only in this verse) could be read here as a masculine sin-
gular attributive modifier of xépTov, it seems more likely that it is parallel
to omeipov and therefore neuter. These apposite adjectival forms, in turn,
modify the gender-incongruent pair mév x6ptov, while oméppa, of course, is
the direct object of the participle amelpov. One may observe that G not only
produces the Hebraism omeipov omépua to represent the cognate phrase
Y1 YV (cf. omelpov oméppa — PIT Y™ NA in vv. 11 and 12), but also, without
warrant from his source text, heightens the tautology by introducing the
additional Greek cognate form omopipov to create the doublet rendering.
This addition does, however, have the effect of forging a connection with
the phrase xapmov oméppatog omopipov as the interpretative translation of
PIT Y PY 12 later in this verse.

§ €otiv mdve maoms Tijs Y. In the OG, a copulative verb follows the rela-
tive pronoun, though in the source text, of course, the pronoun WK with-
out any accompanying verbal form constitutes normal Hebrew idiom. The
Greek clause is likely to be understood as a nonrestrictive relative, intro-
duced in English by which and serving to provide incidental information
about the antecedent—in this case mév yoptov rather than omépua—rather
than a restrictive one, introduced in English by that and serving to define
or articulate the identity of the antecedent. Of the twelve occurrences of
the phrase PR 92 718 5 in the MT, only here in the OG is it rendered
as émavw maoyns tis yijs. The other place in the OG where there is not an
explicit equivalent for "3 in the above-mentioned Hebrew phrase is Gen
7.3: éml méoav v yijv. Elsewhere mpoowmov is utilized as the equivalent
for 118: éml mavti mpocwmw magys Tis yis (Gen 8.9); éml TMpoowTou TATYS
Tis y¥is (Gen 11.4); éml mpéowmov maoys Tis yis (Gen 11.8, 9; Deut 11.25;
1 Rgns 30.16; 2 Rgns 18.8; Zach 5.3; Dan 8.5 8'); éml mpoowmou T yijs
(Dan 8.5 OG). The same is true in contexts where the middle elements of
the Hebrew phrase are reversed (at least in the MT if not in the relevant
source texts): PR 18 93 DY - éml npéowmov Tis Yiis (Gen 19.28); 53 5y
PR 710 émit mpoowmov maoys THs yiis (Gen 41.56; Iezek 34.6). Phrases in
Genesis other than the one under consideration here in 1.29 where émdvw
is the counterpart to 239 5y include émdvew Tiig &Bdooou for DINN 218 HY in
1.2 and émdvw Tol U8atoc for DM 138 9V in 1.2 and 7.18. In these cases, it
seems that the focus in the OG is less on the topmost parts of the entities
mentioned (abyss, water, ground), as "3 99 might suggest, than on their
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surfaces in general. Thus with respect to the herbage described here in
verse 29, it would appear that émavw mdoys Tis yijs refers not specifically
to the soil in which it grows but more generally to the earth’s surface that
it covers.

méiv E0Aov. This phrase parallels mév ydptov, which occurs earlier in the
same verse, though in the present context but unlike the previous one,
there is gender congruence inasmuch as both adjective and noun are
neuter. The parallel nature of these phrases in the OG is evident as well by
virture of the fact that the respective nouns in both cases are anarthrous
whereas in the source text the earlier one is anarthrous (2wWy 93 NK) while
the later one is not (PP 92 NR). It seems likely that the generalizing sense
of mév denoting any obtains in the present case as well.

6 &xer &v éautd. G employs a different copula verb than the one used in the
relative clause earlier in this verse, and in combination with the preposi-
tional phrase that includes the reflexive pronoun it constitutes a sensible
rendering of 12 IWR in the source text.

xapmov oméppatos amopiuov. G’s translation offers an intelligible interpre-
tation of the source text (Y71 Y1 PY 79, literally “fruit of a tree seed-
ing seed”), which exhibits a redundancy in the form of the repetition of
the noun PP in the relative clause of which the present phrase is a part,
despite that noun’s earlier appearance in the antecedent phrase 52 NN
Y. In both the OG and the source text, however, the focus is on the fruit
that contains the seed that is to be disseminated. Accordingly, omépuatog
amoplpov is to be understood as a genitive of material or contents (Smyth
§1323).

gotat. This verb, like the corresponding Hebrew verb in the source text,
is singular. Presumably the antecedent to the “dummy subject” signified
by “it” in NETS is the herbage and fruit tree combination construed as a
single entity.

Bpéatv. The word Bpéiais is Gs choice to render 193X here as well as in two
additional contexts in Genesis (1.30; 9.3). In the only other occurrence
of 199N in the book (6.21), G opts for the aorist infinitive of éofiw in an
interpretative translation of the clause 19285 DAY 79 "M - xal goTal
ool xal éxelvors dayeiv. The Bpéiais — MIIR equivalence may be contrasted



In the Beginning 61

with G’s employment of the plural of Bpéua as the counterpart to the noun
53N in fifteen of its sixteen occurrences, the one exception being Bpéatg
in 47.24.

1.30

WAl 12 WK PIRA Y wnm 55 onwn g1y 535 varn nn 5%
1271 nHarb awy P Ha nr N

xal méaw Tolg Oyplog TH yHic xal méow Tolg meTewois Tol oVpavol

xal mavtl épmeTd Epmovtt éml THg Vs, 6 Exel &v Eautd Yuyy {wiic,

xal TAVTE XOpTOV XAwpoV €is Bpdaty. xat yéveto oUTws.

and to all the wild animals of the earth and to all the birds of the

sky and to every creeping thing that creeps on the earth that has

in itself the animating force of life, and all green herbage for food.”

And it became so.

néiow ols Onplots ... méow Tois metewols. Following his source text, G con-
tinues to detail the components of the indirect object of dédwxa in verse
29—namely, all the living creatures for which the herbage and trees pro-
vide food—and he again employs the dative case to represent prepositional
phrases with 9. Gs equivalents for the collective nouns 111 and 71 in the
construct state are arthrous plurals. Combined with the plural of mdg, this
communicates that all members of each named species are included. The
combination of 92 with a collective suggests the distributive idea of each,
every (GKC §127b; cf. NRSV).

mavtl épmetd Epmovtt. In this case, G renders the singular phrase 53%
WA in the singular, which represents a departure from the translator’s
approach in earlier contexts where this type of creature is mentioned: all
other references are to épmeta in the plural (vv. 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 28).
Preceded by the adjective mds in the singular, this then constitutes a shift
from the type of expression that is inclusive of all members of a species to
one that communicates the distributive sense in terms of every member
of a species. The phrase épmeté €pmovtt is G’s counterpart to the participle
WM in the source text. The choice of noun plus attributive participle is
presumably due to harmonization by G with respect to that previously-
occurring combination: TavTwy TGV EPTETAY TEY EpmovTwY — WNIN 522
WA (V. 26); TaVTWY TEY EPTETRY TGV EpmovTwy — MW N 502 (v. 28).
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6 Exet &v éautd. Regarding this clause as the rendering for 12 TWR, see
verse 29.

Yuymy {whi. Although in the present context, as in verse 24, the source text
reads 1'N WA, G has correctly distinguished one meaning of that phrase
from the other. Here G employs the genitive noun {ws (“life”) to specify
what it is that constitutes the animating force (Yux»nv) of a living creature.
In verse 24, the attributive participle {&oav (“living”) serves to characterize
the essence of the creature (Yuyn) itself.

xal mdvta xdptov YAwpdv. This phrase, like that of its counterpart in the
source text, constitutes the third and final component of the direct object
of the main verb (0¢dwxa — *NNJ) in the divine declaration that begins in
verse 29. In Wevers’s edition (Weed) cited here, it begins with xal, which
is presented as uncontested in the textual history of the LXX, though not
adopted in the editions of Johann Grabe and Alfred Rahlfs, who relegate
this xal to the status of a variant to the OG. In the Brooke-McLean edi-
tion of the so-called Cambridge LXX, the Christian apologist Theophi-
lus of Antioch is cited as the lone witness to a text without xal (Autol.
2.11.63). As for the translations of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion,
they too lack xal. This agrees with the textual tradition of the majority of
Hebrew manuscripts in which the corresponding phrase does not begin
with the Y conjunction. Fifteen Hebrew manuscripts do, however, attest the
conjunction (BHK), something that Wevers surprisingly fails to mention,
given the fact that this evidence could be marshalled in support of his con-
clusion regarding the originality of xal. Admittedly, the presence of this
xal further complicates the already complex syntax of the sentence that
spans verses 29-30, and its absence would mitigate the situation some-
what. Without xai, the text would exhibit a more symmetrical structure
in which sowable herbage and fruit trees are allocated for food to humans
and “green herbage” to the animals. If one were to accept the text cited by
Theophilus and adopted by Grabe and Rahlfs as OG, the argument for the
secondary introduction of xal would presumably run along the following
lines: Very early in the textual history of the LXX, a copyist, confused by
the anacoluthon that concludes verse 29 (Opiv éotat eig Ppdow), inserted
xal before the clause mavta xopTov yAwpov eis Bpdaw, thus isolating it from
what precedes. All subsequent Greek copyists replicated the longer read-
ing, and any Greek manuscripts that would have attested the shorter one
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ultimately disappeared. As for the presence of 1 in the fifteen above-men-
tioned Hebrew manuscripts, they would presumably attest to a parallel
phenomenon that occurred in the Hebrew textual history, but indepen-
dently of what happened in the Greek textual tradition.

The preceding scenario, however, is problematic. In the first place, the
evidence of virtually the entire textual tradition of the LXX and of a sub-
stantial number of Hebrew manuscripts raises the very real possibility that
G’s source text was different than that of the majority of extant Hebrew
manuscripts. Secondly, the presence of xai constitutes the lectio difficilior,
which it seems easier to account for as the original reading (pace Grabe
and Rahlfs) than as a complicating addition to an originally symmetrical
and more easily understood text. Although xai does muddle the syntax
somewhat, the result is not unintelligible. Translators of, and commenta-
tors on, this longer text have commonly understood xal to be adverbial,
glossing it in various ways: “even” (Brenton 1844; Wevers 1993, 18; Brown
1993, 26), “also” (Thomson 1808), “aussi” (BdA), “auch” (LXX.D). Bray-
ford (2007), however, translates this xai conjunctively as “and” Indeed, the
fact that xal is G’s default rendering for the 1 conjunction makes it highly
likely that this xal is conjunctive rather than adverbial. In Brayford’s trans-
lation of the Wortbericht in verses 29-30, which includes the phrase being
discussed here, one gets the impression that the same kinds of food are
allotted to both humans and animals.

Look, I have given you every sowable herbage reproducing seed, which is
over all the earth; and every tree, which has in itself fruit of sowable seed;
to you it will be for food, and for all the wild animals of the earth and all
the birds of the heaven and every reptile that crawls on the earth, which
has in itself animate being; and every green herbage for food. (Brayford
2007, 35).

Harl maintains that the phrase with xaf, which she however renders
adverbially (“aussi”), results in a declaration that humans and animals are
accorded the same kinds of food (Harl 1994, 97). In Brayford’s commen-
tary on this passage, she asserts, contrary to what appears to be implied
in her translation, that different types of food are designated for humans
and animals.

Best characterized as a vegetarian diet, what the human is to eat includes
herbage and fruit from trees.... God provides a similar, but not identical,
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diet for the other animate beings; they are to have xopTov xAwpov, literally
“herbage of green” [sic] for food, presumably referring to grass (Brayford
2007, 224).

This interpretation of the text may best be assigned to its reception history,
whereas her translation of the dangling clause introduced by a conjunc-
tive xal comes nearer the mark of representing the meaning of the text
as produced. That is to say, the dangling clause, understood the way it is
translated in NETS, signifies that the animal genera mentioned in verse
30 are allocated, not an alternative, but an additional food source (green
herbage) besides the types mentioned in verse 29 that they are to share
with humans (sowable herbage, fruit trees). The fact that this appears
to be an odd combination should not tempt the interpreter to allow the
meaning of the text-as-produced to be overtaken by the meaning of the
text-as-received.

In contrast to the gender-incongruent collocation mév yoptov in verse
29, here the pronominal adjective mavta that precedes the masculine sin-
gular accusative noun yoptov agrees with it in gender. This means that the
idea of the whole (“all”) is intended rather than the generalizing (“any”) or
distributive (“every”) senses of the term. The noun plus attributive adjec-
tive sequence x6pTov yAwpév represents a transposition of terms in the
source text AWY P

Bpéiaw. Regarding the Bpdais — MR equivalence, see verse 29.
xal éyéveto oltws. Regarding the transition formula, see verse 6.

1.31

AP AN Y M IRND 20 A3 AWy WK 52 nR YR RN
wwin onr

el €ldev 6 Beds & mavta, Soa émolnoey, xal (0o xadd Aav. xal

EYEVETO E0TEPQ Xl EYEVETO Tpwl, NUEPRL EXTY.

And God saw all the things that he had made, and see, they were

exceedingly good. And it came to be evening, and it came to be

morning, a sixth day.

& mévtat, §oa. G employs plural forms to render the elements WX 52 NN
of the object clause in his source text. This highlights the fact that creation
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is comprised of many parts rather than the fact implied in the source text
that all these parts taken together comprise an integrated whole.

xaAa Alav. The plural adjective xad is congruent in number with the ante-
cedent construction ta mavta, doa, but not with its singular counterpart
W in the source text. As for the adverb Alav, here, as in its only other
occurrence in the Pentateuch (4.5), it is the equivalent for TR in the
source text. This represents a departure from G’s default, however, since
thirty-one other times in Genesis alone the Greek equivalent is a¢édpc,
and once it is codpéic.

xal &yéveto éomépa xal &yéveto mpwl, Nuépa Exty). G replicates his source
text as he does with the concluding formula for each of the days of the
Hexaemeron.

2.1
DRaR 521 PR AW 1Han
Kal quvetedéohnoay 6 odpavos xal 1) yij xat més 6 xéopog adT@v.
And the sky and the earth were finished, and all their arrangement.

ouveteAéobnony. The aorist passive indicative of cuvtedéw is an appropriate
equivalent for the pual perfect of 193, a verb form whose counterpart in its
only other occurrence in the LXX is, however, the aorist active indicative
of éxlelmw (Ps 71[72].20).

6 xéopos avt@y. G fashions an interpretative translation of X2X in his
source text, a term that often has to do with military forces and service,
less frequently with service in the cult or compulsory labor of some
sort, but also with heavenly bodies—especially the stars—and the divine
entourage (HALOT). Understandably G does not opt here to employ the
equivalent that he uses in the other three contexts where 82X appears in
Genesis, where mention is made in each instance of Phichol who is the
commander-in-chief of Abimelech’s d0vawig (“army”; 21.22, 32; 26.26).
In the present case, the choice of xoouos—signifying “order” rather than
“ornament,” “adornment,” or “universe” (LS], BDAG)—reflects the transla-
tor’s focus on the creator’s arrangement of the various components of his
creation. “La belle ordonnance du monde” is a recurring theme in pagan
Hellenistic literature as well as in Jewish and Christian texts (Harl 1994,
98; LSJ).
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2.2

"Wwn 012 DawY AWy WK NAR5N "Wawn ora o'roR Han
nWY WK 1NIRN 93N

xal cuVeTEAETeY 0 Bedg &v T nuépa T Exty Ta Epya aldTol, & émoinaey,

xal xatémauaey &V Tf Nuépa T 00w amd mavTwy T@Y Epywy alTod

v émolnoev.

And on the sixth day God finished his works that he had made,

and he left off on the seventh day from all his works that he had

made.

quvetéheaev. G employs quvTeléw to render the piel of 193 —an acceptable
semantic equivalence both here and in the other five contexts in which this
Hebrew verb form occurs in Genesis (6.16; 17.22; 24.15, 45; 43.2).

f &ty ... ) £BA6uy. In the OG, as in SamPent and Pesh, the potential ten-
sion of the source text, which indicates that creator’s work was finished on
both the sixth day (v. 1) and the seventh day (v. 2), is resolved. In verse 2,
G and these other versions intentionally diverge from the source text and
take pains to make it clear that the sixth day is the last one on which God
is active in creation, and that the seventh day is marked by the absence of
such activity.

e Epya avtol ... T@v Epywv adtol. In this verse, as in the next one and
39.11, G renders 12NN —namely, the singular noun plus a third mas-
culine singular pronominal suffix—with an arthrous plural form of £pyov
plus the possessive pronoun.

xatémavoey. Here, as well as in the other two contexts in Genesis where his
source text had NAW, G’s equivalent is xatamadw (2.3; 8.22). The essential
meaning of xatamalw in its intransitive sense, as it is of NAW in the gal
stem, is to “cease” or “leave oft” doing something.

2.3
1N2R5A Yo naw 1272 InR wIpN WaAwn 0 NKR o oR TN
mwpH R K12 WK
xal eOAéynaey 6 Beds THY Nuépav THY EBOSUNY xal Nylacey adTRY, 8T
&v adTf xatémavoey amd mhvTwy 6V Epywy adtol, M fpbato 6 Bedg
Totfjoal.
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And God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it, because on it he
left off from all his works that God had begun to make.

e0Adynoev. Regarding the edAoyéw — 72 piel equivalence, see 1.22.

xal Nylacey. This is the only place where the semantically equivalent verbs
ayialw and WP piel appear in Genesis.

amd mavtwy Tév Epywy adtol. G employs plural forms to render the singu-
lar substantival components of the prepositional phrase 112851 921 (see
2.2).

v Aipkato 6 Beds mowjoat. G seems intentionally to have departed from his
source text in fashioning the end component of an inclusio that is inau-
gurated with the words év apyjj émoinoey 6 Beds in 1.1. While motéw is far
and away his preferred equivalent for WY (with 136 equivalences out of a
total of 153 occurrences of WY in Genesis), this is the only context among
eleven occurrences of the verb X721 that the counterpart is &pyw.

Summary

An inclusio demarcates the limits of this segment of OG Genesis. Subsec-
tions are defined, as in the source text, by the days of the creation week,
and structured according to a pattern of Wortbericht, transition formula,
Tatbericht, and formula of divine approbation. Where the source text
diverges from that pattern, G resorts to harmonization.
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Outline

With various departures from and adaptations of his source text, G relates
Moyses’s birth, his three-month concealment, his rescue from exposure in
the Nile marsh, and his adoption by Pharao’s daughter, even as he is nursed
by his own mother.

Commentary

2.1
"5 N3 nR P11 MY man wR M
7Y 8¢ Tig éx Tiis dudijc Aeul, 8¢ Edafev Tév Buyatépwy Aeul xal Zoyev
adTHV.
Now there was a certain man from the tribe of Leui who took one
of the daughters of Leui and married her.

#v 8¢ Tig ... 8. G emphasizes a break with the preceding discourse seg-
ment by using 0¢, a nominal clause, and the indefinite pronoun Tig for W'R
to mark the beginning of the story of Moyses. The indefinite Ti in turn
is defined by the following prepositional phrase and relative clause. The
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phrase v 3¢ Tig marks a shift in discourse and sometimes the introduction
of a new episode or a new character in Greek literature. Examples occur in
Homer, I1. 5.9, % 8¢ Tig &v Tpieaat Adpyg ddveids quipwy (“Now there was
amid the Trojans one Dares, a rich man and blameless” [LCL]); Xenophon,
Hell. 4.1.29, %v 3¢ Tig AmoModawis Kulueqvés, 8 xal @apvafdlw étlyyavey
éx malatod Eévog (“Now there was a certain Apollophanes of Cyzicus who
chanced to be an old friend of Pharnabazus” [LCL]); and Plutarch, Cor.
22.1.1 %)y 8¢ T1g awip €€ Avriou mélews did e mAoliTov xal dudpelay xal yévoug
¢mddveiay d&lwpa Pagdixdy (“Now there was a certain man from the city
of Antium both because of wealth and bravery and conspicuous lineage
had the standing of a king” [LCL]).

This Greek idiom replaces W& 9" and creates a nominal sentence,
with the subject modified by a relative clause, whereas the Hebrew has two
standard waw-consecutive imperfect clauses. G used various strategies of
subordination to represent Hebrew parataxis in this section: including the
adverbial participle (idofoa ... dmooteilaoa ... dveldato [v. 5], dvoiéaoa Ot
6pé [v. 6], éNBoliont O¢ ... éxdAeaey [v. 8b], an adverbial temporal émef clause
[v. 3]), and a genitive absolute (@dpuvBévtos 0t Tol Taudiov eionyayev [v.
10]). The translator’s use of such diverse subordination indicates his ten-
dency to pay attention to the target language requirements.

Other cases in Exodus where G renders Hebrew finite verbs other than
71 with forms of elvat occur at 13.7, odx &otar oot {wn = 9 NRT KN
IRW; 22.15, Eotan adtd qutt Tol wiobol adtol = 92W31A R1; 34.9, xal éodueda
oot = 130N However, none of these are similar to this case in 2.1.

9¢. G employs this particle frequently (vv. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8 [2x], 9 [3x], 10)
to render various uses of 1. Its ubiquity in Exodus reflects normal Greek
usage and is one of the indicators that G seeks to accommodate the target
language. It often signals change of subject, but not in every case (e.g., vv.
3, 6, 10a).

15 &x THjg duMjs Aevl. G provides an ad sensum rendering for % n*a. The
use of puAn Aeul as the equivalent, while unique in Exodus, is certainly
understandable, given that Aevl is one of the twelve tribes. The house-
hold of Levi, introduced in Exod 1.1-2 and defined more specifically in
6.19-27, over the intervening centuries has grown significantly, as had all
the households connected with Jacob’s offspring. Therefore ¢$uAz is a more
sensible reflection of this reality within the story, but anticipates later defi-
nitions of the Israelite organization.



72 Perkins

Asvl. The personal name M9 is one of two in Exodus that possess a con-
sonantal waw. The other is the gentilic /1. In both cases the consonantal
waw is transliterated with the diphthong —ev: Aevi, Ebaiog (a declinable
formation; see also 3.8).

glaPev. The verb Aaufavw in Exodus and generally in the LXX is the
default rendering of MpPY (“take”; ca. 70x). The phrase Aaufdvew TGV
Buyatépwy occurs also at 6.25 and 34.16, but reflects a slightly different
Hebrew construction (N327n 1pY). In Classical Greek the verb in some
contexts can mean to “receive in marriage.” LSJ references this usage in
Herodotus, Hist. 1.199, 9.108, and Xenophon, Hell. 4.1.14. In 6.23 we find
the expression €Aafev ... fuyatépa ... adTd yuvaixa, reflecting the Hebrew
Vorlage, meaning that a man married a daughter of someone (see v. 20 for
a similar example).

T6v Buyatépwy Aevl. The partitive plural genitive phrase tév Buyatépwy
Aevi renders the singular "9 N2 N, the object of the final verb. G had two
options. He could translate it as “the daughter of Levi,” but this chronolog-
ically is impossible, or he could construe it as a partitive genitive, that is,
“one of the female clan members of Levi,” which he did and thus avoided
the chronological issue. Houtman (1993, 270) argues that “grammati-
cally (unless one should think there is merit in appealing to Ges-K [GKC]
§126q; Joiion §137n) it is unlikely that 1% N2 N& can mean something else
than ‘the daughter of Levi.”

xal Eoyev adtiy. The last clause is in effect a literary addition filling out the
sequence of events in four stages and enhancing the parallelism formed by
these clauses. The common Greek verb éyew only occurs seven times (2.1;
21.22; 28.28, 39; 33.12; 36.2, 31) in Exodus and usually is part of an idi-
omatic Greek translation. The sense of the clause in this verse is to cohabit
with a wife and in this sense to be married. For example, we find in Aris-
totle, Cat. 15b.28, Aeyoueba 0¢ xal yuvaixa Exew xal 1 yuvy) Gvopa- ... 000V
yap @Mo 1@ Eyxew yuvalxa onuaivopey ¥ 6Tt guvoxel (“We say also that a
man ‘has’ a wife and a wife has a husband ... For we mean by this ‘have’
nothing more than that he cohabits” [LCL]). Later LXX translators use
it in the sense to cohabit with a woman or man. Sometimes this occurs
through normal marriage arrangements and sometimes through other
events such as war (Deut 28.30; 1 Esd 9.18; Esa 13.16; 54.1 [tov dvdpa]).
The verbal phrase may also imply sexual activity. It would seem that to a
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Greek-speaking person the translation expresses that this person married
one of the daughters of Levi and he cohabited with her. Aejmelaeus (1993,
101) notes, “the translator seems to be responsible for the divergence here,
which, however, adds nothing to the content of the passage.”

2.2
DA AWOW 1N18%NT RIN 210 D INKR RN [ oM AWRA M
xal v yaotpl EAafev xal étexev dpoev. i06vTes O alTd doTelov
goxémaoay adTo WUijvas Tpels.
And she conceived and bore a male child. Now when they saw
that it was handsome, they sheltered it for three months.

While the translator resumes his more usual mode of serial fidelity, he
incorporates numerous alterations. The use of &poev to render 2 cre-
ates continuity with the preceding instruction by Pharaoh to kill all male
infants.

xal v yaotpl EAafev. The Greek text does not reflect TWRT, its omission
presumably an example of “implicitation” (van der Louw 2007, 81-82).
The verb 71, “conceive, become pregnant,” only occurs at 2.2 in Exodus.
The cognate adjective 177, which means “pregnant,” occurs at 21.22 and
is rendered by the verbal phrase év yaotpl &ovoav. The LS] in the entry
“yaotnp” remarks that év yaotpl €yew indicates pregnancy, whereas év
yaotpt Aapfdvew refers to conception. Muraoka, GELS, follows this dis-
tinction in his entries related to &ew and AapuPdvew, as do LEH in their
entry on yaotyp. This distinction seems to be operative in 2.22 and 21.22,
the only occurrences of this idiom in Greek Exodus, suggesting that the
translator in choosing these different Greek idioms distinguishes between
the Hebrew verb and the cognate adjective.

grexey. TixTw is the usual rendering for the verb 75 (7x) with one excep-
tion (yewaw, 6.20).

dpaev. Throughout this section (1.17, 18, 22; 2.2) the translator used dpoev
(a neuter form; the masculine form of the adjective is &pony) to render j2
and the plural 0*75'1. The word 6#)v (also a neuter form) occurs in 1.16,
22, similarly rendering Na. The translator chose neuter gender terms to
render 12 and N1 rather than the usual “vids ... Quyatnp”
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idévreg. Translating the third principle clause as an adverbial participle with
the connecting particle ¢ reflects normal Greek syntax. The adverbial par-
ticiple occurs eight times in 2.1-10 to render coordinate Hebrew clauses.
The participle {0wv occurs frequently in this usage (Aejmelaeus 1993,
12-15). Temporal or causal connections often are expressed; the nuance
of this participle is probably temporal. Whereas predicative participles in
the nominative case almost always precede the principal verb in Exodus
(and the rest of the Greek Pentateuch), in other contemporary non-LXX
literature they tend to follow. This divergence reflects the translator’s gen-
eral commitment to serial fidelity in representing his source text (Walser
2001, 20-39). The translator used plural forms, even though the Hebrew
text used the third person singular feminine form for each of the verbs.
This creates ambiguity in the story because we do not know who the sub-
ject referent is specifically; logically it would be the parents, but this is left
undefined. G continues with the plural formation in the next clause (v. 3a).

doteiov. G streamlines the "2 clause in the source text as a predicate adjec-
tive. The translator’s use of doteiov only occurs here in Exodus and is unique
in the LXX as a representation of 210. Given that it is applied to a newborn
infant, its sense probably tends in the direction of handsome or well-pro-
portioned, rather than charming or graceful. Perhaps the translator chose a
term that had reference both to the child’s beauty as well as charm.

The use of gaelol by Aristotle (of pixpol 0” dotelor xal cOpeTpot, xadol
0’ oU in Eth. nic. 1123b7) suggests the idea of well-formed or well-propor-
tioned, even though small. LXX.D renders it as “wohlgestaltet” However,
material in Plato and Xenophon focus more on the sense of witty, charm-
ing, graceful. Xenophon Cyr. 8.4.23.6 writes &ote ool Tadt’ eipobat, xal
Gmoryyediivan map’ 1) eddoxipelv Bovdet 8t dotelog el (“would you not give a
great deal to have made these jokes and to have them reported to the lady
with whom you wish to have the reputation of being a witty fellow?” [LCL]).
In Plato’s Phaed., 116.d, 5 Qg aatelog, Edn, 6 davbpwmog (“[Socrates] said,
‘How charming the man is""” [LCL]). In Judg 3.17 Eglon, king of Moab is
said to be dwp doelog [R™12] odddpa. Holofernes acknowledges that Judith
is doela ... v @ €ider (Idt 11.23). Susanna, the wife of Joachim is described
as yvveixa qotelav @ €ider (Sus 7). The explicit reference to physical form
in two of these contexts (as well as the usage in Aristotle) led me to use
“handsome” as the appropriate rendering for ¢oteiov in Exod 2.2, rather
than “charming” or “graceful,” which Muraoka, GELS, and Le Boulluec and
Sandevoir (“gracieux”) suggest. In its other two LXX occurrences the adjec-
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tive defines 606¢ (Num 22.32, ©7) and Aoyiopés (2 Makk 6.23). T have not
found a case apart from Exod 2.2 where this adjective is applied to an infant.

éoxémaoay. The translation of 19% (“hide”) by oxemd{w (“shelter, protect”)
represents a slight shift in meaning. G has the plural (for the third-per-
son plural, see above), as does the initial participle, in contrast to MT.
Greek oxemalw occurs six times in Exodus for four different Hebrew
verbs: including N©A (qal and hiphil are considered synonymous; “pass,
spring over”) (12.13,27); 12W (“cover”) (33.22); and 720, hiphil (“screen,
cover”) (40.3, 19[21]). By using this verb in 12.13, 27 in relationship to
the avenging angel the translator may be suggesting a parallel with the
protection afforded to Moyses in 2.2. (I am indebted to Dirk Biichner for
this last suggestion.)

ufvas Tpels. The concealment lasted for ufjvas Tpels, the accusative case
marking duration. The Greek word order diverges from the Hebrew order
that in this case places the absolute form of the numeral first, followed by
the object defined in apposition (GKC §134b). This is the only context
in Exodus where pijy renders 17 (“moon,” “month,” the latter occurring
only here). In all other contexts (15x) ufjv represents W (“new moon”).
G follows the Hebrew word order in these references to months except 2.2

where he reverses the word order, placing the numeral after the noun.

2.3

Nara N2 MRNM KDI NN 1Y Apm rava Ty 05 8N
R NAw t7}7 7101 WM 751 R N2 owm

gmel 0 oUx Y0Uvavto adTd Tt xpUmTew, EAafev ) uitnp adtod 6ifw

xal xaTexploey avTy dodaltomiooy) xal évéBadev T6 maudiov eig

adTY, xal Ednxey adm)y eis 0 ENog Tapd TOV TOTAUOV.

But when they could hide it no longer, its mother took a basket

and plastered it with a mixture of pitch and tar, and she put the

child in it and placed it in the marsh beside the river.

émel. G renders the first clause as a temporal subordinate clause, intro-
duced by émei, but he still marks the advancing action by ¢. By simple
juxtaposition of waw-consecutive clauses the Hebrew text may intend the
initial clause to be read as a temporal clause. G may then have recognized
this convention and translated accordingly (GKC §164a). This allows G to
eliminate any equivalent for the 1 that introduces the second clause.
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odx #dtvavto. ROUvavTo represents N3 (third-person feminine singular
qal). Given G’s use of plural formations in verse 2, he has to continue the
plural rendering in verse 3. G normally renders 92* by forms of dtvapat
(with the exception of 4.13 and 7.18).

adtd &t xpimrew. The word order adtd €t1 xpumTew fronts the pronoun
in the Greek text in contrast with the Hebrew placement. This reorder-
ing does occur elsewhere in Exodus (see 2.10) and suggests that G was
marking it, perhaps giving some attention to Greek style. G used xpimTw
to render ]9% in contrast to the rendering in verse 2, explainable as an
example of petafoly (“variety”) and indicative of G’s literary interest. Lee
(1983, 76-77) notes that oxemd{w develops in usage the sense “to protect”
or “to shelter” and documents this from third-century BCE papyri. How-
ever, he muses that “conceal” is the meaning for Exod 2.2-3, but acknowl-
edges there is no attestation for this meaning. Le Boulluec and Sandevoir
(1989, 80) render the Greek as “ils le mirent a I'abri” [emphasis original].
The use of the present infinitive allows for a continuative sense, that is, “to
keep on hiding” Greek €1t occurs as the equivalent of TV nine times in
Exodus (2.3;4.18;9.2,17,29; 11.1; 14.13; 17.4; 36.3; for other uses of 7t in
Exodus see 8.29;9.33; 10.17, 28; 15.18; 36.6.), but maAw occurs twice (3.15;
4.6) and oUxétt once (10.29).

E\aPev. According to Weed, G offered no equivalent for 19. This contrasts
with Ra, which does read adt@. Wevers regards it as a hexaplaric addition
because it is marked by an asterisk and metobelus in Syh (which precedes
the equivalent of éAafev) and witnessed by B F O420-15" b d 56'-129 370 x
y121687-120" 55 59 130 799 L4tcod 100 Ach Sa = Ra MT. As Wevers (1992,
169) notes, this textual variation is complicated by the question of the
position of a6 relative to the preceding xpimtew. For example, F reads
XpUTTTEW aVTO, EAaPey adTd. This word order reflects MT.

1) wymyp adtol. G clarifies by adding % utnp adtod, as the subject shifts
from plural in the first clause to feminine singular in the second. Personal
endings of Greek verbs do not distinguish gender in contrast to Hebrew
verb formations. SamPent reads 73R (even though the preceding verb was
third-person feminine singular) and it is possible that this was in G’s Vor-
lage. However, without additional Hebrew sources and noting the many
amplifications in SamPent, it is more likely that both SamPent and G are
independent in their activity.
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Bifw. Thackeray (1907, 34) long ago noted 6ifi as one of the “Hellenized
Semitic words in the LXX” Since 611 is attested in papyri from the third
century BCE, it probably is a Greek loanword coined from Egyptian. Lee
(1983, 115) notes: “The meaning of this loan-word is apparently ‘basket.”
He gives examples from P. Cairo.Zen. 69.5 (257 BCE) év 6ifet vapdov
papoimma éodpa(ytopéva), as well as UPZ 149.21 (third century BCE)
B7iB1s Tév &pTwv, P. Petr. 3.51.4,13 (third century BCE), and P. Grenf.1.14.10
(second century BCE). The Hebrew term 1an (“ark, chest”) would then
be a Hebrew loanword from Egyptian. It only occurs in Exodus in 2.3, 5,
but G used it a third time in 2.6 as well. Hebrew 811 describes reeds or
papyrus materials and various hexaplaric witnesses add mamupou in the
text or a cognate formation in the margins. However, G did not provide
an equivalent.

xatéxploey admyv dodaAtoriosy. In order to waterproof the basket Moy-
ses’s mother plasters it with bituminous resin. The verb is modified by
two prepositional phrases, the first of which contains a cognate noun
(naray 9nna 73nnm), describing how she “plastered it with bitumen
and pitch” G translates this idiomatically with a verb meaning to smear,
plaster (xatéxpioev) modified by the rare substantive dodpaitomooa, which
seems to be an alternative form of moododaitos/mrTacdartos which only
occurs otherwise in a writing by Dioscordes Medicus, first century CE (De
materia medica 1.73.1.9); aodatémooa may be an alternative form of this
compound noun formed by G to represent the order of two phrases 9/am2
naral. This form’s only other occurrence in extant Greek literature is in
Philo, Conf. 106.4, referencing Exod 2.3; for the use of Greek compound
words in LXX generally see Tov 1999. The noun Nat occurs twice in Isa
34.9 and in both cases the translator rendered it as micoa. G normally uses
xplw to render MW (“anoint”) and the choice of the compound xataypiw
may suggest a sense of thoroughness. Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca His-
torica 2.9.2, 5, describes building processes using baked bricks plastered
(xatéxpioev) with bitumen.

The xata- compound verb forms that occur in 2.1-10 include
xatéxptaey (v. 2), xateoxdmevey (v. 3), and xatéfy (v. 4). Note a similar
sequence of such compounds in 1.10, 11, 13, 14.

gvéPaley ... Ednxev. The final two clauses have the same verb form (Dwn?).
The first is marked by the object 791 NN, but there is no expressed
object in the second instance. G’s varied rendering of these two instances
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semantically works well. In addition G alters the word order of the verbal
modifiers in the first of these clauses (16 matdiov ig adtjv) and may have
added the accusative pronoun adtny in the second clause to make clear
what his mother placed eig 70 €Aog. However, it should be noted that 4Q13
(4QExodP) apparently reads ¥R and this may indicate that G had a tex-
tual warrant for admjv. G used maidiov to render T2 (nine times out of
twelve), which becomes its default rendering, but at 4.20; 21.5; 22.24, it
translates 12 (vids is G’s default rendering for J2 [ca. 190x]). At 4.25, 26 the
phrase o0 matdiov pov is added by G. The cognate noun mals renders T2y
eight times in Exodus.

€hog. G renders the collective noun 10 (“rushes, reeds”) with &\og
(“marsh”), which is defined by the following prepositional phrase mapa Tov
motauév. In Exodus €Aog twice renders O (“reeds, rushes”) (2.3, 5), as well
as the only two occurrences of 1R (“pool, pond”) (7.19; 8.5 [MT 8.1]).
When 910 occurs in the descriptor 910 O' G rendered it with the stock
phrase ¢pufpa Baacoa.

mape ToV moTapéy. G used motauds (“river”) as a default rendering for IR
(twenty-three of twenty-five occurrences). The word translated “the Nile”
(AR17) in NRSV is a common noun in Hebrew (note the presence of the
article) meaning stream, river, or watercourses of some nature. In the
case of Egypt “the river” is the Nile. The translator had at his disposal the
proper name NelAog, which occurs as early as Hesiod, but opts consistently
to render the Hebrew noun as 6 motaudés. The article consistently occurs
with motauds when referencing the Nile, probably because the Hebrew
noun always is marked by an article in Exodus. There are two exceptions
in Exodus where the combination D™ R 9V DNN3 YV is rendered as ém
ToUg ToTapols adT@Y xal €Ml Tag Suwpuyas adtév (7.19; see also 8.5[MT 1]).
Having chosen motauds as the rendering for 771 the translator must select
a different equivalent for X' in these two contexts. At 23.31 the Hebrew
expression 771371 Y is rendered in an expanded form as €wg ToU moTauol
Tob peydiov Eddpatov. In 1.22 IN? is marked uniquely in Exodus by the
n-locale, which the translator expresses using the preposition €ig, a normal
equivalent. G does not represent NAW (“lip”) in this verse, but does so in
7.15.

The preposition mapa is distributed in Exodus with the following cases:
accusative (2.3, 5; 11.5; 12.22 [2x]; 13.20; 14.9, 30; 15.27; 29.12; 33.12, 17;
35.22; 36.5; 40.6); genitive (3.22; 4.20; 11.2 [2x]; 12.35; 14.13; 18.11, 15;
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22.12, 145 25.2, 3; 27.21; 29.28 [2x]; 30.16; 33.16; 35.5; 36.3) and dative
(22.25; 31.13; 33.12, 16, 21; 35.24; 36.3).

2.4
1H WY AN AYTHY PRON INNR a¥nm
xal xateoxbémevey 1 G0eAdy) avTol paxpéfev uabelv T@ TO
amoPraduevoy adTE.
And his sister was watching from a distance to learn what would
happen to him.

xateoxémevey. Two matters are of interest here: (1) that G chooses
xataoxomelw to render X (“set or station oneself, take one’s stand”),
and (2) that he uses the durative aspect representing Moyses’s sister not
merely standing (at a distance) but keeping a continuous watch. This is the
only LXX context in which this verb functions as the equivalent for 2¥".
By these choices G clarifies that the child’s sister will discover what hap-
pens to it because she is watching, not just standing. This is an example of
“explicitation” (van der Louw, 2007, 81). This choice also emphasizes the
source text’s notion that Moyses’s mother is not abandoning the child to
the elements. In Greek Joshua this verb occurs seven times, usually with
the sense of spying on territory that is about to be attacked. It renders the
Hebrew verbs 937 (piel) (Ies 2.1; 6.21[22], 22[23], 24b[25b]; 14.7) and 78N
(Ies 2.2, 3) and the noun RN (Ies 6.24a[25a]).

uaxpdfev. This adverb is the standard rendering for Prn in Exodus (2.4;
20.18, 21; 24.1). In none of these cases does G represent the prefix (j1)
with a separate lexeme. The —0ev affix is sufficient to reflect the ablative
sense (Smyth §342). In contrast, the translator of Psalms twice rendered
PrIn as amd paxpobey (Ps 137[138].6 and 138[139].2; see also 2 Esd 3.13).

uabeiv. Although pavbdvw rarely renders P7° in LXX and only here in
Exodus, it is very apt. The other occurrence of this equivalence in LXX
is Est 4.5 in a similar context. G does not reflect specifically b, the marker
of the infinitive (e.g., AnYTO) in this chapter (Soisalon-Soininen 1965,
49-61).

i T dmoPnoduevov adTé. G retains the indirect interrogative structure, but
transforms the interrogative clause into a nominal clause with the future
middle neuter substantival participle functioning as the subject. Again G’s
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choice is idiomatic, but unique in Exodus to describe future events and as an
equivalent for MWY; dmoPaivew occurs with this sense in Tob 15.31, 35; 34.20;
and 2 Makk 9.25. This particular usage occurs also in Polybius Hist. 5.33.4,
7: Tavteg 0° yaryxaabnuey mpds adTdv dmoPAémety oie T péyebos, dedidTes THY
cuvTéAelay T@Y amoByoopévwy (“All were compelled to watch it because of its
magnitude, fearing the outcome of what would follow” [LCL]).

2.5

RN RN T HY NG RN RN Sy prnb Ay na Tim
AAPM ANAR DR MOWM 107 TINA 1200 DX

xatéPn ot N Buyatnp Papac Aovoachar émi ToV moTaudy, xal ai

&Bpat adtiic mapemopedovto Tapd TOV ToTaudy: xal idoloa TH BB

&v ¢ €Aet, amooTeidaga TV &fpav dveilato adThy.

Now Pharao’s daughter came down to the river to bathe, and her

attendants were walking beside the river. And when she saw the

basket in the marsh, she sent her attendant, and she picked it up.

xaTéPn. Greek xatafaivw is the usual equivalent for Hebrew T3 in
Exodus (17x; exceptions are 9.19 [méoy]; 15.5 [xatéduoav &ig fubév]; 33.5
[adéheabe]; at 24.16 xatafaivw renders (oW [“settle down, dwell’]). The
singular usage of the related verb dmofaivw at the end of verse 4 with the
following default rendering of xatafaivw for 77" may reflect stylistic inter-
est on the part of G.

Aoboaobat. The initial verb is completed by an infinitive of purpose
(AoVoaobau = PII9). See comments regarding the infinitive pafelv at 2.4,
The medio-passive form of AoVw defines “washing oneself, bathing” Active
forms of Aodw (29.4; 40.10) refer to the washing of Aaron and his sons
at initial consecration for ministry. Other renderings in Exodus for pm9
include mAvvéw (washing sacrificial entrails, 29.17) and vimtw (washing
hands and feet in preparation for religious service 30.18, 19, 20, 21; 38.27
[2x = 40.30], 31, 32).

éml oy motaudy. The Hebrew expression IR’ 5 Pr1H means “to bathe
at or in the river” It is unclear whether G intends this adverbial phrase to
modify the primary verb of motion xatéf3y or to accompany the infinitive
Aovoacfal specifying something about the act of washing. If it modifies
Aovoaabat, then éml + accusative would have to have the sense of “near, by”

«?3 1

which éni + genitive normally would express (LS], s.v. “éml” A. with genitive,
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L.1. “at” or “near”). There is no textual evidence that G read éml To motauod.
Neither is there evidence that émi + accusative has the sense “at, by” (GELS,
265-67 offers no examples and neither does LEH). Given the case used
with émi in this context, I can only conclude that G meant this adverbial
phrase to modify xatéPn (Johannessohn 1928, 317-24). Occasionally G
used émi + accusative after a verb of motion to describe movement in a
certain direction (e.g., 7.15; 8.20; 22.13; 29.4, 10), representing a variety of
Hebrew constructions. Alternatively it could be argued that G is merely
following his default rendering of 99 as émi + accusative, without regard for
the difficulty this creates with the verbal form AoVoacdar. If this is the case,
then the Hebrew text will act as the arbiter of meaning. According to Weed
éml + accusative occurs 172 times in Greek Exodus and for the most part
it represents the preposition 9. Eight times it renders f1-locale formations
N¥TIR) 4.3 [2x]; 9.33; 34.8; NN 7.15a; 8.20; AN 29.13, 25); in twenty
contexts the preposition 2 (4.14; 7:4; 8.4 [MT 7:29] [3x], 21 [MT 17] [4x];
9.22;10.1, 13, 14, 22; 17.16 [case uncertain]; 27.18 [2x]; 33.5 (727p2); 37.7
[MT 38.9], 9 [MT 38.10]); and eleven times Y& (14.5, 24; 18.22, 26; 19.20
[2x]; 21.6; 28.24, 26; 29.4; 36.27). It represents a variety of other source text
formations, as well as plusses.

xal al dBpat adtijs. Twice in this verse the translator chose dBpa to repre-
sent two different Hebrew nouns: 1°NY1 and ANNARK. This is the only con-
text in LXX where MK = ¢fpa. The more usual rendering in G is madioxy)
(20.10, 17; 21.20, 32; 23.12). Both Hebrew nouns refer to female atten-
dants, but 1K describes the personal attendant. In the second instance G
used the singular articular form v &Bpav to identify one of the attendants
as the chief personal attendant among all the others.

Wevers (1990, 14) indicates &Bpa is borrowed from the Semitic
(772n). However, it occurs somewhat frequently in Menander (e.g., Sik.,
1.1: aBpav yap avtwvolpevos gpwpévny), an Athenian playwright roughly
contemporary with the translator of Exodus. Harl (1986, 204) notes its
use in the Hellenistic era (e.g., Aristophanes Byzantinus, Nomina aetatum
(fragmenta), 279,22, é\éyovto 0¢ xal &Ppat, aBpotépws xoopovpévwy) and
indicates an etymology related to the adjective aBpés, meaning “gracieux.”
It does not then seem to be a neologism created by the LXX transla-
tors. Nor is its choice here an attempt to reflect a specific nominal form
in the Hebrew text. Ezekiel the Tragedian used this word in Exagoge as
he writes xdmeita Buyatnp Baoiréws dBpais épou xatiirbe Aoutpois (“and
then a daughter of the king came down together with servants to bathe”
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[my trans.]), reflecting G’s rendering here. The pronoun adt reflects the
Hebrew pronominal suffix.

mapemopedovto. G maintains the parataxis, but represents the sense of the
Hebrew participle by using the durative aspect. The Hebrew structure
(noun + participle) marks this clause as introducing background infor-
mation and offline information. G used this verb three more times in ref-
erence to the census taken in 30.13, 14; 39.3. The tense form is present
subjunctive, present participle, or imperfect. Lee (1983, 92) noted that
this compound came into usage in the fourth century BCE as illustrated
in Aristotle and the early third century Petrie papyri. He regards this com-
pound verb as an example of “new formations” in Koine Greek emerg-
ing in the late fourth and early third centuries BCE. He also notes (1983,
85-86) that its usage in Exodus (and the rest of the Greek Pentateuch)
reflects the use of mopedopar compounds “in the present and imperfect,”
whereas mapépyopat formations occur in contexts where future (12.23
[2x]; 23.5; 33.19) and aorist (3.3; 15.16 [2x]; 33.22 [2x]; 34.6) tense forms
are chosen.

mapa ToV motapdy. G uses the same phrase he employed in verse 3, but the

preposition renders a different Hebrew construction T* 9, which means
“beside”

xal idoloa ... dmoareidaca ... dveidato. G renders three paratactic, inde-
pendent clauses by means of two adverbial participles and one finite verb.
Pharao’s daughter probably is the intended subject of each action, but
there is ambiguity, namely, did the attendant or Pharao’s daughter pick up
the basket? Greek amootéMw is the default rendering for MW (gal forms
[3.10, 12, 13, 14, 15; 4.13, 28; 5.22; 7.16; 9.15, 27; 23.20, 28] and piel forms
[10.10; 15.7; 23.27]; amooTéMw renders NAWI [only occurrence in Exodus]
at 15.10.). The main verb in this clause aveilato (dvaipéw) in the middle
voice means “take up, take away, carry off,;” which certainly expresses the
sense of the Hebrew verb Mpni. However, it is a marked equivalent in
that G only used this equivalent for Mp% in this context. This verb is used
again in the etymology of Moyses’s name in verse 10. Menander (Sam.
410: ixovoa xadTdg TEY yuvaikdy 8Tt Tpédets dvelopévn awdaptov [“T myself
heard from the women that you are nursing having taken up an infant”]
[my trans.]) used this verb to describe the rescue of a child from exposure.
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gv 76 €Aet. Greek év usually renders the Hebrew preposition 2. The prepo-
sitional compound TIN2 is rendered by év five times in Exod (2.5; 9.24;
12.49; 25.7; 29.45). In three contexts it is translated in full by év puéow with
THs baddooys (14.29; 15.8, 19), that is, with a concrete noun, suggesting
that G could have chosen év péow here as well.

2.6
M9 RN POY HRNM 1122 P31 NI TN DR IARIM NNam
a1 DMayn
avolbaoa Ot bpd maudiov xhaiov év T Bifet, xal édeloato adtol %
Buyatnp Qapaw xat Eby Amd Tév mawdiwy Tév 'ERpaiwy TodTo.
Now when she opened it, she saw a child crying in the basket, and

Pharao’s daughter spared it and said, “This is one of the Hebrews’
children”

dvoléaoa. G replaces the parataxis, using an adverbial participle; dvolyw
(“to open”) renders both occurrences of MNA I (“open”) in Exodus (2.6;
21.32), the standard equivalent in other sections of the LXX. It is also used
in4.12, 15 to describe Yahweh’s promise to open Moyses’s mouth (QY 1'1R
7'9). Here again G recognizes the temporal aspect inherent in the source
text’s juxtaposition and renders it as an adverbial participle that may have
temporal force in this context.

6pé. The pronominal suffix attached to the second verb (YARIM MNam)
is omitted, probably because of its presumed redundancy (GKC §131.4b);
0pd is a present tense and functions as an historic present. “Of the 26
examples ... of the historic present in Exodus, 24 correspond to Consecu-
tive Imperfect,” (Evans 2001, 120; see Thackeray 1907, 273-74) as in this
case. Lee’s discussion (1983, 131-40) of the use of 6paw, “perceive by sight,”
in contrast with fAénw indicates that Exodus reflects Greek usage in the
third century BCE.

naudiov. In this chapter MT uses two designations for the child, namely
75 and 93, whereas G only has maudiov. Because maudiov is G’s default
rendering for T (see v. 3), and G uses veavioxoc to translate 1 (10.9;
24.5;in 33.11 Joshua is described as 93 131 12 YW and this is translated
as Inool viog Nawy véos), presumably G chose not to represent 1 in this
context. For a different translation pattern consider Greek Genesis’s use
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of madiov. As well, maudiov here is anarthrous, whereas 7911 is arthrous.
G seems to reflect the perspective of Pharaos daughter, rather than that
of the reader with prior knowledge. G also does not represent the inter-
jection 137. Possibly the entire phrase was omitted by parablepsis (from
daleth to resh). Whatever the reason for this omission, G’s text has less
drama than that expressed in the Hebrew text.

xAafov. The verb xAaiw occurs only once in Exodus rendering the single
usage of 122 (“weep, wail”). This is a regular equivalence throughout LXX.
The participle can be read as either predicative or attributive.

gv 7fj BiPer. Whereas immediately prior G seems to streamline the text by
omission, now he makes explicit what is implicit in the source text.

édeloato. External to the LXX a primary sense of ¢eidopat is “to spare.”
LXX.D renders the Greek verb as “schonte” which suggests she “spared,
saved, treated with consideration” the infant. Philoctetes, in Sophocles’s
play of the same name (l. 749), urges Neoptolemos to cut off his diseased
foot. “Do not spare my life [un ¢eloy Biov],” he pleads. Thucydides, Hist.
7.29.4.2 reports the outcome of battle in which Tols dvbpcimoug edévevov
deddpevor olite mpeaPutépa olTe vewTepag Nhxias (“they were killing the
people, sparing neither old nor young in age” [my trans.]). The word
deidopat only occurs this once in Exodus, reflecting the single occurrence
of 51N (“spare, have compassion for”), which it often renders in other sec-
tions of LXX whenever the Hebrew verb also carries that meaning. We find
similar usage in Greek Gen 19.16, év 76 ¢eloacdat x0ptov adtod, describing
Lot’s escape from Sodom. Again in Gen 20.6 Kyrios promises to Abimelek
in a dream xal édelgauny éyw gov ol W) auaptely oe i éué. Then in the
testing of Abraham (Gen 22.12, 16) Kyrios acknowledges xal o0x édeiow
Tod viol oov Tol dyamnTol o’ éué. G seems to use deidopat here at Exod 2:6
with a similar sense “spare” because in his view Pharaos daughter is well
aware of the king’s decree to destroy every Hebrew male baby and yet she
spares one from this destruction.

Le Boulluec and Sandevoir (1983, 82), however, emphasize the sense
of “pity;” translating this verb as “eut pitié de lui” They argue that this sig-
nificance was known at the time of the translation. This may be. Perhaps
the example that comes the closest to supporting their rendering might
be Thucydides 7.29: “The Thracians, entering into Mycalessus, spoiled
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both houses and temples, slew the people without mercy on old or young”
(Hobbes). “Not sparing old or young” works equally well as a translation.
Philo, Mos. 1.15, interprets this text as xal dedaxpupévov opidoay éheely (“and
seeing him weeping took pity on him”). But here Philo substitutes another
term (é\eely) for that used in the Old Greek translation, one that in his
view better conveys the sense of the Hebrew text. This may be a subtle sug-
gestion by Philo that the OG translation did not express the right nuance
in its rendering. GELS and LEH also indicate that “pity” is the meaning for
deidopat in this context.

1 Buydtynp Papan. Although Pharaos daughter appears in verses 5, 7, 8, 9,
10 in both texts, here it is absent from MT. SamPent reads P75 N3, as
does 4Q13. Given the additional support of 4Q13 for this plus, it is pos-
sible that G read this in his source text. Conversely, G may be responsible
for its addition. The same reason for this addition may have motivated
scribes within the Hebrew tradition and G, namely the need to clarify who
actually made the decision to spare the child, given the possible involve-
ment of the attendants in the action of retrieving the basket.

xal €pn. G’s default translation of IR (“utter, say”) in Exodus (as also
throughout LXX) is Aéyw/eima. Surprisingly, here G uses ¢nui, its only
occurrence in Exodus. Since it often has the sense “assert, athirm,” per-
haps G portrays Pharaos daughter as affirming the common reaction of
the group.

amd tév meudiewy Tév Efpaiwy. G indicates the child’s origin and the group
to which it belongs, with a partitive sense. Consider the instances of prepo-
sitional phrases such as éx t¥j¢ duAfjc (v. 1) and éx tév Efpaiwv (v. 7) in
contrast to T@v Buyatépwy (v. 1).

2.7

N Nprn AWK TH NRIPT THRA AYIa N2 DR AR AKRM
7591 NR TH prm nMayn

xal eimey %) adeAdy adtol T Buyatpl Dapady Oéles xaléow ool

yuvaixa Tpodedovoay éx Tév 'EBpaiwy, xai bnAiacer ot O Taidiov;

And his sister said to Pharaos daughter, “Do you wish that I

summon for you a nursing woman from the Hebrews, and she

shall suckle the child for you?”
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1 &deAdn adTol. The proximity of Moyses's sister relates to prior instruc-
tions given in 2.4. In Exodus when referring to a person, &deAd1 describes
Miriam, Moyses’s sister (2.7; 15.20), or Aaron’s wife (6.23, &deAdiv
Naagowv). The Hebrew noun is used to refer to parts of the tabernacle
(26.3, 5, 6, 17), but is rendered by forms of €tepog or éxaatog.

O¢leis xaAéow oot In most cases in Exodus the use of 0éAw represents an
idiomatic rendering of Hebrew finite verbs that do not mean specifically
“wish/want” (2.7, 14; 8.32; 11.10), but as Evans (2001, 229) notes, the Greek
verb still retains the sense of wish or desire. Exceptions might be 2.14, as
well as 10.4, where MW ... 181 is rendered as ) 0éAys ééamooteilat. Usu-
ally the Greek verb is complemented by an infinitive, with the exception
of this context.

According to HRCS this is the only context in the LXX where a delib-
erative construction with 6éAw occurs. Smyth (§1806) says that “BovAet,
Bovleabe (poet. BéMews, BéXeTe) do you wish often precedes the subjunctive,”
in this case a deliberative subjunctive (xaAéow). Examples would include
Sophocles, El 80: féeig peivepey adtol xamaxodowyey yowy; (“Do you wish
that we should remain here and listen to her cries?” [my trans.]) and Oed.
tyr., 651, i oot Béheig Ot eixdbw; (“What then do you wish that I should
grant you?” [my trans.]). If this idiom was still regarded as poetic in the
early third century BCE, then this may suggest something about the lin-
guistic register the translator chose for his work in the narrative sections.

The rendering of the i1 interrogative by G is always contextually deter-
mined and usually no specific lexeme reflects it (2.7, 14; 4.11, 14, 18; 10.7;
14.11, 12; 16.4; 17.7; 33.16). This is the only context in Exodus where the
deliberative subjunctive is used as an equivalent.

yuvalixa Tpodedovoay. G reflects the Hebrew by using an adjectival parti-
ciple. The present aspect of the participle indicates a current activity. The
verb Tpodeiw is not attested in texts prior to Exodus. Chamberlain (2011,
192-94) lists it among those words “whose first known use is in the LXX,
though they are also found in later secular Greek” Verbs ending in —gvw
and formed from nouns “usually denote a condition, sometimes an activ-
ity. Bagtlel-w am king, rule (Bagided-¢)” (Smyth §866.4). In the case of
Tpodelw the activity is nursing, that is, feeding.

bnAdcer. G’s use of this verb to render the Hebrew hiphil verb pI, in the
light of his use of Tpopevw immediately before to render the same verb,
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seems to express a semantic difference. Whereas tpodedw suggests a gen-
eral activity of nursing/feeding, 8nAd{w specifically means “suckle” P
is hiphil jussive and according to Evans (2001, 100) G renders a Hebrew
jussive form by a future eleven times.

2.8
750 OR DR RIpM AnbYa TomM 23% Apaa na b ankm
7 Ot elmev altij % Buydtnp Papaw Tlopebov. éAolioa Ot ¥ vedvi
éxaegey TV unTépa Tob madiov.
Then she, Pharao’s daughter, said to her, “Go!” But the girl went
and summoned the child’s mother.

7 0t ... 1) Buydtyp Papaw. This formation is unusual. %) buydtnp Papaw is
in apposition to a pronominal . Probably the translator wanted to signal a
change in subject, but then had to repeat that subject after the verb because
of the Hebrew structure. It was not necessary to do this in order to com-
municate the sense of the Hebrew as we can see from the initial segment
of verse 7. The Greek construction % 0¢ ... a0t} expresses normal idiom,
but the translator, because of commitment to serial fidelity, feels obliged to
represent NYIa N1.

ITopedou. The main verbs in these paratactic clauses are all waw-consec-
utive forms. Within the direct speech we have the present imperative
mopevov rendering the Hebrew imperative. Note that G selects two differ-
ent lexemes, mopevov and éA0olioe, even though the source text reads ta )
T5M. Given the repetitive Tom o, G may simply not want to repeat a
form of the immediately preceding mopevopat. Lee (1983, 85-86), however,
observed that in compounds formed from these two verbs, the present
and future are supplied by mopevopat compounds and the future and aorist
are supplied by “compounds of é\edoopar (Attic —etwt), and -fjAfov.” Per-
haps this lexical pattern is influencing G’s selection of renderings in this
instance also, even though they are not compound forms. If this is the case
this variation is probably not stylistic, but may be idiomatic.

éMBodioa 0¢. As we have seen, G often represents one clause in source text
paratactical structures with an adverbial participle, perhaps marking
emphasis with the finite verb form. Whether we should interpret the parti-
ciple as attendant circumstance or temporal can be argued. €pyouat normally
renders X2 (“come, go”) in Exodus, but in three contexts G used it as the
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equivalent for 511 (2.8 éABoBioe; 3.16 EABeoy; 8.25 éABbvteg). In Greek Exodus
gpxouat occurs primarily as an aorist form (19x), twice as a future form
(3.13; 22.9) and once as a present (5.20). The particle 0¢ seems to convey a
mild adversative sense here as the young girl summons her mother, rather
than just any available nursing mother, as the reader might expect.

7 vefivig. Both % (“young woman”) and vedwig occur only here in
Exodus; vedvig represents 793 more than twenty times in LXX and nnby
four times. Both vedvig and 1%y are girls of marriageable age. See verse
5 above.

2.9

R AR IR 5 1R AR 790 DR 9 APa Na Ao nRm
MPAM TN AWRA ApM 10w

elmey Ot mpdg admy %) BuydTne Papady Aatipnady pot T maudiov

TodT0, Xl Oyhacéy pot adtd, éyd 0t dwow got ToV wioBév. Elafev o¢

1) yuv)) 10 mawdiov xai 6MAaley adTd.

And Pharaos daughter said to her, “Take care of this child for

me, and suckle it for me, and I will give you your pay” Then the

woman took the child and kept suckling it.

elmey Ot mpds adv. After twice using elmev + dative of indirect object (vv.
7-8) to render this Hebrew structure, G now switches to the prepositional
phrase marking the person addressed (for the first time in his translation).
Within Exodus 9 91X is rendered by Aéyw/elma + dative sixteen times
and Méyw/elma + mpbs + accusative three times. In comparison 98 =R is
rendered by Aéyw/eima + dative circa thirty-eight times (see 2.7) and Aéyw/
glma + mpds + accusative ca. eighty-two times. There is no apparent correla-
tion between the different Hebrew prepositions and the Greek rendering.

Awatnpnody ... Tolito. The translator creates parallelism through three con-
nected clauses using the same structure: (conjunction) + verb + indirect
object + direct object. This parallelism is enhanced by the translator’s
addition of pot in the first clause and using the dative pronoun cot in the
third clause, rather than the possessive gou (read by 376" z Arm Co) as
MT reads. The verb diatpnaov renders *2'9°1, which has the sense “carry
away.” Wevers (1990, 15) indicates that this Hebrew form “is unique and
is usually emended to 13"9177” and regarded as hiphil imperative feminine
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singular (e.g., GKC §69x regards this form as a second feminine impera-
tive to be read as " ). G used dxtnpéw (“take care of, preserve”) to
render four different Hebrew constructions (2.9; 9.16; 12.6; 34.7); the cog-
nate noun dtaTypots twice translates NIAWN (16.33, 34). The Greek verb
indicates care for and preservation, with a nuance of protection and does
not represent the sense of the Hebrew verb that means to “lead away” (Le
Boulluec and Sandevoir 1989, 82). Perhaps the translator references the
continued threat from Pharao’s forces toward a Hebrew infant.

pot T maudiov Todro. G adds pot. The placement of the dative pronoun
before the direct object occurs several times in Exodus in distinction
from his apparent source text (2.9; 6.8; 13.11; 16.32). It probably reflects
G’s accommodation to Greek style. This word order occurs in each of
these parallel clauses, but in 2.7 got T maidiov reflects the Hebrew word
order.

fnAacbv. For this verb see verse 7 above. The aorist imperative, the second
in the series, renders a hiphil feminine singular imperative (J73°1) intro-
duced by a waw-conjunctive and completed by a third person masculine
singular pronominal suffix.

¢yl 02 0wow oot Tov piobév. G reflects the pronominal suffix on the noun,
which usually would be rendered as gov (7732w NR), with the dative oot.
The change probably enhances the parallelism with the first two clauses.
The initial éyw reflects the presence of "IR. In representing 732w NN\
(“your wage”) as tov wobév (“the wage”), G may express the idea of “the
appropriate wage” Nursing contracts dated to late first century BCE
(BGU 4, 1107) specify the wages to be paid for this service (waB[ov Tol
Te yahaxtos xal T Tpodeiag xatd] wijva Exaotov dpyupiov dpayuds déxa
xal éhaiov xotvAag O[U]o, “the wage for milk and wet-nursing monthly
is ten silver drachmas and two half-pints of o0il” [my trans.]). Presum-
ably such contracts, informal or formal, were being created in the early
third century BCE, when the translation was occurring. For other Exodus
occurrences of uiocfdg rendering 72w, see 22.15. G also used the adjective
utobwtdés to render IV at 12.45 and 22.15.

E\aPev OF ... xal é09Aalev adtd. The Hebrew narrative continues on with
two waw-consecutive verbs (MpN ... 1APIM) rendered by a Greek aorist
and past imperfect, marking the durative aspect. Given that the woman
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is Moyses's mother and presumably had been nursing the infant before
its exposure, the durative aspect probably conveys that she kept doing so
(although it could also be inceptive, i.e., she began nursing the infant).

2.10

AR WA Y RIPNT15 AH 0 Ayae nab nram T5n ST
n'Wwn oma e

adpuvbévtog 0t Tol madiov eionyayev adtod mpds THY Buyatépa

Dapaw, xat eyevndy adtf i vidy: émwvduacey 0 T Gvopa avTol

Muwvaijy Aéyovoa "Ex Tod U0atog adTdv dvethéuny.

Now when the child grew up, she brought it to Pharaos daughter,

and it became to her for a son. And she named his name Moyses,

saying “I drew him out of the water”

adpuvbévtog 8¢ Tol maudiov. G continues to vary the subordinate construc-
tions used to represent coordinate structures in his source text. The geni-
tive absolute is a standard Greek construction, used circa fourteen times
by G. Aejmelaeus (1982a, 110-12; see also Soisalon-Soininen 1987, 175)
indicates that “The cases of the gen.abs. in Ex and Deut are used to render
verbal clauses” The genitive absolute in Greek Exodus frequently renders
a bound infinitive with pronominal suffix (4.21; 5.20; 14.18; 16.1; 19.16;
34.29 [xataBaivovtog 0& adtol éx Tol Spous/INN 1M INTIA]; 38.27 [MT
40.32]). In other cases it represents expressions denoting time (12.18, 29;
34.22) or an interrogative (33.16) or a bound construction (16.13, probably
construed as an infinitive). It also occurs in 40.15[17] in a plus. The geni-
tive participle in 19.9 is most probably a supplementary participle. How-
ever, only in 2.10 does G use a genitive absolute construction to render an
independent verbal clause. Here again G may recognize a circumstantial/
temporal sense expressed in the Hebrew text by simple juxtaposition of
the two clauses, so that with the genitive absolute he in fact communicates
the sense of the Hebrew text in fine Greek form. In Classical Greek the
“subject of the genitive absolute may be identical with the object of the
leading verb” (Smyth §2073b), as is the case here (note the presence of a076
which is object of eigyayev).

G rendered the two occurrences of 973 (“grow up, become great”) dif-
ferently reflecting its two meanings (2.10, 11). Here G correctly reflects the
Hebrew verb’s sense of maturation; @dpivw in the passive within the LXX
means to mature, grow (cf. Judg 11.2; 13.24; Routh 1.13; 2 Rgns 12.3 [lamb];
4 Rgns 4.18; Ps 143[144].12 [growing plant]). External to LXX the verb
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describes maturation generally, applied, for example, to plants, embryos,
and human beings (see Walters 1973, 86). Examples of these usages occur in
Herodotus, Hist. 1.193.1: adpOvetal te T0 AMjiov (“that ripens the crop”); Hip-
pocrates, Septim. 1.9: @dpuvopévou Tod eufpvou (“as the embryo matures”); T.
Iss. 3.1: 8te olv %0pUvny, Téxva pou, émopevduny év Eubimytt xapdias (“when
then I was grown up, my children, I began walking in uprightness of heart”
[my trans.]). Chamberlain (2011, 3) proposed “weaned” as the meaning for
Exod 2.10 and 4 Rgns 4.18, but this seems too specific for this context.

The particle 0¢ indicates additional information is being provided,
which moves the story forward.

gionyayev ... mpds. The verb eioayw occurs thirteen times in Exodus, usu-
ally rendering a hiphil form of X12. Only here and 23.23 is it modified by
mpbs + accusative.

xal &yewnly adtij eis vidv. Mayser (§ 2.2.269) provides examples from the
early papyri (e.g., Teb. 40, 23 yewnBrw Té1L Omotekel T dixatov [1172] [“let
that which is due belong to the ‘official’ ’]) for this use of the dative of
possession or personal interest with forms of yivouat. However, the com-
plete construction yivopar + dative of person + eig (relationship) does
not, as far as I can determine, occur prior to usage in LXX. It reflects the
Hebrew construction 7' +5 (pred.) + 5 (pers.) “to be/become for some-
one for (a wife, son, refuge, etc.)” (BDB, 226). The same Hebrew structure
occurs at 15.2 (AW 9 1) and the translator rendered it as éyévetd
ot eig cwyplav (see also Gen 20.12; Harl 1986, 75; Tenhunen 2008, 4-5:
“yiveoBau elg and elvau €ig, as they come to mean ‘to be/become/belong for
someone as something [such as ... , Exod 2:10], are Hebraisms. The last
two examples, Gen 20:12 and Exod 2:10 are the most clearly Hebraistic
renderings in my material.”). Here we see interference in the Greek syntax
because of the influence of the Hebrew structure. G follows the Hebrew
word order and sense exactly.

The aorist passive form of yivopat occurs eight times (2.10; 4.6; 10.13;
11.3; 12.29, 30; 14.24; 39.4) in Exodus. Wevers (1990, 16) notes that the
aorist middle form was used twenty-five times and “the two forms seem
to be almost indistinguishable lexically” In 2.11 the translator used éyéveto

... WEyas yevluevos.

émwvépacey 08 7o Svopa adtol. G consistently renders the idiom DW K7 as
gmovopd{w 6 dvopa (2.10, 225 15.23; 16.31; 17.7, 15). Occasionally, particu-
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larly in Plato’s writings, we find émovopd{w accompanied by 76 dvopa with
the sense “give a name to:” Plato, Leg. (816, b, 6): xat xata Adyov (5) adtais
Béuevog Bvopa quumacals éupeeias émwvépace (“and how rationally, giving
a name to them all, he called them ‘stately dances’” [LCL]); Crat. (406, a,
5) T 0¢ Movoag ... amd Tol udodal, ... xal (rioews Te xal dprhocodiog
TO dvopa TolTo émwvépacey (“and bestowed the name ‘the Muses’ ... from
uéabat, ... both searching and philosophy” [LCL]); Tim. (83, ¢, 1) xal 0
Uev xowov Gvopa mETY ToUTOWS ¥ Tweg (c.) laTp@y Tov YoMy Emwvopnaoay
(“and either certain of the physicians give the common name ‘bile’ to all
these things” [LCL]). So G is using a known Greek idiom. Other uses of
NI usually are translated by forms of xaAéw. The Greek expression occurs
once (20.24) as the rendering for "AwW NK& 7°21X. Herodotus also used this
Greek verbal phrase but in the sense of “calling upon the name” (which
is not the sense found in Exod 2.10); for example, Hist. 4.35.3, xal yap
ayelpew ot Tag yuvaixag émovopalodons ¢ odvépata &v ¢ Upvw Tév adt
QA avnp Adxiog émoinae (“For the women collected gifts for them, calling
upon their names in the hymn made for them by Olen of Lycia” [LCL]).
Usually this expression occurs when he or one of his characters is specu-
lating about why something or someone has a specific name.

Mawuaijv. Dozeman (2009, 81) indicates that the Hebrew text incorporates
two etymologies: “The first underscores the adoption of Moses by Pha-
raoh’s daughter through the wordplay between ‘son’ in Hebrew (ben) and
in Egyptian (mose).” The Egyptian word for “son” occurs in such names
as Thutmose (“son of Thut”). The Greek translator shows no awareness of
this etymology. The other etymology references the child’s rescue from the
river, but is based upon Hebrew language, not Egyptian. The verb 7wn
seems to mean “draw.” Greek cannot capture this etymology and so trans-
lates the verb as dvetAuny.

The vowel cluster wv reflects Egyptian name formations contem-
porary with the translation according to Mayser (§1.138). He gives the
following formations as examples: Apfwufou, Oadutog, ITexdutog, ITetdue,
ITetéutos. However, the insertion of the v in Mwvofg does not have war-
rant in the Hebrew form of the name. This proper noun also is inflected,
one of the few in Exodus. These details suggest that G did not form this
name, but rather it belonged to the lexical stock used by Egyptian Jews
prior to the translation of the Pentateuch.

Aéyouoa. See comments at verse 22 (Agywy ‘OTt xTA.).
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dvetAduny. G used an aorist middle form of this verb previously in verse
5 with the sense “draw, take up” to represent Tlp'?. In verse 10, G uses
avatpolpat to render the only use of WM (“draw”) in Exodus. Le Boulluec
and Sandevoir (1989, 83) observe that “elle renforce la cohérence narra-
tive” Note the pre-posed adtév at variance with the Hebrew word order
(see also 0TS at 2.3).

Summary

G’s text demonstrates general serial fidelity to its source text but also shows
considerable accommodation to the target language. Pluses (1-2, 3, 6) and
minuses (3, 6) clarify or reduce redundancy, generating a more acceptable
text. Shifts in person and number of verbs (e.g., 2-3a) reduce potential
ambiguity. Alterations in source text word order also accommodate Greek
word order preferences (e.g., 3, 9). G uses Greek subordinating structures
in place of source text coordinating structures, assimilating in the direc-
tion of the target text (e.g., adverbial clauses [3], genitive absolute [10],
frequent use of adverbial participles). Isomorphism does not seem to be a
priority. Lexical variation occurs in the Greek text where the source text
uses repeatedly the same lexical term (vv. 2-3, oxendlw ... xpOmTw; v. 3,
EuBaMw ... Tibnus; v. 7, Tpodedw ... Inrdlw; vv. 6,9, dfiwt ... Aéyw; v. 10, 11,
adpvw ... péyas yevbuevog). Some of these may be examples of petaBoAn.
Conversely, the Greek text reduces lexical variation (e.g., dvaipw, vv. 5, 10),
perhaps again in the service of literary coherence.
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Outline

This chapter concerns gifts from the animal groups cattle, sheep, and
goats that may be brought as victims for the sacrifice of deliverance (fuaia
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cwTyplov) and in each case, an additional offering (xdpmwue) is made of
some of the animals’ internal parts, as a kind of ritual within the ritual. The
role of the respective agents, whether suppliant or priests, is not always
clear. The anatomical terminology is also rather imprecise and together
these two matters will provide some indication of the translator’s purpose
in creating a Greek version of a Hebrew ritual.

Commentary

3.1

12P3 DX 72T OKR 2PN K17 P27 0 0K 11293p D'oW Nar oNY
I 185 1132Mp 0N

"Eav 0¢ Ouaia owtnplou 76 d&pov adtol Té xuplw, éav pév éx Tév

Bobv adTd mpogaydyy, edv Te dpoev éqv Te Hijlv, duwpov mpoodéel

a0To Evavtt xuplov.

Now if his gift to the Lord is a sacrifice of deliverance, if he brings

it from the cattle, whether male or female, he shall bring it without

blemish before the Lord.

¢4v. When viewed as a whole, the verse consists of a conditional sentence
with multiple protases and a single apodosis. The structure of the Hebrew
is carefully modeled in Greek; one notices for instance four occurrences of
éav for the four of DNX. The first protasis is verbless. Normally, the verb in
the protasis is suppressed when it is understood to be the same as the one
in the apodosis; for example, in 2.5, éav 0¢ Buaia amd Tyavou T 0&péy gou
cepidatis medupapévy &v Ehaiw dlupa Eotal but that is not the case here (cf.
Smyth §2345).

0¢. NETS renders “now” to indicate that this particle is standing in for
Hebrew waw in a statement that is not adversative but rather introducing
information that builds on what precedes it, in this case the statement of
1.3 (cf. Levinsohn 1992, 112). An example is found in P.Rev. Laws, col.
43.3-4 (259 BCE): “Ocat 0’¢v dwpeia xipat oy, év taltalg 0¢ éAatovpyiov
unfev xabiotatwoay (“Now whichever villages are held in gift, in these they
shall set up no oil factory”; see Jones 2015, 157).

fuoia. The pairing of Bucia with MAT occurs twice in Genesis and three
times in Exodus. The Exodus translator employed along with it three other
nominal cognates of 00w, but it was the Leviticus translator who cemented
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this particular match and subsequently it appears to have become the stan-
dard. There may be little else to say about the word’s employment in this
chapter besides the fact that it is the most self-evident translational equiva-
lent due to its semantic closeness to the Hebrew noun.

However, there is a sense in which cultic words belong to a special
category, and having some understanding of this word’s cultural value as
well as its performance aspects will be essential if we are to form a judg-
ment of the translator’s depiction of the procedure in the verses that follow.
One could imagine that as he worked, searching for vocabulary of sacrifice
from sources familiar to him, he would no doubt have become aware that
the ritual described here in his Hebrew text and the Greek Ouaia are virtu-
ally identical in practice. Both belong to what is known as the alimentary
communion sacrifice, in which meat for human consumption is slaugh-
tered in a sacral setting. Hebrews as well as Greeks ate meat only under
such conditions. In both cultures, depictions of the sacrifice paid more
attention to the post-kill ceremony than to the act of slaughter. Of special
interest for this chapter is that both required their deities to be given a spe-
cial due consisting of some of the internal parts. Lastly, in both cultures the
victim’s flesh was afterward eaten by the wider community in a festal set-
ting. There are of course divergences too. The god’s special portion offered
by Greeks was not quite identical to that given by Jews, and its giving was
motivated by a different understanding of the deity’s participation (Gill
1966, 255 and n. 1 for bibliography). Hebrew participants did not partake
of the internal organs as their Greek counterparts were accustomed to,
and neither was the Hebrew ritual accompanied by a procession, music,
or gifts of barley and wine. A Greek Busic had women and sometimes a
uayetpos officiating whereas Jewish sacrifice permitted only priests. Nev-
ertheless the fact of the rituals’ broadly identical procedures is significant
and will constantly be in the background as we ask whether the translator
(G) tully understood the terminology found in his Vorlage and whether
he was concerned about the suitability of the Greek cultic terminology he
chose for his translation. Behind these questions lies a statement made by
the notable historian Peter Fraser, that in Alexandria, Greek-speaking for-
eigners writing about their religious practices gave them an interpretatio
graeca to which Jews would have been no exception (1972, 190). Whether
or not this may be true for Leu 3 will be demonstrated below. In preparing
the commentary for this chapter it became clear that some background
knowledge of the Greek sacrificial vocabulary was necessary in order to
come to an understanding of what G tried to pass on to his reader.
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Of the alimentary ritual’s performance aspects we know a great deal,
since it is the cultic procedure most often recounted in Greek literature.
Textual as well as epigraphic evidence show that from as far back as
Hesiod and Homer through to Appollonius in the third century, the fugia
remained essentially the same. Of all retellings, the epic material is most
well known and receives the bulk of attention in scholarship. Among later
texts that describe it are Sophocles, Ant. 1020 and Apollonius Rhodius,
Argon. 698. On Hesiod, see Burkert 1966, 104 and especially n. 37 for bib-
liography; on the Homeric material, Kirk 1981, 63-80. On the epigraphic
evidence, Jameson 1988, 971; Durand 1989, 87-118; and van Straten 1987,
160; see also Bowie 1995, 464-65; and Honea 1993, 56-57.

As a starting point it must be asserted that the Leviticus translator
was familiar with the terminology associated with Bucia, and drew from
it the vocabulary items he needed in order to create a Greek version of
the Hebrew meal sacrifice. But this selection appears to have been made
arbitrarily and without care. We notice for example, that technical terms
that would have stood him in good stead, such as yépag, or amAayyve are
absent. Other Greek words like unpia and dodis were simply slotted into
his telling like pieces of a puzzle where they neither fitted well nor brought
across the semantic value of their Hebrew counterparts. This can only be
explained by the fact that G was primarily concerned with representing the
linguistic features present in the source text piece by piece; in other words,
he was faithfully translating a sacred text as it was demanded of him by
convention. He therefore tended to rely on established equivalents, rather
than employ words that more adequately communicated the meaning of
the Hebrew. This is why the bound formation 05w Nar is represented
by a Greek genitival compound: fuaic cwtypiov. If such care to faithfully
render item by item had not been his guiding principle, he might have
recognized that D5W N2t and fugia are so similar that the latter term by
itself could serve as the most fitting descriptor, fully adequate for Greek
speakers to grasp the content and cultural value of the Hebrew ritual. But
instead, he gave his version of the alimentary sacrifice a compound title, a
hybrid no Greek speaker would have recognized, and this out of concern
that the vocabulary of the source text be represented in a quantitatively
equivalent fashion.

cwtyplov. NETS’s chosen rendering “sacrifice of deliverance” is supported
by LXX.D’s “Rettungsopfer” and BdA “offrande de salut.” The precise mean-
ing of D'5W has always been unclear. The targumim, for instance, offer no
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help with their rendering 8'WT1p NO23. Hebrew D5 carries the sense
of well-being, health, completeness or finality, but there is little consensus
on how exactly such meanings are to be understood in relation to a ritual
associated with the rare activity of eating meat. The explanation found in
rabbinic tradition is that the D5W are so called because they give peace,
or provide release from vows (Daniel 1966, 274; cf. Milgrom 1991, 220). It
is doubtful whether G was himself certain of the Hebrew or aware of any
contemporary attempts at making sense of it. It is safer to say that here, as
in similar cases, he follows the lead of the Exodus translator (25.5 and 32.6)
who selected for it a neuter adjective in the genitive, denoting “safety” or
“deliverance” (LS], s.v. “owtnptov” Lb). Why this should have been G Exo-
dus’s rendition is uncertain since there is no discernible semantic overlap
between the Hebrew and Greek terms (Le Boulluec and Sandevoir 1989,
244). Anyone living in third century Ptolemaic Alexandria hearing the
word gwtyptov used in a ritual context would have associated it not with an
alimentary sacrifice but rather with a civic offering for deliverance called
T6 cwTHplov iepdv or frequently Ta cwtpia iepd, (LS, s.v. “cwtnplov” 11.2).
The Soteria in third-century Alexandria included music, sacrifices, and
libations by Dionysiac artists to the O¢ol cwt¥jpes Philadelphus and Arsinoé
I (Tarn, 1933, 60). Athenaeus Deipn. 11.97 cites the third century lyric
poet Theocles as follows: é00aauey yap afuepov Zwtypla TavTes ol TeyviTar:
el Gy mav 10 dixepag wg TV didTatov Bacidéa mépeiut (“All we artists have
to-day celebrated with sacrifice the festival of Salvation; in their company I
have drunk the double horn and am come into the presence of our dearest
king,” trans. Gulick). The presence of Teyvitat and dixepag helps to situate
this ritual in the Ptolemaic cult. Beyond Egypt, the cwt/plov was a regular
sacrifice according to a set calendar that required neighboring dignitaries
to attend (Polybius, Hist. 4.49), and a sacrifice offered out of gratitude for,
or even to achieve deliverance, perhaps in the realm of personal safety or
health (Xenophon, Anab. 3.2.9). Daniel (1966, 278 and esp. 279) mentions
a number of similar occurrences of this term that postdate the Greek Pen-
tateuch.

It is therefore difficult for the modern commentator to account for
G’s use of this word. Obviously, he did not intend his readership to take it
to connote what it did for pagan Alexandrians. Philo, perhaps anxious to
rule out such a possibility, points out that the cwtp in this sacrifice is the
God of the Jews (Spec. Laws 1.252). If all we can say is that G simply went
along with the Exodus translator, it is likely that he was uncertain about
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the meaning of the Hebrew. Neither was he concerned about any discord
caused by including in his nomenclature an adjectival element known to
refer to a pagan rite. Later translators in an effort to resolve this tried other
alternatives. Reigns and Proverbs, for example, made use of the etymo-
logical rendering eipnvixds, while Josephus (A.J. 3.228) reformulated it as
a xaptotiple Buaia.

76 xvple. This may be a Vorlage-based harmonization as it is found also in
4Q24 (4QLev®) (Ulrich 1994, 180).

gav uév ... éav Te ... €av te. G is careful to represent each element of the DR
clauses with corresponding morphemes. The pév can either be viewed as
solitary, “if in fact” (Wevers 1997, 23) or as resolved by 0¢ in verses 6 and
12. The double édv e ... éav Te accompanying the subjunctive mpooayayy
renders the two Hebrew disjunctive clauses (Jotion §175e) and the result
finds analogy in, for example, Thucydides 4.98.2: Tév 0¢ vépov Tols "ENnow
elval, GV &v 3 T xpdTos THs Yiis éxdotys fv Te mAéovos v Te Ppayutépas,
ToUTWY xal Ta iepa aiel yiyveobal (“The law of the Hellenes was that con-
quest of a country, whether more or less extensive, carried with it posses-
sion of the temples in that country;” trans. Crawley; cf. Smyth §2852a).

adTd mpooaydyy. Here and in verse 7 (cf. 21.8) 2PN X171 must be under-
stood as a fientive verb expressing “a single and comparatively transitory
act” (GKC $116f; cf. IBHS §37.3b) and G renders appropriately with an
aorist subjunctive. Although the meaning is not identical with the Hebrew,
G by adding the objective pronoun manages to maintain the Hebrew word
order, but also provide his reader with additional information. A chiasm
results with mpogd&et @04 later in the verse.

dupwpov. The adjective can be applied to concretes (the male victim) as well
as to abstracts (the gift). Herodotus speaks of auwuw véuw ([by] “a perfect
law” Hist. 2.177, trans. Godley).

duwpov mpoodfet adté. The Hebrew formula 13273p° 02N is one in which
an indefinite adjective expressing a state is placed before or after a verb
(GKC $§118n.a) here referring to the verb’s object and the feature it pos-
sesses at the time of the verbal action (IBHS §10.2.2.d, esp. n. 19). There
is therefore more than simple juxtaposition at play, or else an attributive
might have been employed with the noun itself. The question for the analyst
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of the Greek to settle is this: If the translator was aware of such a sense, and
tried to express it by means of Greek that nevertheless strictly maintains
the word order of the Hebrew, did he succeed in producing a comparable
effect? This is not impossible to imagine, if one regards the adjective as a
nominal accusative of specification in apposition to the pronoun, in other
words, “he shall bring it (as something) without blemish.” What is the ref-
erent of the adjective duwuov and the pronoun avté? In Hebrew, most of
the nouns are masculine, so that the masculine verbal suffix could refer to
any one of the offering, the sacrifice, or the male and female animal (1.3,
10; 3.1, 6) but most likely it is the animal itself that is intended. The Greek
neuter pronoun can refer only to dépov or &paev to be brought as something
without defect. The same considerations will obtain in verse 6, but similar
wording in verse 9 causes some complications.

3.2

170K 13 I3PAN TYIN 5AR nna N 1339 WKk :7}7 17 P,
2310 namn by 070 DR 073090

xal émboer ag yelpag eml Ty xedany Tol dwpou xal oddfel adTod

mapa tag H0pag Tig oxnviis Tol paptupiov: xal mpooxeolaty ol viol

Acpiw of lepeis O alpa éml 10 BuclaoTyiplov TGY GAoXAVTWUATWY

*UXAW.

And he shall lay his hands on the head of the gift, and he shall

slaughter it at the entrance to the tent of witness, and the sons of

Aaron the priests shall pour out the blood against all sides of the

altar of whole burnt offerings.

Thg xeipas. Three times in this chapter, in contrast to chapter 1, hands are
plural. Paul Harlé and Didier Pralon (1988, 91) contend that this is fol-
lowing an oral tradition, which one sees reflected in m. Menah. 9:8. There
is no doubt that some known traditions of correct cultic procedure will
color our interpretation of what is found in the LXX’s version of biblical
prescriptions (see Biichner 1997). But the question of whether or not G
took care to be legally precise for the benefit of a living community will
raise itself a number of times in this chapter, and the answer appears most
often to be in the negative. Instances in which there are analogies between
the OG’s wording and later Jewish writings seem to be balanced out by the
times when the Greek is so vague that any concern for legal clarity must
be out of the question.
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deypou. If G were composing a text in which he wanted to convey the details
of a ritual, he might have preferred to employ a more suitable Greek word
that specifies the victim (gifts tend not to have heads), such as adaytov or
lepeiov. But as a translator he was determined not to vary the pairing of
127 and dépov he established in 1.2.

oddgel adté. In chapter 1 G changed the singular of the Hebrew (which is
consistently so) to a plural but here, as Harlé and Pralon (1988, 91) sug-
gest, the primitive tradition appears unchanged: the suppliant slaughters
and the priests participate only by manipulating the parts. Not so in verse
13! One notices that here G represents the Hebrew verbal suffix, a prac-
tice he does not follow throughout. That he does not render the suffix on
“hands” is simply because it is good Greek to omit a suffix when the pos-
sessor is obvious.

mpooyxesolaty ... aﬁxa. Again, G appears not to take great pains to repro-
duce the Hebrew ritual in a pedantic way (pouring on is not sprinkling),
but rather to represent a Hebrew action with a loosely corresponding
Greek one, already familiar from Exodus. In extrabiblical Greek liter-
ature blood as the object of xéw and cognates is found mostly in ref-
erence to human bloodshed, not animal sacrifice. Artistic and literary
depictions of animal sacrifice do show animal blood being splashed onto
altars, and the regular terms for this action are aipdoow and alpatéw. But
unlike the Hebrews, Greeks did not assign any special operative value to
blood in animal sacrifice and so it is hardly ever mentioned in recollec-
tions of the Bucia. It was merely abandoned as something that belongs
to the gods (Durand 1989, 95 and for a fuller discussion of blood in the
Greek and Hebrew worlds see Biichner 2014, 256-71). Our translator
may have preferred to employ a word like aipdoow, but once again he
prefers to retain an established Hebrew-Greek relation, for the sake of
his audience.

Thg O0pag. Though Blpa can mean “entrance” as well as “door,” in NETS
“door” is used for the singular, and “entrance” for the plural. The transla-
tor alternates randomly between the two for the Hebrew singular (Wevers
1986, 73).

v ShoxavTwudtwy. The Hebrew m9Yn mam likely underlying this
addition occurs several times in Exodus, but there 19Y is only rendered
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by Goxattwue once. In the case of Leviticus the match of 9P with
oloxaiTwpa occurs repeatedly in chapter 4, and if Wevers is correct (1997,
25), the translator is harmonizing from a knowledge of the Hebrew text of
that chapter. Milgrom (1991, 205) feels that if the addition is for clarifica-
tion it is unnecessary since there is no doubt that the outer altar is meant.

3.3

2P OR 10ann 2500 R MY nwr onbwn nam pm
2P0 Y wr 2511 52 NN

xal mpoodovay amd Tis Buaiag Tob cwtyplov xdpTwpa xvplw, TO

OTERP TO XATAXQAVTITOV THY XOWAlay xal TMEY TO aTéap TO €ml THg

xolAlag,

And they shall bring from the sacrifice of deliverance an offering

to the Lord: the fat that covers the entrails and all the fat that is on

the entrails

npoodEovow. The verb can take a double accusative like other verbs of
bringing and offering. In Hebrew constructions that contain two objects,
the predicate accusative is usually marked by indefiniteness (GKC §118;
Joiion §129a). In this case indefinite “offering” is followed by definite “fat”
For the most part, G is careful to follow the Hebrew word order and to
supply the article in Greek when present in the Hebrew, and vice versa.
As in Hebrew, the Greek predicate accusative is usually distinguishable
from the direct object by the former’s lacking the article (BDR §273, Smyth
§1150, 1614). The same formula is found in verses 7, 9, and 14. The sense
conveyed in all three instances is that the fat and the other ingredients are
separated off to make up a suboffering, a xdprwua.

G pluralizes, since in his understanding the priests are manipulating
the separated parts (recall chs. 1-2). It brings this verse into conflict with
7.20 [MT 30]. That he fails to pluralize the future verb at the end of 3.4
presents numerous difficulties discussed by Wevers (1997, 24). In NETS
we have made no effort at a resolution. From the perspective of modern
sensibilities, the translation ends up trapped between an alteration in verse
3 that is not carried over into verse 4. But this kind of logical inconsistency
is to be attributed to what Soisalon-Soininen identified as the translators’
mode of work (1987, 88): they proceeded phrase by phrase in a forward
direction and often ignored the wider context, in this case the sentences
preceding and following.
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buoiag ... xépmwpa. In chapter 1 and in 23.37, these two terms are used
appositionally, referring to the gift itself. But in this verse and elsewhere
xapmwpa comprises of internal organs removed from the victim. G chose
to render the Hebrew sacrificial terms only very generally, a matter that
has caused generations of interpreters varying degrees of surprise. Greek
to Hebrew equivalence is not always helpful as an indicator of G’s inten-
tionality since he uses Greek words interchangeably for more than one
Hebrew word: TWR — fucia nine times; M2t — fuia thirty-two times; TWR
— xapmwua nineteen times; and WK — odoxavTtwua seven times. While
consistent matching was not carried out in all cases, quantitative represen-
tation appears to have been a commensurate goal.

xdpmwpa. This term succeeds as a stand-in for TWR because, as Paul Sten-
gel (1972, 166) pointed out, it is a burnt offering—the cognate verb xapmow
does not mean “bring a fruit offering” but “make a burnt offering” (cf.
LXX.D “Feueropfer”; this pairing has already been employed in Exodus).
Stengel cites there an inscription that describes the sacrifice of a cock to
Osiris and Nephthys who receive their share before the suppliants con-
sume the rest. Viewed from a religio-cultural perspective, xapmwya is not
at home in the semantic domain of Buaia. It is never used to refer to the
firstfruits offering within the alimentary sacrifice, that is, the deity’s special
portion—the usual terms are yépag, dpypata or fuedal. G again chooses
not to select a field-specific term, but prefers to make use of an established
pairing.

To aid us in evaluating G’s choice of vocabulary for the ingredients of
his xapmwypa, a knowledge of the Greek firstfruits offering will be of some
value. Apart from the emAayyva the most significant of its ingredients were
the éodUs (haunches with tail), vétog or payis (tender meat from the back
and the loin), and the pnpoi or unpia (thighs or thighbones) onto which a
double layer of fat was laid (any of mpen, iap, miwy, onyuds, xvion).

otéap. Though otéap is not found among the other words for fat in stan-
dard recollections of the Greek ritual, it is found here as we have come to
expect, by reason of being the standard equivalent for 251 found already
in Genesis and Exodus (and will remain so in the rest of the LXX). G is
unique in rendering also 778 by atéap. The word aTéap is more commonly
encountered in anatomical descriptions, and if this was a concern of G’s
it is used correctly here. The fact that he is not employing any of the other
five terms mentioned above, shows again that he is not overly concerned
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to contextualize, but rather to abide by established pairings, so that when
Greek equivalents appear, they will be recognized by the audience as the
representative of Hebrew words perhaps known to them.

xotAlav. In Genesis and Exodus the word levels 103, 113, and 27p (“intes-
tines”), and it is likely that Exod 29.13 and 22 served as basis for G’s selec-
tion in this case. Though xotAia can also mean the intestines in addition
to the cavity (LSJ]), the more usual word in Greek parlance is évtepa, con-
trasting with emAdyyva (the noble viscera), neither of which occurs in the
LXXs cultic contexts. G’s equivalent makes no effort to clarify the Hebrew
although the word by its dual sense may communicate that there are two
kinds of fat—the first kind enclosing the innards and the second kind
found on the organs or on the body cavity.

34

DR NRY 5027 5P WK 1aHY WK 2510 R Y0 hw DR
n1or nrhan Hy 1200 Yy

xal ToUg 0Vo vedpols xal T oTéap TO ém adTY, TO €Ml TEY wnplwy,

xal Tov Aofov Tov éml Tol fmatog, cUY Tois veppols meptelel,

and the two kidneys and the fat that is on them at the thighs, and

he shall remove the appendage that is on the liver with the kid-

neys.

vedppols. To the Greeks, kidneys and liver were regarded as congealed
blood and belonged to the category of omAdyyve, whose spitting and
roasting comprised one of the most sacred moments of the sacrifice, the
moment of communing with the gods (see below). Semites, on the other
hand, regarded the kidneys as suet (Milgrom 1991, 207) and did not eat
them. In any case, the kidneys are found in the deity’s portion here just as
they are in the Greek ritual.

unplwy. The word pnpia (used five times in Leuitikon and in the LXX only
ever again in Job 15.27), meaning “thighs” or “thighbones” (LSJ; cf. BdA
“cuisse,” pace LXX.D “Lendenstiicke”) is by far the most weighty technical
term of the Greek fucia. The thighbones were part of the yépag or firstfruits,
overlaid with fat and burned as the deity’s portion. G chose this part of
the anatomy as a match for 503, which Milgrom (1991, 207) translates as
“sinews,” noting its Akkadian cognate “the transverse process of the verte-
bra,” and not “loins” as HALOT and NRSV. There is therefore neither lexical



108 Biichner

nor anatomical connection between 903 (the inner spine) and wypic (the
upper legs), whose pairing is without prior precedent. It is likely that G
was uncertain of a Hebrew term and provided for it a word suitable only
by virtue of its prominence in the linguistic environment of fucia (see next
entry). It is almost as if his depiction would have been incomplete without
inclusion of the pnpia, and the best opportunity for him to do so was here.

TO oTéap TO ém alThv, TO éml Tév unplwy. The structure of G’s clauses here,
in verse 10 and in verse 15 follows the Hebrew exactly, so that the pres-
ence of the Hebrew relative is carefully indicated each time. Whenever
WR occurs with a prepositional phrase as it does here, G renders almost
without exception by the adjectival use of the article, producing a restric-
tive sense that provides essential information about otherwise referentially
nonspecific substantives (Jones 2015, §3.6.2.). This makes the current
clause all the more jarring, since kidneys are nowhere near thighs, and
what little fat is on the flesh of the thighs is not easily separable. NETS
tries to convey this somewhat nonsensical aspect of the OG, in contrast
to Brenton’s “he shall take away that which is on the thighs” which is not
entirely faithful to the Greek since the article in the adjectival phrase refers
back to ateap (cf. BdA, 92). G’s choice of unpia and especially as something
supposedly covered in the fat found in the region of the kidneys, shows
that he is quite unconcerned with giving precise instructions by which
members of a living community are to observe a rite.

Tov (éml Tol Amatog). An IWR is presumed to occur here in the same fash-
ion as it does before HY twice in the rest of this verse.

xal TV Aofév ... mepiedei. NRSV’s “the appendage of the liver, which he
shall remove with the kidneys” reads the final clause of verse 3 as an asyn-
detic relative clause subordinate to 21 at the beginning of the previous
verse. The NJB regards the objective suffix of 1137°D" to resume an object
other than the lobe of the liver, thus “the mass of fat which he will remove
from the liver and kidneys.” There is some value in that, since Milgrom
intimates that the Hebrew is concerned with three kinds of fat (1991, 205).
But G regards the predicate of xai mpogdéouoty beginning the previous
verse to end at unplwv after which a new sentence begins, emphasizing that
the lobe on the liver is to be removed together with the kidneys. G reads
the relative clause as beginning with a casus pendens of the object (Jotion
§156¢) with that object resumed in the suffix.
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obv. Though occurring also in Pesh and followed by Ibn Ezra and 11Q19
(11QTemple) 23.15 (Milgrom, 1991, 208) guv may be regarded here as
an explanatory rendering that represents the correct value of the Hebrew
preposition as “in addition to”

mepleAel. In contrast with odd&er adTé above, the objective suffix is not
rendered here nor in verse 10. In Hebrew the appendage of the liver is
intended by the suffix but the Greek may be viewed as referring to every-
thing that must be removed with the kidneys (cf. Wevers 1997, 25),
although NETS reflects the equally possible view that only the lobe is the
verb’s intended object.

35

HY WK RYA HY WK 15V HY ANama InR 120K 1opm
Mh Nt A AWK WRA

xal avoloouaty adTa o viol Aapwv of iepels éml T Buaiaatiplov, émi

T GhoxauTwpate éml & E0da Ta éml Tol mupbs: xdpmuwua, doui)

edwolag xupiw:

And the sons of Aaron the priests shall offer them up on the altar,

on the whole burnt offerings on the wood that is on the fire; it is

an offering, an odor of fragrance to the Lord.

dvolgouaw. This verb is not normally employed in cultic descriptions. It is
found here most probably as a result of its initial etymological pairing with
799 in Genesis. By the time of Exodus this is extended also to 0P (3x)
although Exodus was also fond of using fuptaw (4x). The primary sense of
avadépw here is the act of lifting up onto the altar, and perhaps “offer up” of
NETS goes a little too far in the direction of the Hebrew meaning.

adtd. G pluralizes the objective suffix in this instance, probably to specify
the ingredients themselves. The reason may be that in similar contexts
(4.10, 35; 7.5) the object of the Hebrew verb is plural, and he levels for the
sake of consistency. That he does not pluralize in all occurrences of mul-
tiple ingredients is due to his disinterest in standardizing, and neither will
he rework any rendering on the basis of another, as we shall see shortly.

éni. In reflecting every 99 in this way G lumps everything together on the
altar as in 1.7-9. Wevers suggests a meaning like “alongside” for émi (1997,
26) but NETS by repeating “on” conveys that the Hebrew preposition is
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rendered consistently, at least here, and that he chose not to make use of
cVv as in the previous verse.

oAoxautwuate. Harlé and Pralon (1988, 91) regard this pluralizing as per-
haps referring to the daily sacrifices. In other words, the xapmwua will
be burned alongside the regular whole burnt offerings performed by the
Aaronides.

3.6
112D DN 7RI IR 7T Y DNOW N 1137) IRRA 10 DR
'Eqv 0¢ and Tév mpoPatwy To 0&dpov avtod, Buoiav cwtypiov T&
xuplew, dpaev ¥ BijAv, duwpov mpoooloet adTé.
But if his gift, a sacrifice of deliverance to the Lord, is from the
sheep, male or female, he shall present it without blemish.

"Edv 08 4md Tév mpoPatwy. The case begun by 2av pév éx tév Bodv in verse
1 is now expanded.

Buciav. It is hard to account for this accusative found in a nominal sen-
tence. If we ask what lies behind it in the source text, the answer must be
the lamed of the datival goal referring to a change in status, almost without
exception rendered in Leuitikon by a preposition (gl and more seldom
mept) with the accusative (compare €ig 6AoxadTwpa for 9P in 1.10, also
in a nominal sentence). Here, however, the lamed is not rendered at all, but
the accusative remains. It may have been intended to function as a kind
of accusative of respect, although such a construction does better with a
verb or an adjective (see Smyth §1601c.). Wevers suggests that the accusa-
tive Qugiav may be viewed as direct object of a proleptic mpoodépw: “(when
presenting) a sacrifice of deliverance to the Lord, ... he shall present it”
(1997, 27 and cf. BdA “si son présent est fait de petit bétail en offrande,”
92). Perhaps a rendering such as “if his gift, for a sacrifice of deliverance to
the Lord,” would suggest that grammatically speaking the gift is related in
some respect to the sacrifice.

mpocolaet. This verb can mean both “present” or “offer” and is a preferable
choice to avadépw to indicate the act of bringing a sacrifice (Spicq 1994,

3:118).

h4 14 2 14
apwpov Tpogoloel aUTo. See comment at verse 1.
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3.7
M 185 InR 2PN 13390 DR 2PN R0 2WD OX
éav dpva mpoaarydyn T d6pov avTol, mpoodEet atTd Evavtt xuplou
If he brings a lamb as his gift, he shall bring it before the Lord

éav &Gpva ... T 0&pov adTol. As in verse3, it would be natural to regard
the indefinite noun (in this case the animal kind) as predicate accusative.
Although NETS takes indefinite dpva as the direct object, it would be pret-
erable to say “his gift by way of a lamb,” as does LXX.D with “seine Gabe in
Gestalt eines Lammes” (101).

mpogay@yy. See above at verse 1.

3.8

131991 I AR 1385 IR DAY 13270 WRI DY 1T DR TR0
2°20 namn Sy T N AR

xal émbnoet Tag xelpag ml Ty xebaliy ol dwpou adTol xai cddéel

adTd mapa tag B0pag THs oxnviic Tob paptupiov: xal mpoayeolow ol

viol Aapaw of iepeis T0 alpa éml 0 BugtaoTiplov xlxhy.

and he shall lay his hands on the head of his gift and he shall

slaughter it at the entrance of the tent of witness. And the sons

of Aaron the priests shall pour out the blood against all sides of

the altar.

Comparing 3.8 with 3.2, one notices that the Greek is quite similar, but
for the addition of ad7ol here and the omission of Té&v 6AoxavudTwy
which was added there. Besides that, G appears to be rendering a text
very similar to the MT of verse 2, having Mna instead of 389 and the
addition of 01127 after the sons of Aaron (cf. Milgrom 1991, 210). It
is hard to know whether a translator has a previous Greek sentence in
memory and harmonizes the present one toward it, or harmonizes the
present sentence to a Hebrew verse in memory from elsewhere in the
book, although both are possible. This phenomenon is further discussed
in Spencer Jones’s commentary on Num 22 (p. 147).

3.9
nnyd annn R 150 mrh nwr onbwn nam pm
WK 2517 Y2 DRI 29PN DR 10N 2510 NRY 3D ARYn
2pn By
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xal mpooolcel amd g Ouaiag Tol cwtypiov xdpmwpa 6 Bed, TO
oTéap xal THY 00diY dupwpov: oy Tais Poals mepteAel adTo" xal TO
oTéap TO XQTAXAAITITOY THV XotAlay, xal TO aTéap TO €Ml TH¢ xotAias,
And he shall present some of the sacrifice of deliverance as an
offering to God: the fat and the lower back without blemish (he
shall remove it with the loin muscles), and the fat that covers the
entrails and the fat that is on the entrails,

amé. NETS, with its “some of” rather than repeating “from” at verse 3
(whose Greek text is identical, apart from the initial verb) indicates to the
English reader that the j1 of the parent text is represented carefully, and
that the Greek word, like its Hebrew counterpart, may be understood in
these two ways.

76 Oefd. The variation of 6 Oeds and xUptog for the Tetragrammaton is hap-
hazard and cannot be regarded as having any significance.

bodtv. The anatomical term dodUs refers to the “lower back” (LS], cf. LEH,
449), “waist, loins” (LS], cf. GELS, 510) of a sacrificial animal. The pairing
of MHR (“fat tail”) and 6odUs is an innovation of G, and it is uncertain
why he made this choice, since there is no semantic affinity between the
two words. This fact motivated the Three to render M9& by xépxiov and
Josephus in A.J. 3.228 to speak of o0pa (Wevers 1997, 28; Harlé and Pralon
1988, 92), which is what Herodotus calls the fat tail of the Arabian sheep
(Hist. 3.113). In contrast, dadis refers to the lumbar region and the flesh-
covered bones of the haunches as in Xenophon’s description of the horse
(Eq. 1:12:3) and the hunting hound (Cyn. 4.1.9, whose long tail, inciden-
tally, is also o0pa). In Aristophanes, Pax 1053-1055 and in the scholiast on
that passage, 60¢Us and xépxog appear together in a way that shows there is
this distinction between them.

As a cultic term 60¢Us is noteworthy because like unpic it is a promi-
nent ingredient in post-Homeric descriptions of the firstfruits ritual, in
which it is burned on the altar (for instance Aeschylus, Prom. 495). Fur-
thermore, an 6o¢is on the altar is one of two most frequent motifs found
on Attic vase paintings depicting the Ouaia, the other being the roasting
of the emAdyyva on skewers. Spitting the noble viscera is the moment of
communion with the gods and the action of the éo¢is in the fire is the
means by which the gods communicate their favor (or otherwise) toward
the sacrifice (Jameson 1988, 971; Durand 1989, 102). Brigitte Bergquist
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(1993, 16, 18) and Folkert van Straten (1988, 57-60) provide detailed sets
of illustrations depicting the sacrum with tail. In Herodotus’s account of
the Egyptian alimentary sacrifice (Hist. 2:40) the da¢Us is removed with
the edible portion, while what remains is burned with honey and frank-
incense.

In our passage, the Hebrew understanding is that the fat tail is classed
as suet to be removed with the rest of the inedible parts and burned up,
since YHWH, in contrast to Greek and Canaanite deities, does not partake
of the meal (Milgrom 1991, 221). As with his rather reckless inclusion of
the word unpia above, G most likely chose éa¢is above the purely ana-
tomical terms for tail (xépxog or oOpd) purely by reason of the special
place it holds within the lexical domain of fucia. The result is that another
important ingredient of the Greek yépag or firstfruits now becomes also
an ingredient of the LXXs xapmwpua, as will the flesh of the Yéa (see next
entry), all of which may have come as some surprise to Jews. This unease
is noticeable in the alternative suggestions made by revisers of the text.
Again it is not likely that by choosing this word G wanted to express any-
thing of a cultural nature. He merely adopted a vocabulary item from the
field of fuaia as a match for a Hebrew anatomical term of which he was
perhaps unsure.

oy Tals Yéarg. The clause NRYN nNYH means “close to the lower back”
G by his choice of ¢y now marks for inclusion in the xdpmwua also the
Yoat, the muscles on the inside of the spine. Clearchus (Pollux II 185 [FGH
2:324]) clarifies: oi 0¢ €vdofev xata ™ dodiv uves xarolvrar Péar (“the
inner muscles against the lower back are called Yéat”). In the older recol-
lections of fugia, part of the firstfruits ritual would include the placing
of fine meat on top of the deity’s portion, an action known as wpobeteiv
(Bowie 1995, 469; Burkert 1966, 108). Together with the lower back and
the thighbones, the addition now also of choice, edible bits of flesh with-
out pretext in the Hebrew, means that G obviously relied on the Greek
conceptual world to mold his portrayal of the subritual. It is hard to draw
any conclusions about his intention for doing so, beyond observing that he
felt no need to suppress anything that alluded to pagan notions, a fact that
must be borne in mind when we evaluate his rendering of DN in verse 11.

TpogolTel ... XApTwpa ... T0 aTéap xal T bodiv duwpov: aov Tais YPdaig
mepteAel adTd. An explanation of the difficult Greek syntax may now be
attempted. Distinguishing direct object from object complement is the
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first task and for this we must invoke the usual rule of the article. Accord-
ingly, the definite direct objects of the verb appear to be oéap and dadvv,
with indefinite xapmwua as the predicate accusative, as NETS has it. The
next question to settle is to which words dpwyov and adté hearken back,
since they are singular appearing among a list of multiple items, and per-
haps at least the pronoun might have been pluralized as it was in verse 5.
What is certain is that the Hebrew word order and syntax is being scrupu-
lously represented, apart from the waw of the suffix on otéap being read as
a copulative with do¢ps. What is unclear is whether G chose to maintain
grammatical concord at the expense of sense, or sense at the expense of
concord. If we take the first option, &uwpov modifies xapmwpa attributively
and ad706 is the latter’s anaphor. In other words, an unblemished offering
is removed with the loin-muscles and nothing further needs to be said.
The grammatical make-up of the text is all we have to work with and the
only measurable result is that Hebrew items are represented at the expense
of logical sense. But if we take the second option and suppose that the
translator wanted to produce some kind of coherent sense, it would have
to mean that he allowed some laxity of syntax. In fact, there is enough
evidence for G’s loose syntax to suggest that this was indeed the case. We
begin with adto. What single item in the neuter is being removed together
with the Poa? Though there is grammatical agreement between ad76 and
xapmwua, it makes no sense that the xdpmwua is to be removed, when as
predicate accusative it represents the sum of the ingredients listed for
separating off and presenting to God. Once the list is complete, the final
action of dvadépetv in verse 11 applies to the xapmwpa. Alternatively, the
pronoun a0T6 refers to aréap—the other neuter singular noun—but again
it hardly makes sense that “the fat” in general is singled out for removal
with the do¢Us after which two more specific kinds of fat are mentioned.
Wevers observes a number of times that G is prone to employ neuter pro-
nouns to refer to the foregoing in a general way with no particular iden-
tifiable antecedent (e.g., 1997, 357). Karl Huber also (1916, 34-35) drew
attention to this verse as another of many cases in which G employs the
neuter singular pronoun in lockstep with a corresponding Hebrew item in
the singular, without concern for agreement with antecedents. The neuter
pronoun refers to a masculine antecedent in 1.16, xal ddbelel Tov mpérofBov
U Tols mTepols xal éxPalel adTd (ANR THWM) and to a feminine in 2.11,
méoay yap Quny xal iy wélt ob mpoooicete 4’ adTol (1301). What is then
being removed here with the loin-muscles appears to be an unspecified,
general item.
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For duwuov there are two possible grammatical explanations. It can be
a neuter attributive adjective agreeing with xdpmwua some words distant,
but this may be no more than fortuitous. It is more probable that &uwyov
is simply employed as the expected stand-in for 111N, again without
too much concern shown for agreement with an antecedent, as we saw
in the case of a0T6. Again a precedent exists for disagreement in gender
when neuter adjectives are employed. In Exod 12.9 we notice o0x £deafe
am’ alTéY oy o00E Nmuévoy év Udatt M’ % e mupl (“You shall not
eat from it raw or boiled with water but rather roasted in fire” NETS).
Comparable cases in Leuitikon are {upwtév in 2.11 (for Qupwtny), &6utéy in
19.5-7 (for &Butdg), duwpov and dextov in 22.21 (for duwués and dextiy).
There is, however, another way of viewing duwpov. If it is a predicate adjec-
tive then some of the difficulty is removed. It may function as a predicate
to the verbal action, that is, as a quality of the subject, where in English
we would use an adverb (Goodwin 1930, §926, Smyth §1042). The phrase
néoav Buaiav %y &v mpoacdépnTte xuplw o mowjoete Qupwtdy of 2.11 also fits
this category. A meaning like “present ... the fat and the lower back, in a
perfect way” would not sit uncomfortably here. Then pace Wevers (1997,
29), G was not unaware of the adverbial sense of the Hebrew “the broad
tail completely removed close to the sacrum” (so Milgrom 1991, 210).

3.10

DA R 09020 5 WK 1nHY WK 2500 R a0 T Nk
nvo oo Yy 1300 By

xal audoTépous ToUS vedpols xal TO aTEéRp TO €M AVTRWY, TO €Ml TGV

unplwv, xal TV AoPov Tov €ml Tod Hmatos, gl Tois vedpois meplelwy

and both the kidneys and the fat that is on them at the thighs,

having also removed the appendage which is on the liver with the

kidneys,

apdotépous. Here is an example of the translator’s tendency to use varia-
tion within a goal of quantitative equivalence. Such variation happens in
Genesis and Exodus too but the ratio of dvo to dudotépog is 130:22 in the
entire LXX and 31:7 in Leuitikon.

mepteAwv. The same applies to this circumstantial participle that appears as
alternative to mepte)el of verse 4. It is a regular practice of G to indicate to
his readership that a Hebrew clause can be rendered by alternative ways
in Greek.
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3.11
b AWK onY anamn 1127 3170PMm
avoloel 6 (epedg émi 76 BuataaTiptov bopuny edwdiag” xdpmwua xUplw.
the priest shall make an offering on the altar, an odor of fragrance,
an offering to the Lord.

dvolaet. This verb signals the culmination of the activity begun in verse 9
with the removal of the ancillary offering’s various ingredients. Together,
they are now manipulated on the altar as the xapmwpua.

dowiy edwdiag. MT has DN, which means that the offering by fire is
YHWH’s food. Milgrom (1991, 213) puts the notion of YHWH feeding
on sacrifices down to an archaism—a linguistic fossil—since it is rejected
by later parts of the Hebrew Bible. G replaces the mention of food with
the formula found in verse 5. The result is that the xdpmwua appears to
be no more than an odor of fragrance. This reading, against all the ver-
sions, is surprising and calls for some attention. It may be a simple case
of antianthropomorphism (Vahrenhorst 2009, 352) and we will return to
this suggestion below. But it also hints at something noticed by historians
of religion: ancient writers are uncomfortable about the idea that a deity
should be given, and even request, an offering that from a human per-
spective consists of inedible parts. In the Prometheus myth, for example,
the gods feel tricked by being given the thighbones disguised by fat and
retaliate by creating womankind. The reason why there should be this
unease has been a topic of debate for some time. If the gods are given
the worst portion of the alimentary sacrifice, what do they do with it?
And so we are back to the matter of eating. Gould (1985, 17-19) spells
out the range of possibilities offered by the texts on their own, but sus-
pends judgment on whether or not the gods are actually understood to
eat their portion, noting the seminal work of Meuli (1946, 215-23) and
Burkert (1966, 105-6). Burkert, in following Meuli’s view that the word
unpla refers to bones and only bones, argues that humans as primeval
hunters feel guilty about taking animal life. Thus, Ouaia is in fact nothing
more than ritualized slaughter in which the Olympian deities are given
the bones to symbolize a returning of the animal’s marrow to the divine
to ensure its continued existence (1997, 1-25). In contrast to this view,
the so-called Lausanne School, represented by scholars such as Détienne
and Vernant, prefer to think of sacrifice as being more about eating than
killing. And so the gods are seen to eat at a distance through the savor of
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smoke (Détienne 1989, 7; Vernant, 1989, 24). The difference in diet effects
the distance as well as signifies bridge-building between the different
realms that they who once shared the same table currently occupy—gods
feed on the incorruptible bones but humans on the dead flesh. Humans
eat meat and suffer hunger and death, while the immortal gods feed on
the superior food of perfumed smoke. Further support may be found in
Gill 1966, 261, Jameson 1988, 966, and Kirk 1981, 78-79. This may be of
help in deciding why in this verse the W that is called D15 for YHWH
is rendered by douy edwdiag rather than &ptog, the default rendering of
onY throughout the Greek Pentateuch. We know already that G is not
trying to avoid anything reminiscent of the pagan firstfruits offering and
rather deliberately includes the kinds of ingredients in the Lord’s portion
favored by Greek deities. So it is not convincing to suggest that the Lord
cannot be regarded as partaking in the meal (Harlé and Pralon 1988, 93),
or that G made the change out of reaction to Egyptian-Greek deities who
partake in sacred meals (Wevers 1997, 29). It has been suggested that G
is simply harmonizing since the Hebrew formula occurring in verses 5
and 16 is missing here (Daniel 1966, 139). However, adding a missing
formula for the sake of consistency is not the same as failing to render
an important word like DM. It is significant that also in chapter 21 DNY
is replaced by d@pov six times, although there it is perhaps for a differ-
ent reason. The answer may lie in the fact that here the Hebrew word for
food edible by humans is replaced with one that connotes the food of
the gods. The way deities partake in the sacrificial meal is by way of the
savory smoke (see Graf 2002, 120 and below at v. 16). So perhaps it is a
true antianthropomorphism.

3.12
M b 12PN 3P Y ORI
"Eav 08 &md Tév alyv 1 d6pov adtol, xal mpoadEel Evavtt xuplov,
But if his gift is from the goats, he shall both do the presenting
before the Lord,

"Eqv — d6pov adtol. The verbless protasis of the G follows the syntax of
the Hebrew.

amd Tév aiy@v. G appears to maintain his regular introduction of the
animal kind even though MT varies it at this point.
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xal. In NETS we have attempted to show that the apodotic xai is faithfully
rendered, and though it is not the best Greek usage, it can make sense if
it is understood to lead to the next sentence in adverbial fashion. A new
sentence is produced where G pluralizes again for the priests. Compare
verses 1 and 6 where the Hebrew has no apodotic copulative word and G
is able to provide standard apodoses.

npocakel. The verbal suffix is not rendered here, in contrast to the object
of O'quEovcnv of the next verse, and hence NETS reflects this, even though
to a Greek reader the referent of the missing pronoun would have been
obvious.

3.13

170K 12PN TVIN Har 1a% IR VAW WK r7}7 17 DR 720
230 namn 5V T NR

xal émbioer Tas yelpas éml Ty xedbaly adtod: xal oddovaw

alTo Evavtt xuplov mapa Tag B0pas Tig axnvijs Tol papTuplov xal

mpooyeolow of viol Aapaw of iepels T alpa éml 0 BusiaoTyplov

*UXAW.

and he shall lay his hands on its head, and they shall slaughter it

before the Lord at the entrance of the tent of witness, and the sons

of Aaron the priests shall pour out the blood against all sides of

the altar.

oddfouaw. Here, in contrast to verses 2 and 8, in which the suppliant
slaughters but the priests manipulate the blood, G pluralizes the act of
slaughter, which is singular in Hebrew.

gvavtt xuplov. It is noteworthy that in MT as well as the OG this formula is
absent from the prescriptions for cattle or sheep. But here, only the goat’s
slaughter is given this designation by G against the Hebrew, which until
now has occurred in Exod 29.11 (Greek = Hebrew) and Leu 1 (2x; Greek
= Hebrew) and will occur again in chapter 4 (3x; Greek = Hebrew). Nota-
bly in 16.15 this formula is again added by G against the Hebrew for the
goat of the sin offering. Wevers comments that of the ancient witnesses it
is only G who singles out the goat for priestly slaughter since the layman
cannot sacrifice at the altar, only at the doors (1997, 30). It is known that
the goat is slaughtered in the onomastic cult of the Ptolemies, but whether
this has anything to do with the addition is uncertain.
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3.14
DRI 23PN DK 702017 2510 DR MY NwK 1339P 132n 2M\pm
29pn 5y wR 2510 5
xal qvoloel am’ adTol xapmwpa xuplw, TO oTéap TO XATAXAAVTITOV
TV xolAlay xal Ty 16 aTéap TO €Ml THg xotAlas,
And he shall offer up of it as an offering to the Lord: the fat that
covers the entrails and all the fat that is on the entrails,

avoloet. As Wevers notes, G probably mistakenly read 9*0p here unless
for variation he chose this as a singular pairing, which is not unusual, but
unlikely. One has to agree with his view that a better translation of this
verb is “take up” (1997, 31).

xapmope. G omitted rendering 1327p and the result is a much smoother
reading. He also omits to translate the suffix, presumably because he wants
his sentence to be equivalent to the other times the formula appears in the
chapter, for example, verse 9.

70 éml Ti¢ xotAlag. Once again the Hebrew relative with prepositional
phrase is rendered by the adjectival use of the article.

3.15
N R D902 5 WK 1nHY WK 2500 R Y0 T Nk
N mhan Y Ta0n Yy
xal audoTépous Tovg vePpols xal TV TO oTErp TO M aOTWY, TO €Ml
TGV wWplwv xal oV AoBodv Tod fimatos, abv Tois vedpois meptelel:
and both the kidneys and all the fat that is on them at the thighs,
and he shall remove the appendage of the liver with the kidneys.

mav. An addition not reflected in the versions.

Tol #matog. Here G varies from his renderings in verses 4 and 10 in rep-
resenting the Hebrew quite idiomatically. Again it appears as if he first
provides a more literal rendition of a Hebrew syntagm, and then an alter-
native. The benefit to the Greek reader lies on the level of understanding
something about the way Hebrew works.

3.16
MY 251 52 nmn b AWK onb anamn ;a0 0opm
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xal avolcel ¢ iepeds eml 16 BuataoTiplov xapmwpa, dopny edwdiag T
xuplw. TV TO oTERP TG XUpiw.

And the priest shall offer on the altar an offering, an odor of fra-
grance to the Lord. All the fat is the Lord’s.

&volaet. The verbal suffix is not rendered, and neither is DN so that the
emphasis is no longer on the constituent parts of the TWR as the Deity’s
food, but rather on the fact that the xapmwypa as a whole is pleasing to the
Deity.

This chapter shows the interface between variability in the source as
well as target texts and one notices the following:

3:5: xdpmwpa doun edwdlag

3:11: douny edwoiag xapmwpa

3:16: xapmwpa douny edwdiag
In so doing, G represents three times in full the Hebrew terms first occur-
ring in verse 5, that is M1 13 AWN, with a variation in word order. Twice
he avoids rendering DNY. Here too the lamed of the datival goal is not
rendered by &ig but by a simple accusative.

3.17
Harn &Y 07 531 351 52 oa'nawn Haa 0aTnTH ow npn
véuipov eig ToV aidva eis Tag yeveas Vuidy év maoy xatolxie VEY:
méy oTéap xal Ty alpa o Edeabe.
It shall be a precept forever throughout your generations, in all

33}

your settlement; you shall not eat any fat and any blood:

gl Tov ai@va. G renders the Hebrew attributive genitive correctly and pro-
vides an idiomatic adverbial rendering. Something needs to be said for
the meaning of aiwv in relation to Hebrew o5, both of which carry the
sense of enduring time and both of which carry the gloss “eternity” in
the lexica. The idea of eternity is philosophically complex and must have
meant different things to different cultures. The idea of the eternity of the
world was a theme first developed by Aristotle (Huffman 1993, 343), but
it is hard to tell in what way the Greek philosophical notion of eternity
overlaps with the Hebrew notion of duration. When referring to enduring
time the prepositional phrase 0t ai@vog is found in apposition to a word
like &mavatog; for example, in Aeschylus, Suppl. 574 referring both to the
unending rule of Zeus and the lasting blessedness of his offspring. When
used for the future, the phrase occurs with something like wépaipos to refer
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to an appointed time (Suppl., 46). The expression eig aidva is well attested
before the LXX. The Pythagorean Philolaus of the fifth century BCE uses
the expression € ai@vos & aiGva of the universe remaining constant and
unchanging in the past and the future (DK B. 21). Similarly, Isocrates
(10.62) can use the expression ei¢ dmavta Tov aifva to speak of the perma-
nence of immortal Menelaus’s sharing of Helen’s throne. More concretely,
Lycurgus speaks in real time of Troy being forever deserted (1.62) or about
Tyrtaeus the Athenian whose influence benefited Sparta forever (1.106).
The latter two instances suggest an understanding that does justice to
the Hebrew phrase in this verse, of a perpetual ordinance, remaining in
place as long as the living are able to conceive of it or recognize its valid-
ity. It is worth noting that some receptors of this Septuagintal expression
found it in need of rephrasing. The Epistle to the Hebrews, in addition to
frequently employing eig aidva, also makes use of €i¢ T0 mavteAés (7.25)
and eig 70 dnyexés (10.1) “forever” and “in perpetuity;” and one wonders if
these would have been more clearly understood by a Jewish Greek audi-
ence, than the former.

xai mév alpa. The conjunction xal is used in affirmative, not adversative
sentences, so that we have reflected this in NETS. We could also have
translated, “you must not eat any fat, even any blood”

xatowxiq. Why a singular? Exodus 35.3, in which the Greek is also singu-
lar for the Hebrew plural, is perhaps the example he follows. The Hebrew
word is always plural in Leviticus and G will singularize another five times,
except for the very last time he encounters the word (23.31), where a plural
appears for no discernible reason.

Summary

The translator’s intention can now be stated as one that was not to create a
culturally or technically accurate portrayal of a ritual, or a set of instruc-
tions that could function in a liturgical setting. Moments of specifying
appropriate procedure, such as attributing the slaughter to the priests
rather than to the suppliant, must be balanced by the lack of consistency
in such matters and the relative freedom with which the closer prescrip-
tions are handled. What is clear, however, is that he intended to provide
a conduit to the language units of the original through etymologizing or
through existing translational precedent. Here we may call upon Cameron
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Boyd-Taylor’s distinction between field-specific vocabulary and transla-
tion-specific vocabulary (2004, 154).
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Outline

When the Israelites encamp on the western edge of Moab (émi duopév
Muwaf), the Moabites become afraid. Balak, the king of Moab, had observed
Israel’s destruction of the Amalekites (Num 21) and so he calls together
various regional elders of Madiam (7 yepousic Madidu) to summon the
renowned prophet Balaam (22.1-7). Although Balaam turns Balak’s envoy
away for the first time when 0eds denies him permission (vv. 8-14), Balak
repeats his request—this time sending more honorable emissaries and
promising rich rewards (vv. 15-19). Balaam is granted permission by 6eé¢
on the one condition that Balaam will only do whatever the deity speaks
(22.20). Thus, Balaam departs on his she-donkey with Balak’s elders (22.21).

Commentary

22.1
na ]'ﬁ’r? 92V AR MAaYa umM ORI 12 1o
Kal dmédpavres oi viol TopanA mapevéBaiov émt duopuév Mwap mapd
Tov Topdavny xata Tepiya.
And after? the sons of Israel set out, they? encamped on the west of
Moab by the Jordan opposite Iericho.



Balaam, Pagan Prophet of God 125

32 The MT as well as Greek MS 314 have a conjunction (1 - xat) before
mapevéBarov (NETS, “the sons of Israel set out and encamped”; BdA, “les
fils d’Israél décampérent et camperent”). The translation represented
here agrees with We®d and the majority of OG manuscripts; see also
LXX.D: “Und nachdem die Israeliten aufgebrochen waren, lagerten sie”
The major difference is the omission of xai before mapevéPadov, which
indicates that dmapavtes is an adverbial participle and should thus be
rendered as a dependent temporal clause.

Kal émapavres. G at times renders the first wayyiqtol form in a coordi-
nate sequence with an adverbial participle—as he does here. This change
in grammatical category makes for more idiomatic Greek and betrays
G’s concern to produce an acceptable translation and avoidance of awk-
ward polysyndeton (see 21.13, 33; 22.14; but not with high consistency).
However, he leaves the introductory xal — 1 which is not idiomatic with
participia coniuncta. Acceptability is understood to denote an attempt to
employ language that suits the linguistic and textual norms of the target
language (Boyd-Taylor 2006, 29-30). Having used the participium coni-
unctum, a conjunction between Topan and mapevéfadov is unnecessary
and so omitted (see also vv. 13, 14, 21 in this chapter). Nevertheless, the
introductory xal is unusual and not idiomatic in the participium coniunc-
tum construction. Likely, the nuance of the participle is temporal, “after
setting out.” For a taxonomy of participia coniuncta in the LXX, see Aejme-
laeus 1982, especially 389-93.

of viot Toparh. G always renders Y8 232—when in the nominative—
with the definite article (e.g., Num 9.19, passim; see Wevers 1982, 105).
There is no clear pattern in other cases.

napevéPadov &ml duopdv Mwdfp. Whereas mapeufdMw is common for 1im,
this is the first occurrence of the match between 127V (“desert”) and
duowy (“setting of the sun,” and by extension, “west”; see 33.48, 49, 50; 35.1;
36.13; also Deut 34.8). G later equivocates and transliterates it as a proper
noun, ApaBw0 (26.3, 63; 31.12). NETS here takes the phrase as a direction,
“in the western parts” (also, LXX.D, “westlich von Moab”).

How G derived duopsn from M27Y is subject to some speculation.
Wevers states that it was a different vocalization of the consonantal text, but
he does not indicate to which Hebrew word it could plausibly be vocalized
(1998, 360). Possibly, the Hebrew word is 27D, as Gilles Dorival explains:
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“Au lieu du [MT] ‘arebot, qui est le pluriel de ‘araba, ‘désert, steppe, plaine
aride; la LXX lisait probablement ‘arabot, qui est un des pluriels de ‘éréb,
‘soir, couchant™ (1994, 413). There is, however, no indication that 27V can
denote the cardinal direction in Hebrew (see HALOT, s.v. “1730”). Hebrew
137y (“desert”) is also confused with 27y (“evening”) in 1 Rgns 23.24,
although duayy, is not selected nor is the cardinal direction indicated: 195M
1272 YR 92703 PYIRT TIT DIRW 18 1T - énopetinoay [of Zidbdiot]
gumpoofey Zaovd, xal Aautd xal of &vdpeg adtol év T§ épuw TH Maav xab’
gomépay (“the Ziphites set out and went ahead of Saoul, and Dauid and
his men were in the Maan wilderness in the evening; NETS). Elsewhere
in Numbers, G renders 27 with éomépa (“evening”) consistently, thir-
teen times in total (e.g., 9.11, 15, 21; 19.7, 8, 10). Whereas both dvou and
éomépa can indicate “west” (see LS], s.v. “éomépa,” I and “ovouy,” IT), duouy
usually indicates the setting of the sun and éomépa is a temporal term for
evening. In light of this, it is curious that G selects duouy over against
éomépa to indicate “west” here.

mapé oy Topddvmy. G’s rendering of the idiomatic 77 92PN with the
preposition mapa quite succinctly captures the gist of the Hebrew. In other
instances, the phrase is rendered literally with év & mépav or something
similar (21.13; 32.19, 32; 34.15; 35.14; cf. diaPacig of Gen 32.23).

xare Teptyw. Whereas the relationship between 117" and 777" in the MT
is that of a simple genitive, G adds xata to add further specificity to the
relationship. NETS renders this as “opposite Jericho” (LXX.D, “gegentiber”;
BdA, “face a Jéricho”). Although in every following instance the Hebrew
text has no more than the simple genitive as it does here, G uses this render-
ing consistently henceforth (26.3, 63; 31.12; 33.48, 50; 34.15; 35.1; 36.13).

22.2
MNARY HRIWY WY WK H3 R MNar 13 pha RN
Kal 0wy Bahax vies Zemdwp mavta, Soa émoinoey Topanh T6
Apoppaies,
And when Balak son of Sepphor saw all that Israel had done to
the Amorrite,

Kal idwv Baldx. The adverbial participle is again used for the wayyigtol
(see also v. 1). However, the syntax breaks down in verse 3 where a con-
junction, xal, is used, thus making this clause pendent. Balak is intro-
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duced, described, and the conflict that gives rise to the following sequence
of events given in this pendent clause (with an embedded relative clause).
Likely, in G’s unit-by-unit translation style, he began with a participium
coniunctum and then noticed the change in subject to Moab in the next
clause and so abandoned the construction. If, as Dorival suggests, this is
a nominative absolute in which the nominative (BaAdx) is resumed in the
main clause (v. 3) (see Dorival 1994, 419), then Mwéf of verse 3 is taken to
refer to BaAdax. However, in standard Greek nominative absolute construc-
tions, a pronoun resumes the pendent element in a different case (see BDF
§466 and the examples cited there). Since this construction looks very
little like a nominative absolute, it is better to see it as Hebrew interference.

vids Zempwp. The epithet 10X 12 is applied to Balak in three places in
this narrative (22.2, 4, 16). In this occurrence and in verse 4, vidg Xemdwp
translates the phrase; however, 6 Toll Xemdwp appears inexplicably at 22.16
(also Ies 24.9). The transliteration of MaX with Zemdwp is relatively stable
(outside of Numbers, see Ies 24.9; Judg 11.25). Balak is only later intro-
duced as king (v. 4).

76 Apoppalw. The collective gentilic ™R is rendered with the singular 76
Apoppaiw, which is unusual for G. The account of the destruction of the
Amorites has just been told in 21.21-32, where G translates the singular
form with a plural (21.13, 21, 25, 26, 29, 31, 34; compare the singular in
21.32). Here the singular would most likely refer to the king of the Amori-
tes, Seon. Although Seon had formerly fought against Moab (21.26), the
defeat of Moab’s former enemy is clearly taken as a bad omen rather than
as a stroke of luck: Balak understands the defeat of Seon to forebode the
destruction of Moab.

22.3
HRIW? 33 3O ANN PPN KRIT 3772 TRND DYA 152 AKRIN M
xal édoPnhy Mwaf Tov Aadv odddpa, ST moMol Hoav, xai
npocwybioey Mwaf amd mpoowmou viddy TopanA.
also Moab feared the people very much, because they were many,
and Moab was vexed because of the presence of Israel’s sons.

xal épofnn Mwaf Tév Aadv c¢bdpa. The Hebrew form 73" is rendered
with é¢of3#0n. Hebrew 3 normally takes j1 + pronominal suffix (see
Deut 18.28; Ps 38[37].18) as a complement in order to indicate the cause
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of fear (here 1191). However, given G’s choice of doféopat for 713, a literal
rendering of *J910—amo mpoowmov—would create nonsensical Greek and
thus the grammatically requisite accusative, Tov Aatdv, is used and 391 not
rendered (see also Num 14.9, 21.34; on the accusative with ¢oféw, see
LS]J, s.v. “doPéw,” B.IL.6). Later in this verse, G reverts to isomorphism and
gives mpoatyxfioey Mwaf amd mposwymou for 1181 AR PM. Greek adddpa
consistently renders Hebrew RN, except in 22.17, where it is omitted.

Whereas Balak was introduced in the preceding sentence, the Moabite
people are the subject here. The incongruity leads Tg. Ong. to render both
occurrences of 2RI with IRARIN. G, faithful as he is to his parent text,
retains Moab as the subject despite the incongruity (cf. Tg. Ongq., which
reads IRANRIN [“Moabite”] here). Greek does also allow for the name of a
nation to represent an individual member, such as the king, but this use
usually takes the definite article (see Smyth §996b) and so it is unlikely to
be the case here.

moMol joav. The Hebrew bipartite nominal (or verbless) clause, 8171 27,
is singular in both elements. However, G transforms these into plural and
produces a constructio ad sensum, having its antecedent in Tov Aaév/DY1.

feav. The Hebrew pronoun in the bipartite nominal clause is certainly pro-
nominal in force, unlike in certain tripartite nominal clauses where it can
take on a copular function (see Holmstedt and Jones 2014). G, however,
consistently renders the pronoun in bipartite nominal clauses with a form
of eiui, and selects the best tense for the context, in this case, the imperfect
(also in Num 5.28; present tense is used in 12.7; 13.8; 15.25).

xal mpoowybioev. Greek mpoooxbilw renders Hebrew PIP both times it
appears in Numbers; P1p is variable in its meaning depending on the prep-
osition that appears with it. With %3810, it carries the sense of “dread” as it
does here (cf. Exod 1.12, also using BoeAdooopat). But with the 2 preposi-
tion, it carries the sense of “abhor;” as in Num 21.5. G does not distinguish
and translates with the same lexeme in both locations. Here, unlike in 21.5,
the selected lexeme, mpogoyBilw, fits well. Outside of the LXX, mpogoybilw is
rare. The earliest attestation is in P.Oxy. 9.1176 (third century BCE), a frag-
ment of Satyrus’s Vita Euripidis; it reads, mpoae [xB]ioev 0¢ Tét [y]ével TovTwy
xaptv (“he was angry with the generation on account of these things”).
Also, see in Sib. Or. 3.272: méig 0¢ mpoooybilwy Eotal Tols gois €bipotawy (“each
one will be angered with your customs”). Dorival, who does not mention
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the use in P.Oxy 9.1176, seems to think that this appeared first in the LXX
(1994, 400); this is unlikely in my opinion. From its cognate simplex, oy0¢éw
and the later developed éy0ilw, its meaning is clear: “to be angry, vexed in

I

spirit” (see LSJ, s.v. “6xféw

amo mpoowmov vidy TopanA. This is a clear instance of a literal rendering
resulting in a grammatically possible but thorougly unidiomatic construc-
tion. The phrase amd mpoowmou appears six times in Numbers, rendering
2185 (17.11, 24) and "381 (20.6; 22.3; 32.21; 33.55). The former Hebrew
expression appears only three times and is rendered with amévavtt (20.9).
The latter occurs ten times and is rendered in variable fashion: with mpo
npogwmou (33.52), freely with di& (32.17), and omitted (10.35; 22.3 [1°])
or misrendered (22.33). In his literal rendering here, G allows interfer-
ence from the Hebrew form, since in Greek idiom mpocoy8ilw would prefer
a bare dative (see P.Oxy. 9.1176; Sib. Or. 3.272; Leu 18.25, 28; 26.44; Ps
21.25). Compare Gen 27.46, where the idiomatic 0i& + accusative replaces
190 in order to denote the cause of provocation. Curiously, this instance
of interference appears directly after G used an idiomatic rendering of
197, disallowing such interference in the phrase é$of3%6n Mwaf3 Tov Aadv.

Whereas the nominative viol TopanA always appears with the definite
article (42x in Numbers), the oblique cases are less consistent. Anarthrous
forms are less common than the articular form with oblique cases, with ca.
thirty-eight occurrences in Numbers.

22.4

M52 13'N2730 53 R HApn 1N AnY TR AP OR ARIN KRN
R0 nya arinh THn ax 13 pha ATwn P NR i

wal eimev Mwaf T yepouaia Madidu viv éxetfet %) quvaywyn atmy

mavTag ToUs xixdw Nudv, g éxdelfar 6 udoxos T& yhwpe €x Tol

mediov. xal Badax vids Semdwp Paciiebs Mwaf Ay xatd Tov xaipdy

Exelvov.

And Moab said to the council of elders of Madiam, “Now this

gathering will lick up all those who are around us, as the bull calf

might lick up the greenery of the plain.” And Balak son of Sepphor

was king of Moab at that time.

This verse is marked by subtle changes—changes in number, minor plus-
ses—that interpret but do not depart far from the MT. The style employs
good Greek idiom.
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xai gimev Mwaf Tff yepovaie Madidy. G preserves the somewhat awkward
AN, although the identity of the speaker is unclear (cf. again Tg. Onq.
which reads IRaINRINA [“the Moabite”]). For the plural 71 11, a collec-
tive singular yepoucia is used, which in Numbers appears only here and
22.7. Elsewhere, it translates the plural JpT in a genitive construction (see
Exod 3.16, 18; 4.29; 12.21; 24.9; Leu 9.1 [cf. 9.3: S8 W 11]; Deut 5.23;
21.2; 25.7) or absolute (Deut 25.9). Outside of the Pentateuch, it appears
only rarely (e.g., Ies 23.2; 2 Makk 11.27). According to LS], yepouaia refers
to a council of elders or a senate. Thus, G’s rendering makes explicit what
is implicit here: the elders form a governing body. Theo van der Louw
calls this type of translation strategy “explicitation” (2007, 81). However,
the match mpeaBiTepor — |PT appears slightly more often (Num 11.16, 24,
25, 30; 16.25; cf. Exod 10.9; 17.5; 18.2). It seems that consistency is not of
particular concern for G.

&ielEet %) cuvaywyy) abity. The Hebrew verb TnY piel (“lick up”) is rare,
appearing only here in the Pentateuch. In the rest of the LXX, G’s trans-
lation of 7% (or a cognate thereof) becomes standard (see 3 Rgns 18.38;
Ps 71[72].9; Esa 49.23; Mich 7.17). The Hebrew verb is plural with the
collective 5ﬂp serving as the subject (see Jotion §150.e). G retains the
singular subject but brings the number of the verb into alignment. There
is some question whether this simply reflects his Vorlage since SamPent
reads a singular here as well ('[ﬂ‘?’). However, throughout Numbers, G’s
renders plural Hebrew verbs with singulars when the subject is a col-
lective, but grammatically singular subject (see 10.3; 11.8; 14.1 [2x], 10,
39; 15.14, 24, 36 [1°]; 20.29; 22.4; 34.14; 35.24, 25). Only twice does he
reflect the plural Hebrew verb with a collective, singular subject (15.36
[2°]; 34.25 [2°]). Therefore, if G did render the MT’s plural 199 with
the singular &x)eifer, it would at least square with his translation tech-
nique elsewhere.

Greek guvarywyn translates Hebrew 971, but also often translates 717
(e.g., 16.21; 17.10). The near demonstrative alty is lacking in the MT but
present in OG, SamPent, Tg. Neof., and Pesh. G has a near demonstra-
tive pronoun in only a few places where they are not present in the MT;
it is noted that they are always definite nouns (5.18 [probably harmoniz-
ing with 5.19]; 14.22; 22.19, 20; 27.16 [with cuvaywyy]; 29.12; 32.11). It
is possible that one could ascribe this addition to translation technique;
however, given that other ancient versions and SamPent attest it as well, it
is likely that it was present in the Vorlage.
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mavTeg Todg xUxAw Hudv. G's rendering of 13’2720 92 NN is quite near the
Hebrew but departs in one significant way. The Hebrew speaks about sur-
rounding areas, while G speaks about surrounding people (so Wevers 1998,
361). This indicates a nuanced understanding of the dialogue. Implicit in
the statement of Israel’s military threat is Moab’s request for an alliance
to fight back the Israelites. G interprets this to mean that Midian will be
destroyed as well as Moab.

¢ &deifat 6 udoyos. The optative verb captures the sense of Hebrew simile,
that is, “as a bull might lick up” (so Wevers 1998, 361). The MT merely has
an infinitive construct with a prefixed 2 preposition. Again, G displays a
nuanced understanding of the force of the Hebrew and chooses an idiom-
atic expression for rendering a simile into Greek. Trevor Evans argues that
this is a reflection of Homeric similes—which could have influenced G’s
selection of the otherwise rare optative (2001, 190-7).

T Yhwpd éx Tol mediov. Although P77 is found rarely, a precedent has been
set in Gen 1.30 and Exod 10.15 to translate it with xAwpdv (cf. Aayavov in
Gen 9.3). The substantival adjective captures the sense of “greenery,” with-
out tying itself slavishly to the singular form. The Hebrew direct object
phrase, 77w P3* DR, employs a simple genitive to denote the relation-
ship between the two substantives. However, G adds the preposition éx,
deriving this particular preposition from the verb éxAeiyw. The clear refer-
ence to the Israelites annihilating the surrounding nations from an area is
thereby strengthened. In other words, instead of describing the greenery
with the phrase “of the field,” the greenery is annihilated “from the field”;
medl6v is not an altogether unusual choice for 17w, appearing previously
in 19.16 and 21.20 (but dypds in 16.4; 20.17; 21.22; 23.14). It may look back
to 21.20 where the region around Moab is called a medtév.

ol Bahdu vidg Zemdwp Bacideds Mwip #v. This is most likely to be taken
as “Balak, son of Sepphor was king of Moab.” The string of Hebrew nouns
is not entirely clear without an explicit copula, to which G accordingly
adds one in order to mitigate ambiguity (cf. Pesh’s placement of a copula
between Balak and son of Beor).

xata TOV xatpdy éxelvov. Greek xaipds stands in the place of Hebrew Ny, both
of which denote a delimited period of time. The phrase xata Tov xatpév has
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been used only once before by G at 9.13, where it translates 179122 (see
also Exod 23.15). The translator of Genesis, when rendering the preposi-
tional phrase NP3, alternates between the adverb #vixa (31.10; 38.27) and
&v TG xatpdd (21.22; 38.1; also 15x in Deut). Although G’s rendering of np2a
with xatd is unique, it is an adequate translation. xat@ probably indicates
duration; in other words, through the course of the following events, Balak
was king (LSJ, s.v. “xata,” B.VII).

22.5
13 PR 70 HY WK AIND a3 opha SR oardbn nHwn
PARM 1Y DR 70D 130 DIRAN KRY OY M3 AR 1H RIpH Ny
NN W R
xal améateihey mpéoPelg mpods Bataau vidy Bewp Pabolpa, 6 oty
émt tol motapol Y vidv Aaol adTol, xaléoar adTdv Aéywy Toob
Aads ggedubey €€ AlydmTou, xal {00V xatexdAuvey Ty &Y i
s, xal 00Tog EyxdbnTar Exduevds pov.
And he sent ambassadors to Balaam son of Beor of Pathoura,
which is on the river of the land of his people’s sons, to call him,
saying, “Behold, a people has come out of Egypt, and behold, it
has covered the sight of the earth, and it is lying in wait next to me.

In 22.5b-6, Balak gives a message to his messengers for Balaam. Balaam
repeats these words to God in 22.11. In these parallel passages, there are
only a few differences in the MT, but still less in G’s translation. G prefers
to be consistent and to follow patterns for larger units such as this.

xal @méotethey mpéoPeis. Balak is clearly the subject, having been identified
in the last clause of 22.4. This is the second occurrence of mpéofiug in Num-
bers and carries the sense of “ambassador” (see LS], s.v. “mpéafug,” A.IL).
It was also just used to render D857 in Num 21.21, where Moses sent
ambassadors to Seon, king of the Amorites. Elsewhere in the Pentateuch,
Greek Genesis and Exodus use &yyehog for TR (15x in Gen, first at 16.7;
5x in Ex, first at 3.2). At times, G also employs dyyeAog, as in 20.14. Wevers
postulates that G uses mpéafets “probably to harmonize with v[erse] 7,
where they are called "7 P11 2RI IPT” (1998, 360). This is of course
possible; however, G renders the "3PT phrases with the collective yepovaia
in both instances and so the harmonization would not be felt on the level
of target language.
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Alternatively, it may be that G wants to distinguish between heavenly
messengers and earthly messengers in this account. Although in two pre-
vious instances (20.14, 16) he follows the conventional match of TN
- &yyehos, he uses mpéofeis or yepouria here to refer to the human mes-
sengers. A divine messenger (T891), rendered with &yyehos, will appear
shortly (22.22). However, G reverts to &yyeog to refer to human messen-
gers in 24.12 once the divine messenger is off the scene.

mpds Bataay vidv Bewp Pabolpa. G transliterates the place name 712 as
well as the directive 7. If the large number of variants for ®afovpa is any
indicator, it is likely that the location was not known to the translator and
subsequent coypists. That the directive 1 is transliterated as well further
confirms this.

Aads égeriiubey €& AlydmTou. The Hebrew gatal, 8", is rendered with a
perfect by G rather than an aorist. The Greek perfect tense coheres better
with the context by focusing on the people’s present location, staging on
the borders of Moab (see Smyth §434). The perfect is again used in the
parallel text in 22.11, although there is some variance in the MT. On this,
see at 22.11.

§ éoTw éml Tol moTauol yfis vidy Aaol adtod. G does not depart from an
isomorphic rendering to clarify the location. In fact, the string of geni-
tives leaves the location—assuming that ®afolpa was unknown—quite
ambiguous. Whereas the MT and G have Aaot adtol/1y (“his people”),
SamPent, Pesh, and the Vulgate all have the proper name N1y (Ammon) or
its equivalent (see also ESV, RSV). For G, this phrase adds little more than
to say Balaam’s homeland was near a river. The Hebrew phrase “the river”
is an idiom denoting the Euphrates (as Tg. Onq. makes explicit here; see
also NRSV; Exod 23.31 OG) and the idiom is not meaningfully conveyed
in this literal rendering (see also Gen 31.21; 36.37). Moreover, the Nile
(AR) is consistently translated with 6 motauds throughout the LXX (e.g.,
Gen 41.1, Exod 1.22; see van der Meer 2012, 388). On the level of text-as-
received, a later reader could easily take this as a reference to the Nile. On
the level of text-as-produced, G was simply giving the convenient match
for 9137 and was not concerned with referential clarity.
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Yic viddv Aaol adtod. In what appears to be an effort to imitate the formal
shape of the Hebrew, G does not add a definite article on these three nouns,
all of which are perforce definite in the original.

xaréoar adTov. The Greek xadéw here renders Hebrew RIp. The polyva-
lence of 8P is handled well by G, who employs a different construction
or lexeme depending on whether X3 indicates summoning (X3 — [émt]
xaAéw: 11.3, 35; 12.5; 16.12; 22.20; 21.3; 22:37; 24.10; 25.2), meeting in
person (RIP - eig cuvavtyow: 20.18, 20; 21.33; 22.34, 36; 23.3; 24.1; 31.13),
meeting in battle (XIP - mapataoow: 21.23), or naming something (X3P
- emovopdlopar: 13.16, 24; 32.38; 32.41, 42). Here, of course, Balak is sum-
moning Balaam and so xaAéw is appropriately used. This suggests that G is
sensitive to his context and does not simply render 83 with a stereotyped
equivalent every time it appears.

xal i0od xatexdAvey Ty 8Yw THg yiic. The obscure Hebrew phrase 102
PIRN 'Y DX is found in Exodus twice (10.5, 15) and Numbers twice (22.5,
11). In the LXX, dbaiuds renders 1Y 510 times whereas &g appears for
1"V only 7 times (Exod 10.5, 15; Leu 13.55; Num 22.5, 11; Iezek 1.27; 10.9).
G, who does not take the easy road of using édpBaiuds as the standard
equivalent of 'V, went the way of his colleague in Exod 10.5 and 15, per-
haps allowing the reader to recall the passage and also making a sly com-
parison between Israel and the plague of locusts in Egypt. Irrespective of
whether G is relying on the translator of Exodus, 8y represents a deliber-
ate choice to avoid the “easy” equivalent for a more contextually sensitive
reading. In the plural, &y can refer to the organs of sight (LS], s.v. “Gyis,”
II.c.) but is more commonly used of things that are seen, that is, “aspect,
appearance.” Thus, as the NETS rendering “sight” suggests, Balak’s own
ability to see the land is clouded by the host of the Israelites.

obTog éynabnrat. The near demonstrative o0tog for 8371 in verbal clauses is a
usual equivalent throughout the Pentateuch. Whereas the Hebrew has the
neutral “to dwell” (2W”), G employs a more contextually sensitive lemma,
gyxabnuat, implying not only Israel’s presence near Moab but also their
intent to invade. LSJ defines éyxafiuat as it relates to garrisons as “lie in
place”; such a use appears in Polybius Hist. 18.11: otte yap ITelomovwnaioug
avamvelioar ouvatoy év Kopivbw Pacidixiic dpovads eyxabyuévys (“For nei-
ther were the Peloponnese able to breathe while the royal garrison was
stationed in Corinth”). When used with 7pifos (“ambush”), it means “to lie
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in ambush,” as in Gen 49.17: xal yevyB)tw Aav 8bis éd’ 6000 Eyxabiuevos
émt piPfov (“And let Dan become a snake on the road lying in ambush on
the path,” NETS).

However, this also betrays a knowledge of the coming events—from
MT'’s perspective, Israel in Balak’s mouth is simply present and their motive
insinuated from their actions towards the Amorites (22.2). From the trans-
lator’s perspective, Israel is present in order to invade and conquer.

gxouevos pou. The phrase éyouevés pov stands in place of the preposi-
tional phrase "1, employing a rare use of &w, meaning “being close
to, bordering” (LSJ, s.v. “Bxw,” C.IV.3; see also Gen 41.23; Exod 26.3; Leu
6.3; Deut 11.30). Although the construction is not attested often, it is an
established meaning and denotes close proximity. In other words, G por-
trays Balak’s description of Israel as pressed up against their border and
staging for war. The Hebrew simply denotes that they are opposite (see
HALOT, s.v. “0n”).

22.6
DR IR AN RIN DRY D A1 0PR DR D AR K1 022 A0
SWRT T30 TIAN TWR DR OPT D PAIRA A WK 1A 12)
ARY RN
al viv delipo dpacal pot Tov Aadv ToliTov, 8Tt ioyet obTog 7 Nuels:
éav owwpeba matabor €€ alTdy, xal éxPald abTols éx THs Yiic:
871 olda olig &v edhoynomns ob, eDAdynvTar xal ol &v xatapday oo,
XeExaTnpavtal
And now come, curse for me this people, since it is stronger than
we are, if we may be able to strike some of them, and I will cast
them out from the land. For I know that whomever you bless are
blessed, and whomever you curse are cursed”

xal viv delpo. The Hebrew has a double imperative construction without a
conjunction, *> I8 83 129 NP1, As this would make for quite awkward
Greek if represented in the same manner; G represents the first imperative
as the adverbial interjection 0efpo (disregarding R3; cf. 22.16). This accu-
rately captures the semantic force of 1129 if not its grammatical category,
following the precedent set in Genesis and Exodus, in each of which 129
is matched by delipo (Gen 19.32; 31.44; 37.13; Exod 3.10; also Num 10.29;
22.11;23.7,13,27; 24.14).
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dpaaal pot. In the Pentateuch, apdopat appears only in the Balaam account
(22.6, 11; 23.7, 8). Incidentally, this match is one of the few instances in
which the Greek root dpaopat appears to match phonetically the Hebrew
97R, which may have influenced the selection of apdopal. However, as
xatapaopatl also renders 7N later in this verse, this line of argument
should not be pushed too far. The Balaam account employs xatapdopat
as well (22.6, 12; 23.8; 13, 25, 27, 24.10) and émxatapaopat (22.17; 23.7),
translating alternatively 97, 22, and OYT (once, in 23.7). There does not
appear to be a discernible pattern here except that G employs xatapdopat
and apdopat as synonyms (see, e.g., 22.6; 23.8).

6t1. The conjunction 67t is usually used to represent direct causality in
Greek; here, however, G has used 07t to represent indirect causality due to
the stereotyped match between *2 and 61t (see Aejmelaeus 1993, 11-30).
Here, of course, the 67t clause is providing a motivation for the imperative
clause and under normal Greek constraints, yap would have been preferred.

loybet obrog 7} Nuels. The Hebrew employs a nominal comparative clause,
indicated by J2 + pronoun. G transforms this into a comparative verbal
clause; obtog, standing for 817, is clearly referring to 6 Aads. Rather than an
adjectival form—positive (moAU in Num 14.12) or comparative (ioyvpdtepog
in Deut 9.1; 11.23)—G employs the verbal form ioytw + 7; ioxbw implies
not simply immensity of size, but strength or ability of Israel’s military
capacity. Consistent with G’s rendering of the previous verse with otTog
gywabntat éxdpevds pou (“this [people] is lying in wait next to me”), G con-
tinues to insinuate the militaristic intentions of Israel. For an example of a
similar use of ioyVw with militaristic connotations, see Thucydides, Hist.
3.46.3: ioyhopev 0¢ mpdg Toli modepious TéOe (“But we are strong against our
enemies in this”).

G’s use of 7 is not uncommon throughout the rest of the Pentateuch
for the 11 comparative forms (Gen 29.19, 30; 38.26; 49.12; Exod 14.12 [cf.
Exod 18.18]; Deut 7.17; Deut 11.23). The plural »uels renders the suffixed
first person common singular pronoun (*3121) of the MT. Logically, it must
be plural as Balak is speaking through messengers concerning the ability
of his people vis-a-vis that of Israel.

From these data a few remarks can be made. First, G as one of the
Pentateuch translators resists characterization as either literal or free. G’s
rendering of 6t is literalistic, but éyxadnuat, éxouevos + genitive, and the
comparative 7 are all somewhat “free” and idiomatic. Second, he was quite
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capable, and fond of translating idiomatically but appears to value equally
highly the practice of letting the Hebrew word order determine the shape
of the Greek product.

g duvdueda matdar ¢€ adtév. The status of the Hebrew particle "IN
is debated among Hebrew grammarians (see Tjen 2010, 15, for a syn-
opsis). According to Waltke and O’Connor, it is not a conditional but a
sentence adverb or disjunct, a subclass of adverbs that relate the speaker’s
attitude toward the proposition (IBHS §39.3.4b); *18 (“perhaps”) then
connotes that Balak is uncertain regarding his ability to strike the Israel-
ites. Accordingly, the striking and the driving out are then two potential
or hoped for outcomes of Balaam’s acquiescence to come and curse the
Israelites. In other words, these serve as effects of Balaam’s actions related
in the first clause.

G transforms this, effectively introducing his own syntactic division.
Tjen notes that of the eighteen occurrences of "X in the Pentateuch,
eleven are translated with conditionals (2010, 94). In Numbers, "R
appears only in the Balaam episode (5x) and is translated variously: éav
(22.6), €l @pa (22.11), el wy (22.33), €i (23.3, 27). By rendering HIR with
¢av, G introduces the protasis to a conditional statement rather than a
clause grammatically connected to the preceding clause, as in MT.

natdgou. This infinitive renders 1123; 7121 is difficult to identify: although
it appears to be a hiphil yigtol first-person plural, an infinitive is expected
here; HALOT states that this could be a piel infinitive (s.v. “123,” hiphil,
1.b.). That 123 does not occur in the piel makes this unlikely. Thus, I will
tentatively take it as a finite hiphil form. G renders this consecution well by
transforming 928 into a first-person common plural and rendering 7123
with an infinitive.

€& adév. The prepositional phrase €€ adtév is likely intended to represent
12 and is best understood as a substantival prepositional phrase that serves
as the direct object, that is, “some of them” (NETS). A 2 preposition that
indicates not instrument but object is not attested frequently with 121 (see
Exod 12.13; 17.6). In Exod 12.13, the 2 preposition is rendered with év; in
Exod 17.6 the preposition is ignored and a simple accusative is used. Here,
G avoids giving a stereotyped rendering of 2 but still retains quantitative
equivalence. The resultant text indicates that Balak is not hoping to destroy
them but simply kill enough that they will retreat from his borders. In
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this way, G in fact hints at the immensity of Israel vis-a-vis Moab—Balak
cannot hope for more than a partial defeat.

xal éxPardd adtovs éx THs yis. G opts for quantitative equivalence and
renders the apodotic waw with xal, despite the fact that it is not idiomatic.
If Greek marks the apodosis with a conjunction, it prefers 0¢ or ¢GA\a (see
Smyth §2837; Tjen 2010, 36-37). According to Tjen, G renders the apo-
dotic waw with a xal 65.8 percent of the time (2010, 215). NETS passes
this unidiomatic construction on to the reader by rendering the xal with
an equally awkward “and” before the apodosis.

ol¢ &v edAoynons o ... olg &v xatapdsy av. The objects of blessing or
cursing are the contingent elements, thus “whomever” in NETS. G adds
the independent pronoun U, which is not necessary from a grammati-
cal standpoint in either Hebrew or Greek. Rhetorically, however, this
enhances Balak’s plea to Balaam by emphasizing the subject: “whomever
you should bless”

Although W, as a relative complementizer, is unmarked with respect
to number, the singular participle 7321 that follows would dictate that
the headless relative envisions a singular entity. However, G renders these
participles with a plural (edAdynvrat, xexatipavtat) and so also the rela-
tive pronouns (ots). This further strengthens Balak’s plea: instead of “the
one whom you bless,” G has “whomever [pl.] you should bless.” However,
this increase of emphasis comes at the cost of a few departures from his
Vorlage. These subtle changes from the Hebrew merely make explicit the
implicit sense of the Hebrew: Balak is flattering Balaam in order to coax
him to come and curse Israel.

gOAGynyra ... xexamipavrtar. With the participle 7720, G has a choice: render
the participle with a participle and thus be required to add £otwv and so be
inconsistent vis-a-vis the following finite form of xexatpavtal, or render
with a finite form. G chose the latter which allows him to retain isomor-
phism and consistency. Beyond a transformation of grammatical category,
G renders both with plural forms, as his choice of the plural relative pro-
noun demands (see above on “olg &v ebloynayg av ... ol &v xatapacy av”).

22.7
POR 19371 DYHA HR IR 0T DAOPI TR PN RN AP 1M
Pralaky
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xal émopevfy 9 yepouoia Mwafl xal % yepovoia Madiau, xal T
uavtein év tals yepoly adTaY, xal B\0ov mpds Badady xal eimay adTé
o pYpata Baiax.

And the council of elders of Moab went, and the council of elders
of Madiam, and the instruments of divination were in their hands,
and they came to Balaam and said to him the words of Balak.

gmopetBy) % yepouoia Mwap xal 1 yepovoia Madidp. On yepouoia, see 22.4.
Curiously, MT has a plural verb, 135", whereas G employs a singular form
of mopedopat, despite also having two subjects. Wevers notes that this is G’s
pattern: “When a compound subject immediately follows a verb the verb
is singular if the first element is singular, but in the following narration the
verb is in the plural” (1982, 122; cf. 1.17, 12.1, 14.45; 20.6; 22.7 [he also
cites 20.10 as an exception]). Although that is G’s pattern, this is the only
place where he translates a plural Hebrew verb as a singular. In the other
instances just mentioned, the Hebrew Vorlage employs a singular verb
with a compound subject following and G merely represents this. Com-
pare this to 20.10: the plural Hebrew verb is translated by a plural, despite
the fact that a compound subject follows it. Here, then, G is emphasizing
the first subject, 1) yepovaic Mwaf, as the primary actors, which can safely
be assumed from the preceding narrative of Balak’s initiation (see Smyth
§966: “The verb may agree with the nearest or most important of two or
more subjects”).

ol €mopety) ... xal HA0ov ... xal elmay. The MT has the normal wayyiqtol
structure for a sequence of actions in a narrative. G, instead of departing
from this as he does in 22.1, retains the clumsier polysyndeton. Here, the
tendency towards faithful representation of G’s Vorlage comes through.

& pavtele. The word pavteiov appears for the first time in the LXX here. It
renders DO, usually “divination” or “oracular response” (see Num 23.23;
1 Rgns 15.23; Prov 16.10; Ier 14.14). Since Balaam is the one who is to offer
the divination, it is unlikely that they are bringing him divinations and so
the Hebrew word is usually understood as payment for divination. Outside
the LXX, pavteiov is used in the meanings of “oracular response, method
or process of divination, seat of divination” (LS]). It therefore carries a
similar semantic range to DO and although LS] notes “payment for divi-
nation” as a possible gloss, it only finds support here in the LXX (see Dori-
val 1994, 421 for the tradition related to this interpretation). The two LXX
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lexica gloss pavtela in this context variously: LEH have “things attached
to divination”; GELS, glosses “fees for divination” (so BdA, “I'argent de la
divination”). LEH’s conservative gloss is probably best. In Num 23.23, Dop
denotes a divination and is rendered with the cognate noun pavteia. It
seems most likely, then, that G knew the meaning of DOP or that of a simi-
lar root and supplied an etymological translation that is not quite suited to
the context. NETS translates this as “the instruments of divination.” Dori-
val notes that Origen, Rabbah Numbers, and some targumim also under-
stand the Greek word in this way (1994, 421).

&v tais xepalv avtév. The MT employs the singular form of 7* with 3, a
common, idiomatic collocation that can denote agency or control without
respect to number of agents (or number of hands, for that matter). What
explains G’s plural év Tais yepaiv then? The translator of Genesis does not
render 7°2 + suffix with consistency, but equivocates between singular and
plural forms of xelp. That is, he does not appear to distinguish whether
singular (Gen 30.35; 32.17) or plural forms of yeip (Gen 16.6; 35.4) are
more appropriate, neither does he correlate singular and plural forms with
singular and plural agents (see Gen 16.6, 9; 27.17; 30.35). In rare cases,
the Hebrew idiom is not represented literally but with an idiomatic Greek
phrase that captures the semantic force of the Hebrew; for example, see
et autdv (Gen 43.22) or map’ ¢ (Gen 44.17).

The translators of Exodus and Leviticus develop this and are moder-
ately consistent in their distinction between singular and plural agents:
év/eis + singular yeip is generally used with singular agents (Exod 4.2; 6.1;
7.15,17; 13.9; 14.8; 15.20; 17.5, 9; 22.3; Leu 26.46; exceptions 4.21; 32.15;
34.29) while év/eis + plural yeip is used with plural agents (12.11; 23.31;
Leu 26.25). A brief glance at Numbers demonstrates that G reflects this
distinction as well: a singular form of yeip with singular agent (about 18x,
first in Num 4.28; exception: 21.34) and plural with plural agents (22.7;
31.6 [although a misrendering of a singular pronominal suffix for plural).
Thus in this instance, G likely chooses to use év Tais xepalv to reflect the
plural agents, though the singular D7*2 appears in his Vorlage.

xal elmay adtd T puata Baddx. G prefers daléw for 927 (110x). The
only exceptions are found in Num 14.17, 26; 15.1; 17.1 [MT 16.36]; 22.7,
35 (1°); 23.2; 24.13; 32.27, 31. The aorist of Aéyw (i.e., elmov) and related
forms appear about 120x, rendering forms of 97 in all but a few instances
(15.35; 18.20; 26.1; 27.6, 18). Wevers notes: “The equation is so carefully
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maintained that in each of these cases another parent text [i.e., IIRM] is
probably to be presupposed” (1982, 128).

22.8

MY 92T WK 737 DINKR "NAWM 1250 19 10D DPHR RN
opha op AR MW 1AwN OR

ol eimey mpdg adTots Katahboate adtol Ty vixta, xal dmoxpifrioopal

Oy puatad @ dv AaAnay) x0ptog mpog e- xal XaTEPEWAY Ol GpYOVTES

Muwaf mape Badady.

And he said to them, “Lodge here tonight, and I will answer you

matters the Lord may speak to me” And the rulers of Moab stayed

with Balaam.

aWeed has pruate; however I will argue below that mpdypate is the better reading,
which I will treat as the OG. This is a difficult text critical issue; prpata is attested
in primarily later manuscripts: Codex M, 416, 458, 767, a few other minuscules,
and in Latin codex 100. This is against the better-attested mpayua (A, 426, Cyrillus
Alexandrinus I, 440) and mpaypata (B, E 'V, and the rest). Wevers prefers piuata,
arguing “[w]henever dmoxpivet is used to represent 2'Wi and has an object modi-
fier either pfjua or Adyos is used in the LXX for 927 but never mpayua” (1982, 129).
I have examined the following examples confirming Wevers’s line of argument:
Num 13.27 [MT 26], Ies 14.7; 22.32; 2 Rgns 3.11; 3 Rgns 12.24p, 12.24q; 18.21;
21.12; 4 Rgns 18.36; 1 Suppl 21.12; 2 Suppl 10.6, 9; 2 Esd 5.11; Idt 6.17 (plural
phua); Prov 18.3; 22.21; 24.26; Zech 1.13; Esa 36.21; Ter 51.20 (MT 44.20); see also
BouAy in Dan 6 2.14. Wevers also asserts that the lesser-attested plural prpata is
preferable to the singular pnua as it could lead to the singular reading (1982, 129).
The root of the problem is the polyvalence of 927, which can mean both “word”
and “matter;” represented by pfijua/Adyos and mpéyua respectively. However, the
key text critical judgment is to explain how the grammatically smoother pApata
could lead to the more awkward (and earlier attested) mpaypata. In my judgment,
it seems more likely that a later copyist would correct a translator’s infelicitous
selection of mpaypata for 727 in this context than a copyist substituting the incor-
rect mpaypatae for pruata. In other words, it is likely that a translator working
from the (potentially ambiguous) Hebrew Vorlage would make the mistake rather
than a later copyist. Undoubtedly, pnuata is the grammatically better reading (as
Wevers makes clear) and for this reason is the easier reading; however, mpdypata
is, in my view, preferable as the earliest attainable.

Kataidoate adtod v vixta. This phrase is evidence of G’s grasp not
only of his Vorlage, but also concern for his target language. On the one
hand, his style can be characterized as isomorphic, but it also employs
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Greek conventions well. When xataAdw is used intransitively, it takes
on the meaning “to lodge” Although first occurring in Gen (19.2; 24.23,
25), xotpaopat (“to sleep”) is used through the rest of the occurrences of
"2 (10x). G’s rendering here, departing from this tendency, captures the
sense of the Hebrew. Although 1" appears only here in Numbers, xataAiw
is used for 2W” in 25.1. Greek adTol stands for the Hebrew adverb 13.
Although adtol derives from the genitive form of adtds, it is used as a
separate lemma meaning “just here” or “right here” (see LSJ, s.v. “adto0”).
Elsewhere in Numbers, 18 is rendered with adtol in 32.6 (also Gen 22.5),
but wde in 32.16 (see Gen 19.12). The accusative Ty vOxta is an adverbial
accusative denoting extent of time (Smyth §1582-83: “the accusative of
time implies that the action of the verb covers the entire period” [emphasis
original]). Thus, Balaam asks the messengers to stay through that night
and he would presumably answer them the following morning.

amoxpifyoopar Outv mpdypata. The future deponent form of dmoxptvopat
is used for the hiphil weqatal of 21W. It is not unusual that the object to
whom the report is brought is marked as an accusative with NR, and
rendered with a dative (see 3 Rgns 12.6; cf. Gen 37.14, suffixed pronoun
instead of NX: 212wn). The lemma amoxpivopal without pjua or Adyog
is semantically sufficient to carry the collocation 2'Wi + 927. (see Gen
37.14; 3 Rgns 12.9, 16; Esa 41.28). Nevertheless, G renders 727 with the
plural of mpayua. Two issues must be noted here: first, pfjua or Adyos is
not used, although expected (see Wevers 1998, 365; see text critical com-
ment ? above); second, mpaypata is plural whereas 927 is singular. The
plural can be explained by attraction to the following phrase & &v AaAnay.
Attraction to the relative pronoun—in contradistinction to attraction of
the relative to the antecedent—places emphasis upon the relative clause
(Smyth §2533). However, the choice of mpdypa can only be attributed to a
translational misfire, namely, rending a possible gloss of 327 but one that
is unsuitable to its context. Thus, Wevers’s comment that “only pyuata is
appropriate” is accurate (1998, 365) and in my opinion, it is for this reason
that later copyists “corrected” to the appropriate reading.

a dv Aadvoy xbptog. On the use of dv, see comment at 22.6. The collocation
@ dv represents TWNRI. The sense of the Hebrew is that of comparison,
“just as,” or, “in the manner which” rather than “the things which” In
fact, G renders TWNRD with a variety of phrases to express this idea: xaba

(15x), 6v Tpomov (12x), xabamep (3x), xabuwg (2x), wg xal (2.17), xabig woel
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(11.12), o6t (27.14), and xafdtt (33.56). This, however, is the only time
that G renders it in this manner. Further, WK appears circa two hun-
dred times in the Pentateuch and is never rendered with a simple relative
pronoun except here; in a few places &v is added to denote contingency
(e.g., Leu 24.20, 27.14). G’s reading makes good contextual sense and
conveys Balaam’s willingness to present whatever God might say to him;
it is, however, somewhat removed from an adequate rendering.

xal xatéueway of dpyovres Mwdf. The verb xatayévw is a rare word in the
LXX, appearing only three times: Gen 6.3; Num 20.1; and here. In Num
20.1, it also renders 2W* and denotes Israel’s sojourn in Kadesh Barnea
before entering Edom. G’s usual gloss, xatoixéw (ca. 20x), is obviously
inappropriate to the context since it implies permanent residence rather
than delay of a single evening. Later in this account, G selects the cog-
nate Uopévw when Balaam requests the elders stay a night on their second
journey to him (22.19).

22.9
TAY NHRA DWIRA M AR 0PI OR OTHR NI
xal M\Bev 6 Beds mpds Badaay xal eimev adté Tt of dvbpwmor ool
mapa ool;
And God came to Balaam and said to him, “Why are these people
with you?”

xal NABev 6 Bedg mpds Badaay. The MT has the Tetragrammaton to refer to
the divine in 22.8 but D’19R in verse 9. G seems to distinguish these, ren-
dering them with xUptog and 0edg, respectively. In the following narrative,
the MT alternates between M7 (22.8, 12, 13, 18, 22-27 [angel of YHWH],
28, 31, 32, 34, 35) and onHR (2.9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 20, 22, 38). However, G
only uses xéptog at 22.8, 18, 19, 31, 34, preferring feéc in most instances.
The following table summarizes the uses of feé¢ and xUptog in Num 22;
bolded verses mark where the OG and MT agree.

Verse bR mine

8 xUptog  “just as the Lord speaks to me”
9 fede “God came to Balaam”

10 6ebg “Balaam said to God”
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12 feég  MT: “YHWH said to Balaam”; G: “God said to Balaam”

13 fedc  MT: “YHWH does not permit”; G: “God does not permit”
18 xOptog MT: “Lord, my God”; G: “Lord, God”

18 Oedg MT: “Lord, my God”; G: “Lord, God”

19 xOptog  “the Lord will speak”

20  Bede “God came to Balaam”

22 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH”; G: “angel of God”

22 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH?”; G: “angel of God”

23 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH”; G: “angel of God”

24 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH”; G: “angel of God”

25 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH”; G: “angel of God”

26 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH”; G: “angel of God”

27 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH”; G: “angel of God”

28 fedsc  MT: “YHWH opened the mouth”; G: “God opened the mouth”
31 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH?”; G: “angel of God”

32 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH?”; G: “angel of God”

34 xUptog  “angel of the Lord”

35 feds  MT: “angel of YHWH?”; G: “angel of God”

38  Beds “The word that God puts”

In summation, the OG agrees with the MT in nine of twenty-two instances.
In the twelve instances of disagreement, the phrase M7’ '[N'?D rendered
with 6 &yyeAog ol Beoli accounts for ten of these; indeed the MT and OG
only agree on this phrase at 22.34. The other three instances of disagree-
ment are found at 22.12, 13, 28. In this case, although Balaam went to
consult with x0ptog, Beds comes to him and eventually Balaam states that
Beds (for M) refuses to grant the request of the men (v. 13).

xal elmey adt@. The MT does not have an equivalent for adt¢. When
the MT has 97X and indicates an interlocutor, it uses 9& + pronoun or
substantive, which G usually renders with mpds + accusative (ca. 65x) or a
bare dative (16x). Less frequently, 5is used and rendered most often with
the bare dative (14x), but also rendered with mpos + accusative (4x). In
the Balaam episode (chaps. 22-24), the numbers are somewhat different:
o8 + pronoun = mpés + accusative (15x); 58 + pronoun = dative (7x); 5
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= dative (6x); 9 = mpds + accusative (2x). Thus, the appearance of adTé
here could indicate a Vorlage of either 98 or 19, with a slightly higher
probability of "9R. 4Q27 confirms this reading: DWINT " PHR [N
1987, Moreover, it is present in the Pesh but not Tg. Ong. By the time
of Origen, it must have been omitted from the Hebrew text and so was
placed under the obelus to indicate that it was not present in the proto-
MT (as witnessed in the Syro-Hexapla; see We®d ad loc.). Thus, with rea-
sonable certainty, it can be asserted that "9& was present in G’s Vorlage
(see Wevers 1998, 365 n. 15). Note also that G and Pesh agree against MT
and Tg. Ongq. at 12.6 in the presence of mpog adTolg; there are no extant
Qumran fragments for this phrase, however.

Ti of dvBpwmot ool mapd oof; Although this rendering nearly retains the
structure of the corresponding Hebrew phrase, 72 RN DWIRD N, G
departs from the MT in one important way: T( in this construction can
only mean “what” or “why” and not “who,” which would be represented by
Tives. This is a unique rendering in Numbers; in every other instance, "1 is
rendered with Tig (6x). G perhaps read 11 in his Vorlage, which is found
in SamPent rather than "1 of the MT. In support of this reconstruction, G
renders 111 with 7{ in 9.8; 11.11 (2x), 20; 14.3, 41; 15.34; 20.4, 5; 22.19, 28,
32, 37;23.8 (2x), 17, 23; 32.7.

Wevers notes that T “can mean either ‘what’ or ‘why” (1998, 365).
NETS follows the former, rendering the phrase with “What are these men
with you?” (cf. LXX.D: “Was machen diese Menschen bei dir?”; BdA:
“Quiest-ce, ces hommes”). According to this interpretation, T would carry
the sense of “what is the nature of these men with you?” (see Smyth §310).
Accordingly, a plausible answer to such a question might be “% yepovaia
MuwaB” While it is not beyond the realm of possibility, it does not cohere
with the context. The better sense is “why are these men with you?” Not
only is it grammatically possible, but the answer Balaam gives in the fol-
lowing verses corresponds with this interpretation of the question—that
is, they are here because Balak sent them (v. 10).

22.10
Hr mHW arn THn 9a% 13 pha bR HR opha R~
wal elmey Bahady mpds Tov Bedv Bahdx vids Zemddp Pacireds Mweaf
ATETTEIAEY AVTOVG TTPOG (UE AEYwY
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And Balaam said to God, “Balak son of Sepphor, king of Moab,
sent them to me, saying,

améotethey adTods mpds we. The MT has the shorter Y98 M9W, and assumes
that the men are the objects of Balak’s sending. Although the ellipsis is not
ambiguous in the MT, it is certainly not a smooth reading. Insofar as Tg.
Ong, Tg. Neof., and Pesh do not feel the need to make any similar addi-
tions here, it is clear that a literal rendering will do an adequate job.

Aéywv. This is most likely a case of an alternative Vorlage. The collocation
9271/718M (or other verbs of speaking) + TARY appears about seventy-
five times in Numbers alone and is usually rendered with a corresponding
verb + Aéywv or Aéyovtes (depending upon the number of speakers). To
suppose that G picked up on this pattern and so included Aéywv here—
although plausible—is belied by two factors. First, it is not used with a
verb of speaking but with NOW/édmootéMw. Thus, this instance does not fit
the pattern. Second, T1RY is attested in 4Q27. In this instance and 20.14,
Aéywv is added after verbs of sending and not speaking. However, at some
point in the MT after Origen’s Hexapla (since only these are not marked
with the obelus), it was omitted from the MT, perhaps because it fell out
of vogue to use IIRY with verbs other than 77& and the like and so was
omitted in the Masoretic tradition.

22.11

IR Y 1ap 19 ANY PAIRA PY DR DI DMRAN KRET 0P 0
NWIN 12 0n9nY SR IR

ool Aadg EgeMjhubey €€ AlyimTou, xal idob xexdAudev® T S

THi¢ Yiis, xal 00Tog EyxdbnTar éxduevds wou- xai viv delipo dpacal pot

adTdv, el dpa duvioopal TatdEal adToV xal exBalé adTov 4o T

V7g.

‘Behold, a people has come out of Egypt, and behold, it covered

the sight of the earth, and it is lying in wait next to me. And now

come, curse it for me, if indeed I shall be able to strike it, and I will

33}

cast it out from the land.

a xexadudev. Wevers's critical text reads the perfect form witnessed in Vaticanus
and 71 (also in 509 with variant orthography = Ra). Unsurprisingly, circa twenty
minuscules attest the form xatexdAvey, harmonizing with verse 5. The rest of the
manuscripts, however, read éxaliev (aorist). Wevers notes that he would now
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regard the aorist form as the original and proposed the emendation to the critical
text (1998, 366). The perfect tense was probably an early but secondary harmoni-
zation with the perfect form of ¢£eAjlufev preceding. The lemma text commented
on here follows his later opinion and emends the text and translation after it.

Apart from a few minor changes, this verse repeats the message Balak sent
with the elders to Balaam in verses 5-6. A comparison of the two reveals
that the MT has more changes than G; in other words, G’s version of verse
11 is harmonized with verses 5-6. In my opinion, however, it is unlikely
that G actually did most (or any?) of the harmonization.

22.5b-6a 22.11
MT oG MT oG
R¥T 0PN Man 0od Aadg NY7 Opn AN 1000 Aadg
omxnn  eedjubey €€ ovnan  gedjubey €€
AiyimTou AiydmTou
PY DN 1103 Man xal idod PIRA Y NR DI {00 ExdAuey Ty
PR xatexaAvyey TV Y Tijs i
Shw s yiis
Han awr R xal oltog EyxdOyTal (omitted) xai obTog gyxdbnTat
EXOUEVOS [0V EXYOUEVOS [0V
R 83 735 nnp  xal viv delipo b nap nab ANy xal viv delipo
i opn R Y dpagal pot TOV Aadv NN dpaoal pot adToy
ToUTov
AN RIN DY 7 STt loydet ofTog 7 (omitted) (omitted)
uels
12 123 YIR IR €d duveipeba orbab oIk e el dpa Suwjoopal
natdéo g€ abtéy 17 matdéal adtdv
PIAND N UWART xal xfald adtols PAwna xal exBaAd adTov
x T i (omitted) &md g yiic

Most of the substantial differences are due to a variance in Vorlage. On Aadg
ggelubey and R¥'71 DY, see below in the commentary proper. Whereas
MT has three “omissions” in verse 11 when compared to verses 5-6, G and
4Q27 adds in two of them. Although the MT has no counterpart to xal
oliTog éynddyran &xduevds wou, 4Q27 has [*1n] 2w ARIM. Furthermore,
there is a good possibility that the final letter of this verse in 4Q27is a ¥,
thus probably reading PIR1 1. Here, at least, there is good reason for
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thinking that G was reading a (harmonized) text akin to 4Q27. All three,
however, do omit the phrase 81t {oy0et 00Tog %) Hueic/? 3N RIN DIXY 2.

Beyond these differences in Vorlage, G uses the same phrase, delipo
dpaagal pot, to render both B AR RI 129 (v. 6) and 9 1ap 135 (v. 11).
Conversely, ™28 is rendered with édv in verse 6 and ei dpa in verse 11;
4Q27 clearly attests "M as well, for which see below.

Aads gEeMjdubev. The MT reads “the people who came out”; that is, a defi-
nite substantive modified by an articular attributive participle. This sub-
stantival phrase becomes the subject of the verb n©2, which naturally fol-
lows without an intervening conjunction. The presence of xai before idod
éxaAvey alerts us to a change. G’s first clause is a full verbal clause, not a
subject phrase. Insofar as 4Q27 reads X% DY 137 (cf. the MT’s OYA NN
N¥7) it is with reasonable certainty that we can propose that G was in fact
reading a verbal clause followed by ©2", another verbal clause. Wevers
offers some speculation regarding the origin of these variant Hebrew read-
ings (1998, 366). If it was R¥" that he had before him, he rendered it with a
perfect, rather than an aorist. See commentary on 22.5 for the significance
of the perfect.

xal {0od éxaAuvey Ty Yw g yijs. Given the above explication, ido) must
have arisen through harmonization with verse 5, either by G himself or
his Vorlage. G does not sustain the stative aspect of the perfect verb with
which he began, but makes use of an aorist (éxaAvev). If the translator is
making an oblique reference to Israel’s functional defeat of the land Egypt
(see above on v. 5), then the aorist in fact fits the situation better—that is,
they covered. If, on the other hand, it refers to the covering of the earth as
a metaphor of Israel’s capability, the perfect would indeed fit the context
better—that is, they are (or have been) covering.

el obTog Eywdbntan Exduevds wou. This phrase is not present in the MT, but
as argued above, likely in G’s parent text. It also appears in 22.5; see com-
mentary there.

xal viv delipo &pacal pot adtéy. This phrase appears exactly as it does in
22.6 (see commentary there). However, the MT, which we are taking as
G’s Vorlage for lack of any other witnesses, varies in three ways primar-
ily. First, the often-untranslated particle of entreaty, 83, although present
in 22.6, does not appear in the MT here. Second, the verb represented
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by dpacgal is 9IR in 22.6 but 22 here. This is the first occurrence of the
latter in Numbers, but it appears ten times in Num 22-24; dpdopat renders
it only here and 23.8, but xatapaopat or a cognate is preferred (8x). G’s
phrasing here is likely influenced by the parallel text in 22.6. Third, the
third-person pronoun is present in both MT and LXX, whereas the phrase
Tov Aadv TolToy/NTN DY N appears in 22.6; a0Tév neatly refers to Aadg, as
well as corresponding to the MT’s 1N in gender and number.

el dpa duvioopar matdEau adtév. Curiously, instead of representing "IN
with éav, as he does in verse 6, G uses the collocation i ¢pa, which can
carry the sense “perhaps” (see BDAG, s.v. “@pa,” 3). Smyth states, €i dpat is
“commonly used of that which is improbable or undesirable” (§2790). It
appears only four times in the entire LXX tradition: Gen 18.3; Num 22.11;
Ps 57[58].12; OG Dan 6.21. An example from Thucydides, Hist. 1.27, is
instructive: édenfnoav 0t xal T@v Meyapéwy vaval odls Euumpomépda
[oupmpoméuat], el dpa xwhbowto Umd Kepxvpaiwy mAely (“But they
beseeched also the Megareans to join in escorting them with boats, if per-
chance [ei dpa] they might be forbidden to sail by the Corcyraeans”). In
Thucydides, the €l &pa clause states some undesirable event; in Num 22.11,
it states two improbable outcomes. Thus, the rendering here implies that
Balak’s desired outcome is quite unlikely, which is working against the nar-
rative context in which Balak is attempting to flatter Balaam. Although G
uses four different glosses for the five occurrences of "8 in the Balaam
episode (see at 22.6), €i @pa carries the sense better than the others. BdA
does not recognize the difference between i &pa and éav and renders both
“dans Iespoir” NETS is similarly problematic, reading “if” at 22.6 and “if
indeed” at 22.11. A better rendering for 22.11 might be, “perhaps I shall be
able to strike it” LXX.D captures it well: i dpa is rendered with vielleicht
(22.11) and é&v with wenn (22.6).

The MT here is smoother than the parallel 22.6, using a first person
common singular with an infinitive phrase, DNYM9, as opposed to the
obscure 12 123. In 22.6, G offered the rendering duvwpeba matdéal €€
avTév (“we might be able to strike some of them”) for this difficult phrase.
In 22.11, G uses the same lemmata to render both, dvapal and Tatdoow,
but does not render the 1 with a preposition (see éx in v. 6). He also
switches the tense and mood from present subjunctive to future indica-
tive and the number from plural to singular. The future tense coheres well
with his use of €l dpa and with the following future, éxfaAéd—that is, a
future possibility.
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The four occurrences of DNY niphal + 1, a standard Hebrew idiom
for “fight against,” in OG Numbers are all rendered differently: moAopéw +
mpbs (21.1), modopéw + accusative (21.26; see also Exod 1.10; 14.25; Deut
1.30), mapataoow + dative (21.23; see also Exod 17.9, 10), and matagow +
accusative (here). Nowhere else in the Pentateuch, however, does matdoow
translate DMY. In the twenty-one other occurrences of matdoow in OG
Numbers, it always renders a form of 123. Thus, it is a safe assumption
that G rendered it to match 22.6, preferring consistency over what may
have been his usual lexical choice in other contexts. A simple accusative is
the preferred object of mataoow; curiously, this is the case in every instance
but 22.6. A combination of preference for rendering two parallel texts
similarly and a tendency towards acceptability explains how the present
reading might have arisen.

xal éxPalé adtdv &md Tijs yic. As mentioned above, whereas MT has only
"NWA, it is likely that G’s parent had PR 11 as well, probably witnessed
in 4Q27. The MT in 22.6 has a yiqgtol form with a suffixed third person
mascular singular pronoun, but a suffixed weqatal in 22.11. G uses the
future éxBaAd in both instances, which suits the context well. However,
in 22.6 he renders the pronoun ad sensum with a plural and in 22.11, he
renders it according to its grammatical number with a singular.

22.12
192 2 DYA IR RN KRS 0ARY 790 K8Y opha R onHR K
KRi7
xal elmey 6 Bedg mpds Badady OV mopeday pet” adtév 00dE xatapday
TOV AcOv- 0TIV Yap EVAOYNULEVOS.
And God said to Balaam, “You shall not go with them, nor shall
you curse the people, for it is blessed.”

Od mopeboy per’ adtdv. The MT represents God’s prohibition to Balaam
with the normal negative and a yigtol. G follows this closely; o0 @) can
be used to express a dramatic or strong prohibition (Smyth §1919, 2756),
but G chooses the simple o0—which is attested everywhere in the manu-
scripts—to express denial of permission (Smyth §1917). Contextually, Gs
choice is the better of the two. The verb mopetopat is G’s preferred render-
ing of T, using it about about twenty times throughout the thirty-seven
occurrences of 777 in Numbers. In the Balaam episode, it appears thirteen
times to designate the simple act of moving between locations. However,
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if the context warrants a further nuance, G is not hesitant to use amotpéyw
(“hurry away”; e.g., 22.13; 24.14), amépyouat (“depart”; e.g., 24.25 [2x]),
axorovbéw (“follow”; e.g., 22.20) or defpo (“‘come!”; e.g., 22.6, 11, 16).

oU0¢ xatapacy Tov Aabv. Instead of breaking the syntax into two parallel
clauses as the MT does (“you will not ... you will not”), G uses the coordi-
nating compound negative particle, 000¢. This may have been influenced
by 4Q27s 58 ... BN structure, which read 98 rather than the MT’s 8
and a conjunction (981) rather than an asyndetic construction. There is
a conjunction in SamPent, Pesh, Vulgate, Tg. Neof. and twelve Kennicott
manuscripts (see Wevers 1998, 367 n. 20). In all likelihood, G has before
him a text with a conjunction. Since there is a negative clause preceding
this clause in Greek, 000¢ is properly rendered with “nor;” as NETS has it.
Of the twenty-three occurrences of 000¢ in Numbers, ten of them render
R9. G chooses his preferred rendering of 97X, xatapdopat. Some stylis-
tic coherency is added by using cognates in 22.12 and 13 (dpaopat and
xatapaopat), whereas the MT has 22 and 77K, respectively.

EoTw yap edAoynuévos. A strictly isomorphic rendering would have lead to
something like 81t edloynuévos oOtos. G's reading, however, is much less
clumsy. The reorganization of the syntax probably developed from the
choice to use the postpositive yap rather than 61t (see also at 21.26). Then,
for stylistic reasons, G moves the copula to the front and makes the parti-
ciple eDAoynuévos the final element.

22.13

MY IRA " D2RIR SR 12% Pha MW HR K1 9paa opba opn
Dany 790 'nnb

xal Gvaotas Balady o mpwi eimev Tols dpyouaty Baldx Amotpéyete

Tpdg TOV xUplov U@y ox ddinaiv pe 6 Oeds mopevechar wed’ Opbiv.

And after Balaam rose in the morning, he said? to the rulers of

Balak, “Run off to your master; God does not permit me to go

with you”

3 NETS reads “And Balaam rose up in the morning and he said,” giving the impres-
sion that G employed simple parataxis—which is not the case here. My rendering
above understands the participle as temporal. See again at 22.14.
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xal qvaotas Badady 0 mpwl. G's concern to produce an acceptable text is
clear here, although he leaves the unidiomatic xal, isomorphically render-
ing the Hebrew 3, which is not needed in the Greek construction. First, he
employs the participium coniunctum construction, thus making eimev the
main verb (see also Gen 24.25 [xal dvaotis mpwt eimev]; 26.31). This is the
first use of avictnut in the Balaam episode; however, it is used ten times
in chapters 22-24 and only six times in the rest of the book. In all but
22.22, it renders a form of DIP. The adverb mpwi with or without an article
is used frequently in the Pentateuch to render 3923 (“in the morning”),
beginning at Gen 19.27 (ca. 35x). In Numbers, every occurrence of 722
is rendered with 70 mpwi, the only exception is 22.41. Throughout the OG
Pentateuch, this phrase is nearly formulaic in its consistency (see Wevers
1998, 367).

Amotpéyete. G renders the second-person imperative form of 7911 with a
more semantically specific lemma (see also Num 24.14); amotpéxw appears
only rarely in the rest of the LXX, thirty times in total. In the Pentateuch,
it translates '[t')ﬂ (Gen 12.19; 24.51; Exod 3.21; 10.24), 27 (Gen 32.10;
Leu 25.41), and R¥* (Exod 21.5, 7). Whereas 2W and KX are semantically
closer to GmoTpéyw than 97, there is a clear precedent for rendering T
with Gmotpéyw, particularly in contexts where 791 indicates departure.
Indeed, LSJ notes “depart” and “run home” as its definitions. NETS could
just as well have had “run home” or “depart” (cf. BdA, “Repartez;” LXX.D,
“Kehrt ... zurtck).

Tpog TOV xuptov Uy. The MT reads “to your land” here, as does Pesh, Tg.
Ong., and Tg. Neof. However, G reads mpog Tov xUptov (“to your master”).
According to Nathan Jastram, 4Q27 may have read N12M7Y (“to your
master”), rightly marking every letter except the two final letters with a
hollow dot, 11 (Jastram 1994, 232). Thus, it may be that G was reading
“to your lord” in his parent text. I disagree, then, with Wevers’s assertion
that “This is a somewhat free paraphrase of MT, which had D2%7R” (1998,
367). On the reading in 4Q27, Wevers notes, “the first letters of 22"¥IR
seem to be an equally possible transcription based on the Plate” (1998,
367 n. 22). In the absence of high-resolution photographs to examine the
“scant” ink, Jastram’s analysis must stand. In my opinion, G’s careful and
quite literal translation militates against Wevers’s assertion that this is “a
somewhat free paraphrase” and it is better to see this as present in G’s
Hebrew text—albeit difficult to discern from 4Q27. G’s rendering “to your
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master” better suits the context than the MT, “to your land” (D2X%IN 5&),
since the messengers have been sent from Balak, designated as “the mes-
sengers of Balak,” and delivered the words of Balak (so also Wevers 1998,
367; cf. Rosel and Schlund 2011, 482).

obx apinaiv pe 6 beds. G neglects to render the '3, and simply adds this
clause to the previous one asyndetically; Weed accordingly adds a raised
dot to mark the break in G’s syntax. The MT employs the construction
1NN+ infinitive of (NI to convey God’s denial of permission (Exod 22.16;
Num 20.21; 22.13). G’s construction is not isomorphic, but a rather idi-
omatic paraphrase, since he uses the phrase 00 + adinw to render this
whole construction. Compare with Exod 22.16 (un SovAytat 6 matnp adtis
dofiven) and Num 20.21 (xat odx #0éAnaey "Eday dofvar); see also Gen 37.35;
39.8; 48.19; Deut 25.7. Curiously, in Num 22.14, ]Ri appears again with an
infinitive and G renders it with o0 0éAeL.

Indeed, 00x adinut appears only here in the OG Pentateuch to render
NN + infinitive of JNJ. Yet the other two instances of a negated d¢inut in
the Pentateuch render 1N XY, conveying denial of permission (Gen 20.6;
Exod 12.23), which may explain the choice of adinut by G here to express
the same.

Beds. Finally, G uses 0edg for M, as he did in 22.12 and passim fol-
lowing (22.22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35). For an overview of this
phenomenon, consult the table at verse 9.

22.14
1Y 750 OPYa RN 1IARM PYA HR IR ARIND MW PN
xal Gvaatdvres of dpxovres Mwef Moy mpds Bahdx xal elmay OV
Béder Baraay mopetfijvar el Hudv
And when the rulers of Moab arose, they went? to Balak and said,
“Balaam does not want to go with us”

3 NETS again gives the impression that G has retained the parataxis of his source,
rendering “And the rulers of Moab arose and went.” My translation here reflects
the adverbial participle followed asyndetically by the finite clause. See also at
22.13.

xal GvaoTavtes of dpyovres Mwaf %ABov. G renders the wayyigtol form of
DI just as he did in 22.13 with a participium coniunctum. On the xal, see
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at 22.14. Similarly, as in 22.13, G again follows the convention of his target
language and does not supply xai for the waw on IR2".

00 Béret Badaap mopeldbijvar ped’ yudv. As in 22.13, the construction JRN +
infinitive appears here. G’s rendering in both instances produces readable
Greek expressed in two different ways. Compared to the previous instance,
G now uses the periphrasis 00 + 6éAw for the single word }XnN. His render-
ing coheres with Genesis’s precedent to use a similar construction (Gen
37.35; 39.8; 48.19; see also Exod 10.4; Num 20.21; Deut 25.7), but differs
from the translator of Exodus’s preferred construction of o0/ + BodvAopat
(Exod 4.23;7.27; 9.2; 10.3; 16.28; 22.17 [MT 16]).

The astute reader of G’s text would notice that a slight transformation
has taken place. Balaam’s response to the rulers of Balak was “God does
not permit me to go with you” (22.13). However, the rulers report that,
“Balaam does not want to go with us” (22.14). This, however, is clearly not
the case. The MT does not suffer from a similar problem. The rulers repeat
to Balak in 22.14 MT Balaam’s words in 22.13 MT: “Balaam refused” On
the one hand, G’s rendering follows translational equivalents established
in the rest of the Pentateuch. On the other, it leads G to a slight, but sig-
nificant, retelling of the narrative appearing in his Vorlage. In light of G’s
transformation, Balak’s response in the following verse makes good sense:
he offers rich rewards to entice Balaam. There is a warrant for suggesting
that G’s transformation is intentional. It is in the fact that he has care-
fully selected his translational equivalents for &1 in 22.13 and 14, and not
allowed one stereotyped rendering to flatten the narrative.

22.15
1ORN 07230 020 0w MHw pha Ty qon
xal mpogefeto Ett Balax amooteldar dpyovtas mAelous xal
EVTILOTEPOUG TOUTWY
And Balak added again to send rulers, more numerous and more
distinguished than these.

xal mpocebeto ETt Balax dmooteidatr. The combination mpootifnut + infini-
tive is well known as an equivalent for §0* + infinitive (ca. 55x in the Pen-
tateuch alone; see Thackeray 52-53). NETS’s rendering, “and Balak added
again,” conveys the stilted nature of the Greek rendering under influence
of the Semitic parent (pace LXX.D, “Und so sandte Balak noch einmal”
and BdA, “Et de nouveau encore Balak envoya,” but see Dorival 1994, 424,
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“Balak ajouta encore denvoyer”). Only in Gen 8.10 is 0 rendered with
maAw, followed by a finite verb that represents the Hebrew infinitive; §0°
T is a common collocation in the MT (e.g., Gen 18.29; 38.5, 26), which
is consistently rendered by mpootifywt étt in the OG.

The infinitive dmootelAat is the Hebraistic complement to mpoaébero,
since mpooTifnt prefers to take nouns for objects (see LS], s.v. “mpoatifnwt”).
In Numbers, G renders N9W with é€amootéMw only in 5.2, 3, 4; 13.2. Sub-
sequently, the simpler form amooTéMw is used. Furthermore, G prefers the
aorist infinitive (123x) to the present in a ratio slightly over 2:1.

dpyovtag mheloug xal dvTinoTépoug ToUTwy. Balak responds to Balaam’s refusal
by sending more numerous (wAelovs) and more honorable (évtipoTépous)
emissaries. Elsewhere, G has used the comparative mAeiwy to render forms
of 27 (Num 9.19; 20.15; 26.54; 33.54)—but they are merely intensive and
not true comparatives (see Smyth §1067). The near demonstrative ToUTwy
must refer to those who had just returned. Although G does not render 1
with a separate word, his rendering is grammatically sufficient on levels
of adequacy and acceptability. Since To0Twy and the “greater rulers” both
refer to emissaries sent from Balak, the bare genitive indicates that the
comparison is between the two groups, not two different people who sent
emissaries (Smyth §1069a-b: “The genitive is usual if ... two objects have
the same verb in common”).

The MT uses a participle D™7223 where G uses a comparative adjective,
gvTInoTEPOUS; EvTioTépoug appears only here in Numbers and a positive
form appears in Deut 25.28, rendering a participial form of 722 (also Ies
3.5). This simple change in grammatical category makes the two compara-
tive adjectives coordinate, and so was probably made for stylistic reasons.

22.16
50N Pann K1 HR 718 13 P53 KR 7219 KR OpYa HR IR
OR
xal HABov mpds Badady xal Aéyouow adté Tdde Aéyet Batdx 6 Tol
Semdwp ALE o, wn dxwians ENDelV mpde pe-
And they came to Balaam and said to him, “This is what Balak son
of Sepphor says, ‘I beg you, do not hesitate to come to me.
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This verse represents a departure from G’s normal style, including a pres-
ent tense for wayyigtol form, ¢ Tol Zemdwp for NAX 13, and translation
of the particle 81. Nevertheless, the translation is quite smooth in Greek.

xal NABov mpds Badadyu xal Aéyouow adtd. Coming and speaking is a
common consecution in Numbers. However, G rarely renders the first
wayyiqtol with an aorist and the second with a present; his usual conven-
tion is to render both wayyigtol forms with aorists linked with xat (in the
immediate context, see Num 22.7, 9, 14, 20; cf. 32.16 where an aorist is
followed by an imperfect). Likely, as Wevers points out, the present is a
historical present (1998, 368; see also 20.19; 22.28, 30). Smyth notes, “in
lively or dramatic narration the present may be used to represent a past
action as going on at the moment of speaking or writing” (§1883). G’s
choice, in other words, is for stylistic and narratological reasons.

Tdde Aéyet. The phrase Tade Aéyel is a stereotypical rendering for AR 12
(see Wevers 1998, 368). Apart from the first occurrence of 9K 12 in Gen
32.5, which is rendered by oUtws Aéyet, T@de Aéyel is found circa 360 times
in the OG.

6 7ol Zemdwp. This phrase renders 10X 12 and is an idiomatic con-
struction, in contradistinction to more-literal viog Zemdpwp in 22.2, 4. In
Numbers, this idiomatic construction appears thirteen times to render
the phrase ]2 + proper noun. Its more literal counterpart, vids, is used
with much greater frequency. Since G is not bound by (admittedly con-
trived) categories of literal and free, he spontaneously chooses to use 6 Tol
Zemdwp although it does comport with his idiomatic rendering in the rest
of the verse.

Agi& oe. G now translates the particle 81 with a verbal clause. Although
rarely choosing to render it, he does so in Num 12.13 with déopat oou (cf.
12.11; see also Gen 19.18). The verb ¢&idw itself means “request, ask” (see
LSJ, s.v. “a&low,” I1.2). Relatively speaking, the lemma itself appears infre-
quently in the LXX outside of Tobit and 1-4 Makkabees and only rarely
with the meaning “to ask” (see, e.g., Esth 4.8; 7.8; Dan OG/f 1.8; 2.16).
According to Wevers, “the translator wants to record the pleading charac-
ter of this second invitation” (1998, 368; see also Dorival 1994, 424).

The phrase d£i1é o is, however, quite commonly found in the papyri;
for example, PEnteux. AppB (246-222 BCE, Ghoran), 446 olv o,
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gmelon o T ioyVew adtov tadta cuvt[eTédeoTal, petameuauevoy adTov
émavayxdaoat amododvai wot T ... edTUxel (“T ask you, therefore, since he is
stronger, complete these things”). It is frequently followed by an infinitive
(see, e.g., BGU 3.1006 [third century BCE, unknown provenance]; BGU
6.1244 [225 BCE, Herakleopolite Nome]). Thus, it is likely that G picked
up this formula from the conventional language of his Ptolemaic environs.

wh) deways ENDelv. The word dxvéw is used only here in the Pentateuch and
elsewhere only six times (Judg A/S 18.9; Idt 12.13; Tob 12.6, 13; 4 Makk
14.4; Sir 7.35). It renders YIn, which can be used with a direct object to
mean “hold back something, deprive” Here, the infinitive construct form
is attached to a ], indicating the action from which he should not hold
back (see 1 Sam 25.26; Jer 2.25). The phrase dxvéw + infinitive carries the
sense of “to hesitate,” capturing the sense of the Hebrew well here.

22.17
B 1ap 81 195 AWPR HR KRN WK 531 TRA TTIOR TI0 D
AT oyn Nk
gvtipwg yap Tiwiow oe, xal Goa Qv elmyg, momjow oot xal 0edpo
ématapacal Lot Tov Aadv TolTov.
For I will honor you honorably, and whatever things you say I will
do for you. And come, curse for me this people.”

vtiuwg yap Tiwiow . Elsewhere, G renders the intensifying infinitive
absolute with a cognate participle (12.14; 13.30 [1°]; 22.30; 24.10; 30.7, 13,
15, 16), cognate noun in the nominative (13.30 [2°]), dative (14.18; 15.31,
35; 18.15; 23.25; 26.65; 35.16, 17, 18, 21, 26, 31), or accusative (23.11; 27.7;
30.3), or quite freely (22.38). This distribution more or less matches that of
the entire LXX’s renderings of infinitive absolutes (see Tov 1999, esp. 253).
In 24.11, the same Hebrew construction (TT722& T23) is not rendered with
any representation of the infinitive absolute. Thus, the use of the adverb is
unusual for G; in the LXX, Tov counts only eleven (Tov 1999, 253). How-
ever, its presence might help explain why G did not render TRM: perhaps
a concern for acceptability prohibits overloading a verb with adverbial
modifiers. Not only is this construction rare but évtiuwg itself appears only
here and in Tobit in the LXX.

The conjunction ydp conveys the reason for the preceding command,
rather than the direct cause. G often renders "3 with 611, leading to some
grammatical infelicities, such as the one noted at 22.6 and elsewhere in
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the LXX (see again Aejmelaeus 1993, 11-30). G’s choice of yap here suits
the context.

xal 8oa dv. G neglects 913, which he also does elsewhere and simply
leaves Goa as a headless relative (see also 4.26 [2°], 6.3; 16.33). Headless
baog clauses are also found at 23.12; 24.13; 32.31, making a total of six in
Numbers. In compositional Greek, doog can take on the meaning of még
(see Mayser §§2.3.95; 2.1.345, and the examples cited there). Consider,
for example, the following occurrence of 6cog in P. Grenf 1.21 (126 BCE):
éxatadeinw xal [0ldwut @ Umhpyovtd wot Eyyat]d Te xal EmmAa xal XTI
xal 8oa &y mpocemeTnowpat (“I bequeath and give my property in land and
movable objects and cattle and whatever else [= everything] I may have
acquired”; trans. Hunt and Edgar, LCL) Accordingly, G’s rendering cap-
tures the quantitative sense of 519 WK (see HALOT, s.v. “bya 10) neatly
in his idiomatic phrasing.

In addition, G uses a subjunctive verb with d&v, marking conditional-
ity. Thus, G’s “whatever things you [might] say I will do for you” (NETS,
emphasis added) makes the contingency of what Balaam is permitted to
say explicit—there are no limits!—while at the same time making implicit
whom Balaam is to speak to by omitting the MT’s “to me.” For a point of
comparison, Balak’s promise to Balaam in the MT is, “all that you should
say to me, I will do”

glmng, mowow got. G does not render *9& in the MT (*98 7RMN). The effect
of this is to leave Balak’s statement as open-ended as possible. However, G
has oot in agreement with 4Q27—which reads 12% A[WpR—against MT.
Unfortunately, 4Q27 is lost at *58. Reading “I will do for you” (OG, 4Q27,
Pesh MS 7al), makes good sense in the present context; otherwise, it is
only implied that Balak’s words denote his eagerness to reward Balaam in
whichever way he pleased.

xat Oelipo émixatdpacal pot Tév Aadv Toltov. As G has done previously (e.g.,
22.6, 11), he renders naY with delipo and does not represent K1. The verb
émeatapaopat is used only rarely in the LXX and primarily in Numbers
(elsewhere, Ps 151.6; Mal 2.2). It renders forms of 97X in Num 5 (7x) and
is not used again until this occurrence. On other cursing language, see at
verse 6; émixatapaopat translates 22p; however, in 23.7 it translates 7R,
G does not seem to make a distinction between the Greek lexemes he
chooses or the Hebrew words he renders; pace Wevers, who notes that the
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change to émxatapaopar “was intended to reflect the change from 1R in
v[erse] 6 to NaP here” (1998, 369; note that 22 also appears in verse 11
and is rendered with @paopat). However, the compound form does seem
to match the heightened emphasis of Balak’s second request to Balaam.

22.18

271 502 1A 851 pYa *H I or PHA 1A HR KRN oYY
A9TTX IR 30 MWYY NHR I 00 NR 72pY SR &Y

wal Gmexpify Badady xal elmev Tols dpyovaw Baddx Edv 06 ot

Bahdxe mjpy) Tov oixov abtol dpyuplov xal xpuoiou, o0 duvioopal

mapafijvar o piiua xuplov ol Beol morfjot adTo wixpdv 7 weya év

T§j dlavole pov-

And Balaam answered and said to the rulers of Balak, “If Balak

gives me his house full of silver and gold, I shall not be able to

transgress the word of the Lord God to do it, whether small or

great in my mind.

Tols dpyovaty Baddx. In every other instance of either “rulers of Balak” or
“rulers of Moab” in the Balaam episode, the MT uses a plural construct
form of W. Here, however, the MT has P93 *7ap. G does not depart from
his normal strategy and renders with the formulaic ol dpyovaw Baidax
(e.g., 22.8, 13, 14, 35). Unfortunately, neither 4Q23 nor 4Q27 are extant
at this phrase. Moreover, Tg. Neof., Tg. Ong., and Pesh all witness to “his
servants” Weed does not note any telling differences in the manuscript tra-
dition. Thus, it is probably best to conclude that G rendered pS: 72V with
dpyovaty Baldx according to his established pattern (also Dorival 1994,
424; Rosel and Schlund 2011, 483). Therefore, this could count as inner-
Greek harmonization (see Tov 1985, 20).

"Edw 06 pot Baldx. This phrase serves as the protasis of a conditional sen-
tence. G selects éav + aorist subjunctive (0§) to render DR + yigtol rather
than ef + future indicative. Interpretations of what the commonly used éav
+ subjunctive means are many (see Tjen 2010, 56-67), but I follow Tjen in
affirming that it “expresses various ranges of possibility” (Tjen 2010, 67)
but not a “vivid future condition” (contra Smyth §2323). The future in the
apodosis (duvjoopat) is usual in these constructions (see Smyth §2326).
Therefore, the Greek protasis suggests that whatever Balak chooses to do
will not change Balaam’s response.
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mARpY OV oixov adTol dpyuplou xal ypuaiov. The expression ADI 1A KON
27N and its rendering, TA\py TV oixov dpyvplou xal xpuciou, are difficult
(see also Num 24.13); 891 is the head noun (“fullness,” “full amount”; see
HALOT), followed by a genitive phrase 11", which could be analyzed as
a attributive genitive (see Jotion §129.c.1) or partitive (Jotion §129.c.8). I
prefer the latter. In this interpretation of the MT, he is giving the fullness
of the gold and silver in his house (i.e., not his house itself). However, G
uses an idiomatic expression that uses the adjective mAvpys with a noun in
the same case (as opposed to with a genitive noun, see LS], s.v. “mAnpns,
I). When mAnpys is used with a noun of the same case, the fullness or com-
pleteness of the noun itself is expressed (see LS], s.v. “mAnpyg,” 111.2). For
example, see Xenophon, Anab. 7.5.5: €l y&p éxndov, Nxes &v dépwy mAvpn
tov wobév (“For if you cared, you would have come bringing the full
wage”); also, P. Rev. Laws 17.2-3 (258 BCE): xal amé[x]nt ¢ [o]ixové|pog]
TAfipes T adiéyyuov wépols i) dwiis (“and the steward received the full
portion of the price not covered by security”). In this way, it comes close
to meaning “entire” or “totality of” Here then, G has Balaam saying that
if Balak will give his entire house, and so on. Of importance is the genitive
following the head noun; it functions as a standard genitive of content (see
Smyth §1323). Putting it all together, G’s Greek construction, according
to the rules of idiomatic Greek, could be paraphrased as “the entire house
containing silver and gold,” not “the house full of silver and gold.”

ol duvioopat TapaBiivan T pijua xupiov Tod Beol. Tjen notes that a protasis
of éav + subjunctive—as is found here—is frequently followed by a future
indicative (2010, 39, 43). The effect here is to say that no bribe or reward
that Balak can give will alter Balaam’s inability to transgress the word of
God. Wevers notes that mapafaivw, although rendering 92y only eleven
times, is a contextually sensitive rendering conveying the moral connota-
tion (1998, 370-71).

The MT employs an idiom to convey what Balaam was not willing to
transgress, namely, “the mouth of the Lord my God.” There are two pos-
sible explanations for why G might have used 76 pfjua xvplov rather than
70 aTopa xuplov or the like. First, G was motivated by an antianthropomor-
phizing exegetical tradition. Second, G is rendering a Hebrew idiom with
an idiom in Greek while retaining quantitative equivalence. If the former
were the case, we would expect to find a comsistent tendency away from
anthropomorphisms, which we do not. For comparison, it is instructive
to look at Pesh here. Pesh seems to take the second alternative, but using a
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different strategy: “the word of the mouth of the Lord.” In other words, the
Hebrew idiom, “to transgress the mouth” was not an acceptable idiom in
Syriac and so he inserted “the word” to increase acceptability in his target
language. However, G sticks close to a goal of quantitative equivalence
while disallowing the interference of a Hebrew idiom. The second is the
better interpretation of G’s action here. Elsewhere, G renders M1 2 by
with 0w dwvijs xupiov (4.37, 41, 45, 49).

xupiov 7ol Oeol. Here the question is why the translator might have
neglected to render the suffixed first-person common singular pronoun
in the phrase 198 M (‘YHWH, my God”). Again, this is potentially
theologically loaded—did G not want to concede that Balaam was actu-
ally a worshiper of YHWH? Textual tradition suggests the omission of the
pronoun is original until Origen added it. SamPent and Pesh both contain
it, and unfortunately, the suffix falls in a lacuna in 4Q27. In Numbers, the
consecution of M followed by D198 + suffix appears six times, and only
once with a first person common singular suffix. At 10.9, 10, and 15.41
(2x), the MT reads Da'mOR M, where the second person masculine
plural suffix refers to the Israelites. For this phrase, G only has xuvpiov at
10.9, but x0ptog 6 Bedg Hudv at 10.10 and 15.41 (2x). At 23.21, Balaam states
MY 9% MM and G renders xUptog 6 Beds avTol et adtol. The suffix
on D19 alone (i.e., without M7")—which in all but 25.2 refers to the
Israelites and their God—is also consistently rendered by G (see 6.7; 15.40,
41 [2x]; 25.13; 33.4). At 25.2, G is careful to render JI1HN, referencing to
the Moabites” gods, by eidwAwy adtév (“their idols”). In the rest of the Pen-
tateuch, the possessive suffix is avoided infrequently. The second person
masculine singular suffix is omitted at Gen 27.20; Deut 17.15; 18.5; 19.2;
21.5; 30.1, 3 (2x), 6; a first person common plural is omitted in Exod 8.10
[MT 8.6] and a first person common singular in Deut 4.5. Added to this
is the absence of evidence to suggest an alternative Vorlage. I tentatively
conclude that the omission is best explained from a theological perspec-
tive. Rosel and Schlund find that G achieved a distancing of the deity from
Balaam: “Die LXX gibt das Suffix des hebr. 'n9&% M nicht wieder und
erreicht damit eine Distanzierung: Balaam wird nicht als JHWH-Verehrer
gekennzeichnet” (2011, 483). The solution proposed by Rosel and Schlund
makes the best sense: G is distancing the deity from Balaam.

On this rendering’s effect on the narrative, Wevers states, “the omis-
sion neutralizes the reason for Balak’s invitation. After all, as a diviner or
prophet who worshipped Yahweh as his God, Balaam’s blessing or curse
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would be more powerful or effective against Israel, the people of Yahweh”
(1998, 370). Wevers assumes, according to the MT’s account, that Balak
was summoning Balaam because he was a prophet of Yahweh himself.
Neutralizes is perhaps too strong a term here; the omission may weaken
the impetus to summon Balaam but does not entirely negate his status as
prophet (see 22.6).

motfjoat adTo pixpdy # uéyae. How this infinitive phrase relates to the pre-
ceding is difficult to decide; that is, is it epexegetical to mapafivar o pfiua
»7A.? Or, a second, asyndetic, infinitive complement to duvjoopat? G is
not concerned with this, however, since he renders his Hebrew Vorlage
without making any changes. The word ad7é, however, is a plus. It could
refer to pfjua—the nearest neuter substantive (so Dorival 1994, 425)—but
this would make little contextual sense. It seems, rather, that the neuter
refers to the entire idea of “transgressing the word of the Lord,” or per-
haps the act that would have amounted to a transgression (see Wevers
1998, 371). In 24.13, where Balaam repeats his words here, the same addi-
tion appears (but with movnpov % xaAd, instead of ixpov % uéya). Perhaps
G feels that “to do a small or great thing” is not actually a transgression,
and so he adds “to do it [i.e., a transgression], either small or large” In
effect then, Balaam is stating that he cannot transgress God’s word in any
way for any amount of money that Balak might be able to provide. NETS
reads here “to do it, whether small or great” “Whether” has no basis in
the OG text, but does accurately capture the sense. It could be translated
literally as “to do a small or great thing [i.e., transgressing the word of the
Lord God]”

év 7fj dlawoie pov. This, also, is a plus in the OG vis-a-vis MT. The often-
harmonizing SamPent, similarly, does not witness this phrase. Prima facie,
this addition appears to be harmonized in line with *251 of 24.13 as Rosel
and Schlund suggest: “moglicherweise orientierte sich die LXX auch an
5N in 24.13” (2011, 483). The Hebrew idiom used at 24.13 is *151, mean-
ing “from my own volition” and not “in my thoughts.” G apparently under-
stands this and translates it with a nonidiomatic, nonliteral rendering map’
éuavtol. However, since G uses map’ éuavtod at 24.13, it is unlikely that
G did the harmonizing (see Tov 1985, 20: “Harmonizations which pre-
suppose different Hebrew readings should not be made the center [of an
investigation of harmonizations]”). Furthermore, 4Q27 has been recon-
structed by Jastram to read *253, although the only extant letter is the
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lamed, which is marked as uncertain. Curiously, Wevers does not note this
and attributes the change to translation technique (1998, 370-71). On the
basis of 4Q27, I submit that there is a good chance that G was indeed read-
ing ™39 in his Vorlage.

Since I am arguing that ¥252 was in his Vorlage, little comment is
required beyond noting that G rendered his text well. 1353, or similar
phrases, are rendered with v Tfj diavoic adtol (Gen 17.17; 27.41; 35.34; see
also Gen 24.45; cf. Exod 4.14; but év 7§j xapdic at Exod 36.2). Although this
precise phrase does not appear anywhere else in Numbers, 29 is rendered
with diavola at 32.7, but xapdia at 32.9. In the Pentateuch, both of these
serve as equivalents, with xapdia the more common (ca. 30x) followed by
davola (ca. 15x; cf. diavoéopat at Gen 6.6; 8.21 [1°]), but also vods (1x, Exod
7.23) and oTijbos (1x, Exod 28.30).

22.19
MY 237 M o 0N aYyINg 1551 DNR D3 713 K3 1AW nnwy
xal viv vmopeivate adTol xal DYels THY voxTa TadTYY, Xal yvwooual,
Tl TpogBNoel xUplog Aadijoar Tpds .
And now remain here, you too, this night, and I will know what
the Lord will add to speak to me””

xal viv Oopelvate adtod. On equivalents for 10, seeat 22.8. The verb Umopévew
appears only here in the Pentateuch; previously, a cognate, xatauévw, was
used of the rulers of Moab staying the night (22.8); Umouévw can mean “wait
for,” and is often used with an accusative, denoting the object of the waiting.
Here, what they are to wait for is implied in the following clause. On adtod,
see at 22.8. Unlike at 22.8, a0tol renders the idiomatic prepositional phrase,
13, similarly meaning “here” (also at Exod 24.14).

v voxte Tavpy. On the temporal accusative, see at 22.8. G adds the
near demonstrative pronoun here, slightly clarifying the definite nature
of the Hebrew.

xal yvaoopat, Tl mpoobiyoer xbplog Aadfjoar mpés pe. G’s rendering is isomor-
phic. The indefinite pronoun 7ig often stands in place of the indeclinable
nn (e.g., Num 13.19 [MT 13.18]; 15.34; 23.17). For mpootifnut see com-
ments at verse 15. The preposition DY appears twenty times in Numbers
and is rendered variously by G, depending on contextual constraints: for
example, petd (10.32; 22.12, 13, 14), &v (14.24, 43), mapé (22.8,9), and mpde
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(20.3;22.19). The verb AaAéw normally appears with mpég (ca. 100x), which
has influenced the translation of DY with mpéds in these instances. Accord-
ing to G, Balaam expects the Lord (xUptog) to speak to him, whereas in the
MT he speaks with YHWH.

Curiously, G apparently has no problem rendering both OY 917
(22.19) and HR& 127 (22.20) with AaAéw mpés. For G, contextual sensitivity
and Greek idiom frequently overrides what might be called “consistency”

22.20

DIP D'WIRM IRD TY RIS OR 1H nKRM 190 opha Hr obr Ran
AWYN IR THR 92TR WK 93277 DR TR OOR TH

el M\Bev 6 Beds mpds Bakady vuxtds xal eimev adtéd Ei xaléoat oe

mdpelow of &vbpwmot obTol, dvaotis dxololBnoov adToic: &M TO

piiua, 6 &v Aainow mpdg o€, ToliTo moroEL.

And God came to Balaam by night and said to him, “If these

people are here to call you, rise up, and follow them, but the word

that I speak to you—this you shall do”

el HABev 6 Bedg mpds Bahady vuktds xal elmey adtd. Despite the fact that
Balaam states that 1171/x0ptog will speak to him (22.19), D'nHR/Bede comes
to him. Here, at least, G does not feel the need to make any changes to
the divine name. The temporal adverbial accusative 119" is rendered well
with a genitive of time (vuxtds), indicating the period of time in which
something takes place rather than a point in time or duration of time (see
Smyth §1444).

El xaAéoat o€ mapetow of dvBpwmot ool This is the fourth conditional
in the chapter. The following table summarizes the structural elements of
the conditionals in Num 22.1-20:

Verse OG/MT  Protasis Apodosis

22.6 oG éav + present subjunctive xal + future indicative
MT MR + yigtol wayyigtol

22.11 oG el (+dpa) + future indicative xal + future indicative
MT IR + yigtol weqatal

22.18 oG v + aorist subjunctive future indicative

MT DR + yigtol yiqtol
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22.20 oG el + present indicative aorist imperative

MT DR + gatal imperative

Tjen identifies aorist subjunctives as the most common renderings of
the gatal form in Numbers, followed by aorist indicatives and then perfect
indicatives. He counts six instances where OR + gatal is rendered with &i
+ present indicative (2010, 139-48). The condition here is not whether or
not the men are present (mapetow), but rather whether they intend to call
Balaam or not. In contradistinction to the conditionals in 22.6 and 18,
G’s use of the simple condition here does not suggest that its fulfillment is
unlikely or improbable.

Whereas the MT has the men coming (X12) to summon Balaam, G
using mapetut focuses on the presence of the men rather than their action
of coming. As Wevers notes, “of course, if someone has come, he is then
present” (1998, 371). Logically, the tense must be present for such a change
in focus to make sense in the narrative context. This translation effectively
reverses the cause (their coming) and effect (their arrival). For reversal
as a translational strategy, see van der Louw 2007, 66. A second possible
motivation may have been to avoid repeating an aorist of €pyopat (= %A8ev)
for 812 a second time in the sentence.

On xaléw and cognates, see at 22.5. G follows his Vorlage in fronting
the complementary infinitive. The periphrastic direct object phrase using
the preposition 79, is well rendered by a simple accusative.

dvaotas dxohollnoov adtois. Hebrew often places the imperative form of
0P (as well as 797) next to another imperative, indicating an action sub-
ordinate to the following imperative. G represents this with the partici-
pium coniunctum instead of stacking two imperatives next to each other
(see also on 0elipo in 22.6), but as Aejmelaeus remarks, such pleonastic
employment of two verbs of motion is unidiomatic (1993, 6). The use of
axoAoubéw is both idiomatic and semantically more specific than the MT’s
“go with them” (DMK T9). It represents a slight transformation: the rulers
of Balak are not simply Balaam’s traveling companions, but they will lead
him back to Balak.

@Ma. The phrase TX1is rendered with @04, apparently neglecting to trans-
late the conjunction 1 and (correctly) interpreting TR as adversative; TR is
relatively rare in the Pentateuch, appearing only here and Gen 9.5, where
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it is rendered by xat ydp. In Num 14.19, IR (without the 1) is rendered
with @M¢&; in 18.15 and 31.23, it is rendered with @M\’ . Elsewhere, it is
appropriately rendered with mA%v (18.3, 17; 31.22; 36.6). In all likelihood,
G regarded the disjunctive sense of TR to be adequately rendered by aMa
and ignored the 1 conjunction since xat ¢A\a is quite awkward in Greek.

TO piina, 8 &v AaAyow Tpds o€, TolTo mowjoels. This clause represents a good
example where G has followed the word order of his Vorlage, but it none-
theless produces idiomatic Greek. Syntactically, To pijua, 6 &v Aadow mpog
¢ is a fronted direct object phrase of the verb mowaeis. Thus, the appear-
ance of Tolto is resumptive. However, resumption in the main clause after
a fronted relative clause is idiomatic in Greek, as is found in Xenophon’s
Mem. 2.1.25, olg &v of &Mot gpydlwvtar, TobTols ab xpyoy (“whatever others
acquire by labour, that you shall enjoy”; example and trans. from Smyth
§2565). Additionally, Smyth finds that “conditional relative clauses that
vividly anticipate the realization of a future event take the subjunctive with
&v” (§2565). Thus, G’s addition of &v adds some emphasis or vividness in
the Greek that is not present in his Vorlage.

22.21
AR MY oy '[r7’1 1IOKR NXR wanM 3paa Dy’u opn
xal Gvaotas Badady T0 mpwl éméoagey Ty Gvov alTol, xal émopeltn
ueta Tév dpyévrwy Mwap.
And after Balaam rose up in the morning, he saddled?® his donkey
and went with the rulers of Moab.

@ NETS?s translation again suggests that G has retained the parataxis present in
the Hebrew: “And Balaam rose up in the morning and saddled his donkey” My
translation here reflects the participium coniunctum attached asyndetically to the
main verb, éméoafev (also 22.13, 14).

xal gvaortas Balaqu 1 mpwl. On this phrase, see at 22.13.

g¢méoakev T 8vov abrtol. The Hebrew verb wan only occurs in one other
instance in the Pentateuch meaning “to saddle” (Gen 22.3), elsewhere it
means “bind” or “tie up” (Exod 29.9; Leu 8.13). The phrasing in Gen 22.3
OG is very similar to G’s phrasing here, despite the fact that their Vorlagen
differ:
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Gen 22.3 Num 22.21
1A0 DR wan™M 9pa3 0A0NAK DOWM UNR NXR wanm 9paa DVL)J opn
dvaotis 0t APpadu 0 mpwi éméoadey xal vaotas Balady 1o mpwl éméoatey
™Y vov adTol v vov adtod

The curious similarity between the Greek of Gen 22.3 and Num 22.21 sug-
gests that perhaps G relied on it to produce his translation here or wanted
the reader to recollect Abraham’s action, but this lies outside the realm of
certainty. Employing the noun dvog with the feminine article is a creative
way to render the feminine gendered Hebrew word 1N (“she-donkey”), a
rendering he uses fourteen times in Num 22.

xal émopelly petd T@V dpyxdvtwy Mwdf. In the Greek of verse 20, Balaam
was commanded to follow (dxohouBéw) the men, but now he simply goes
with them (v. 21). G does not seem concerned with pressing the idea of
following here; mopedopat + petd is the expected rendering for DY + ToHn
(see e.g., 10.32; 22.12). This illustrates well the tendency of G: he alter-
nates between serial fidelity to his Vorlage, relying upon established equiv-
alences, and minor modifications that enhance or downplay contextual
elements. In other words, consistency is not a characteristic of Gs transla-
tion technique.

Summary

In this pericope, Balaam is summoned twice by delegates from Balak, the
king of Moab, to curse the Israelites. After the second, God allows Balaam
to go on the condition that Balaam speaks only what x0ptog puts in his
mouth. G’s translation technique generally adheres closely to his Vorlage,
but makes minor departures to improve the Greek style or subtly interpret
the narrative.






A Tale of Two Eunuchs:
A Commentary on Greek Esther 2.19-23 and A.12-17

Cameron Boyd-Taylor

The Septuagint version of Esther (OG) poses significant challenges to
the SBLCS commentator. Not only is the Greek narrative substantially
longer than that of the Masoretic text (MT), but where it does parallel the
Hebrew the relationship between the two is not always transparent. There
is moreover some likelihood that OG underwent redaction subsequent
to its translation from the Hebrew. Complicating matters further is the
existence of the so-called L text (Alpha text = AT), preserved in only four
manuscripts, which was once thought to be Lucianic. While the textual
history underlying OG and AT is far from obvious, the current consen-
sus denies that one is a straightforward recension of the other. If one’s
aim is to comment on the text-as-produced, Esther proves resistant. One
way of proceeding is to distinguish between the text that comes down to
us, the received text, a heterogeneous entity with a complex history, and
the material shared by OG and MT, where there is sufficient transpar-
ency to delineate the methods of a translator (G) working with a source
text. The focus of the commentary would be the latter. While the overall
design of the text-as-received would not be lost sight of, it would not
be the primary object of analysis. Rather one would begin with the par-
allel material and proceed inductively, speaking to the question put by
the Guidelines: what has the translator done, and why. Issues in the his-
tory of the text would thus be bracketed. In the following commentary I
employ this methodology. The pericope I have chosen—the discovery by
Mardochaios of a plot against the Persian king by two eunuchs—exem-
plifies the problems raised by a composite text. In OG the pericope is
mirrored in two episodes, Esth 2.19-23 (plot!) and A.12-17 (plot?), a
doublet unique to the LXX version, as the former lacks a parallel in AT
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and the latter a parallel in MT, Josephus, and the Old Latin (OL). While
almost identical structurally, each text arguably functions as a distinct
scene within the narrative in its final form. Yet only the translation of
plot! may be securely attributed to G. For the purposes of the present
commentary plot? is therefore treated as part of the text-as-received. It
will be the subject of §2. I shall begin with plot!.
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§1. Greek Esther 2.19-23

Outline

This pericope is made up of three parts: (1) it presents Mardochaios serv-
ing at court (v. 19), where, as a result of his advancement, two eunuchs plot
to assassinate the king (v. 21); (2) the matter becomes known to Mardoch-
aios, who alerts Esther, who in turn informs the king (v. 22); the king acts
on the information (v. 23a); and (3) orders that Mardochaios’s loyalty be
recorded (v. 23b). Verse 20 is an aside noting Esther’s adherence to Mar-
dochaios’s instructions.

Commentary

2.19
T5nA WA 2w DT MUY MYINa papna
6 0¢ Mapdoyaiog ébepdmevey &v T cOAf.
And Mardochaios was serving in the court.
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This verse marks a new section with the introduction of Mardochaios and
the setting of the court. The pericope is generically a report, defined here
as a third-person presentation of actions involving two or more parties
without the development of dramatic tension (Dorothy 1997, 51). There is
no direct counterpart to the scene in AT, leading Michael Fox (1991, 40) to
suggest that it was absent in proto-AT (an early stratum within the Hebrew
tradition), and added by the redactor of MT. It was, however, almost cer-
tainly present in the Hebrew source of OG, which renders a text similar
to MT and reflects its structure. The intrigue has nevertheless undergone
various thematic modifications that have an impact on the structure of the
Greek narrative (Cavalier 2012, 104).

MT begins with a temporal reference, MW mona AP (“When
the virgins were being gathered together,;” NRSV) (strictly speaking, a
second time: note NMW, a crux for the Hebrew). This reference serves to
establish the time frame of the ensuing events, and is thus parallel to D22
D7 in verse 21, which resumes the narrative following a parenthetical
remark in verse 20 (Paton 1908, 188). G has recast the opening of the peri-
cope, dropping the temporal reference, moving ahead the introduction of
Mardochaios, and setting the scene at court.

6 0¢ Mapdoyaios é0epamevey. The textual linguistic features of this clause
combine to establish the beginning of a distinct incident. The order of the
Greek subject and verb (S-V), which follows the Hebrew order 2w* *27913,
marks the clause as a point of departure for what follows (see Levinsohn
1992, 31). At the same time G uses the marked equivalent ¢ rather than
the default equivalent xal to render the Hebrew conjunction 1. Stephen
Levinsohn (1992, 31) classifies ¢ as a developmental particle. In this con-
text it signals a progression in the narrative. In accordance with Greek
linguistic convention G renders the Hebrew participle by a past indica-
tive form, €0epamevey, the imperfect aspect of which indicates an ongoing
activity.

Mapdoxaios. The proper name of the protagonist has been assimilated to
Greek morphology. AT and Josephus use the same form. The consonantal
form of the name in MT is 270, pointed *2777.

£0epdmevey &v 7] adAfj. The reference to Mardochaios serving as an atten-
dant of some sort is distinctive to OG. It locates Mardochaios both with
respect to occupation and to setting. Compare MT, THonn wwa v
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(“[he] was sitting at the King’s Gate,” NRSV). See also 6.10 (MT), where
the king refers to Mordecai as 717 w3 2wyn ™M 2371 (“the
Jew Mordecai who sits at the king’s gate,” NRSV), which G renders 6
Toudaiw T6 Bepamedovtt év T§ atMfj (“the Judean who serves in the court,
NETS). The phrase év tjj a0Ajj might simply refer to a physical location,
“in the courtyard,” but given that G replaces 2W" by ébepameuvev (LS], s.v.
“Bepamedw,” 1. “to be an attendant, do service”), it likely carries the sense
“at court” (LS, s.v. “a0An,” IV. “the Court”), indicating that Mardochaios
is a courtier. Compare Polybius, Hist. 26.1 (from Athenaeus 5.193d), in
reference to Antiochus Epiphanes, w¢ dmodidpaoxwv éx Tiis adMjs éviote
Tovg Bepamevovtag (“escaping from his attendants at court” [Paton, LCL]).
It is conceivable that G inferred that Mardochaios was a courtier from the
Hebrew reference to his presence at the gates (see below, év T§j a0A).

Reference to Mardochaios’s service at court carries special thematic
resonance in the text-as-received. In A.1 Mardochaios is described as
&vbpwmog uéyas Bepamebwy év Tf adMj Tol Bacidéws (“a great man serving
in the court of the king,” NETS), and is thus unambiguously identified
as a courtier at the outset of the narrative. As such, he is a direct rival
to both the eunuchs and to his antagonist Haman. While present in the
extant Hebrew text, the theme of court rivalry has heightened significance
in OG. Since it is unlikely that G was responsible for the composition of
Addition A, this transformation cannot be located within the production
of the translation. Yet whatever its origin it impacts significantly on the
received text.

&v 7§ ad)fj. Compare MT o1 TPwa, “at the king’s gate” In a more iso-
morphic translation we might expect év tfj moAy ToU Pacidéws (see, e.g.,
1 Suppl 9.18). The expression 7901 WW occurs eleven times in MT (Esth
2.19,21; 3.2, 3; 4.2 [2x]; 4.6; 5.9, 13; 6.10, 12) and is consistently matched
by the single word a0y in OG (at 2.21 there is no match). Carey Moore
(1977, 175) suggests that the rendering arose from a copying error in the
transmission of the Greek text. On his view a copyist read a0AY instead of
muAY (the uncials A and IT being easily confused). This hypothesis has little
to commend it, as it does not explain why the word 791 is not represented
in OG.

In every instance in MT the phrase 7977 YW is used to locate a scene
in which Mardochaios figures. Recent scholarship has tended to interpret
the Hebrew expression in reference to the royal court. Fox (1991, 38-39)
argues that it refers to the court in its entirety, thus implying that Morde-
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cai holds a government office in the palace compound. This, however, is
speculative. Lewis Paton (1908, 188) notes that at this point in the Hebrew
narrative Mordecai is not obviously an official. The king’s gate was a place
of congregation, and Mordecai could simply be there to pick up news about
Esther. While servants of the king are found at the gate (3.2, 3), Mordecai
is not explicitly identified as one of them in MT. How G understood the
Hebrew, however, is uncertain. He may have read the phrase 7501 pw
in reference to the royal court and rendered it idiomatically. On the other
hand, his work may represent a transformation, such that Mardochaios
has been deliberately relocated from his position at the gates, the threshold
of the palace establishment, to a position within the court.

2.20

DR 270 Tl’z7}7 MR AWK ONY NKXY ANTON DT TNOR "R
INR AIAKD AN AWRD AWY INORKR 127910 9NKN

7 0¢ Ecnp ody Omédeiev Ty matpida adtiic: oltws yap évetellato

adtfi Mapdoxaios doPeiohar Tov Bedv xal moely T& mpooTaypata

abTod, xabis v pet’ adtol, xal Eadyp o periMabey iy dywyiy

adT.

But Esther did not reveal her ancestry. For so Mardochaios had

commanded her: to fear God and to do his ordinances, just as

when she was with him. So Esther did not change her way of life.

1 0¢ Eofnp ... Mapdoxaios. The first two clauses of the Greek text have
counterparts in MT and adhere to the form of the Hebrew fairly closely.
The particle 0¢, which has been introduced without warrant by the trans-
lator, here marks a parenthetical remark (see Levinsohn 1992, 31). The
parenthesis expresses the secrecy motif and characterizes Esther’s rela-
tionship to Mordechai as one of filial obedience. It reiterates a similarly
phrased remark at 2.10, which was rendered by G without elaboration.

Eofyp. The proper name of the female protagonist is rendered by an unin-
flected transliteration. AT and Josephus use the same form. The corre-
sponding Hebrew form N0OR is pointed INOX in MT.

v matpida adths. G uses the single phrase matpida adTfi to replace two
Hebrew phrases, nnToNn (HALOT, s.v. “n‘_g‘;in,” 2. “relations, the rela-
tives”), and NnNY (HALOT, s.v. “0Op;” C. 1. “people,” with an emphasis on
connections of kinship and religious ceremonial: the race to which one



176 Boyd-Taylor

belongs). G may simply have regarded the two Hebrew terms as redun-
dant. Yet at Esth 2.10 both members of the pair are rendered: DY by the
word yévos (LSJ, s.v. “yévog,” L. “race, stock, kin”), and nTHn by matpig; and
again at 8.6, where G renders DY by the word Aads (LS], s.v. “Aads,” II. “a
people”), and N9 by matpic. The translator twice matches the words
N7 and matpis, and it is therefore not unlikely that the former cued the
latter in the present context as well. In Greek compositional literature the
substantive matplg generally refers to a place, not a kinship group, and it
is probable that G intended it thus (LS], s.v. “matpig,” IL. Subst., = “matpa,”
I. “fatherland, native land”). See 2 and 4 Makkabees where the word con-
sistently means “[one’s] country, often in reference to Judea. Of the four
further occurrences of matpis in the translation literature of the LXX, the
word is used as a match for N7 three times (all within the phrase P&
nT9M): at Ter 22.10 and Tezek 23.15 it is used adjectivally to modify y7 in
the phrase “native land” (NETS), while at Ter 26.16 (=MT 46.16) it occurs
as a substantive and may be glossed “fatherland” (NETS). That the use of
maTpls in these contexts is a marked translation equivalent (rather than a
mere default) becomes evident when one surveys the rendering of N7
in the LXX. The Greek matches fall into roughly three distinct seman-
tic categories: (1) people related by ties of descent, kin: Gen 12.1 cuyyével;
Gen 31.3; 43.7; and Num 10.30 yeved; (2) offspring: Gen 48.6 &xyova; and
(3) birth, for which two subcategories may be distinguished, (3a) nativ-
ity, birth: Tezek 16.3, 4 yéveaig; compare Leu 18.9 (n"a NT911) évdoyevols;
and (3b) (place of) origin or birth, where the source text reads some form
of NI PR, Gen 11.28 7] &yevhfyn; Gen 24.4 o0 éyevéuyy; Gen 24:7 vg
éyevnfny; Gen 31.13 and Routh 2.11 yevéoews; ler 22.10 and lezek 23.15
matpidog; ler 26:16 [=MT 46:16] v matpida. As it is reasonable to assume
that G distinguished these three senses of nT9I1, we would expect (ceteris
paribus) to find in the present verse a rendering such as cuyyéveia (LS], s.v.,
I1. “oné€’s kin, kinsfolk”; cf. Gen 12.1) or yevea (LS], s.v., I of the persons in
a family, 1. “race, family”; cf. Gen 31.3; 43.7; Num 10.30), that is, a render-
ing within the first category above. That G replaces N7 by mapis is sug-
gestive of a subtle but deliberate transformation from the first to the third
category. Compare Leu 25.10 where matpic renders nmawn (HALOT, s.v.
“Tllj@t??_],” 1. “extended family, clan,” group in which the sense of blood
relationship is still felt). There the context is the return to one’s family
during the Jubilee Year. For both Esther and Leviticus the Greek transla-
tor appears to have assumed the perspective of the Hellenistic diaspora.
Since the time of Ptolemy II subjects of Ptolemaic Egypt were obliged by
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law to identify themselves by their matpig; failure to do so was punishable
by death (Bingen 2007, 61). An individual’s legal and fiscal identities were
thus defined as Macedonian, Thracian, Persian, or Judean, as the case may
be (an Egyptian would indicate the nome from which they came).

¢oPetofar ... adtol. In these two clauses, which are not paralleled in MT,
G elaborates upon Mardochaios’s instructions to Esther. In the Hebrew
version the clause ™37 79V MY WK (“as Mordecai had charged her’
NRSV), refers back to Mordecai’s orders that Esther conceal her ethnic
identity. The Greek rendering of this clause, oltws yap éveteidato adti
Mapdoxaios, instead points forward to the further injunction that she
continue “to fear God and to do his ordinances” (NETS). G’s elaboration,
ideologically freighted as it is, threatens the coherence of the narrative,
since it would presumably be impossible for Esther to both conceal her
ethnic identity at court and observe the practices enjoined upon her by
Mardochaios. The translator could evidently rely on the suspension of dis-
belief by his target audience.

The theme of piety is a salient feature of OG in its received form. It
is greatly developed in the prayers of Addition C, which, as David Clines
(1984, 171) observes, serve to refashion the story as a form of exemplary
tale, in which Mardochaios and Esther become models of Jewish piety.
Such piety, it is implied, is pivotal in delivering the people of Israel from
crisis (Fox 1991, 271).

¢oPeichar ov Bebv. The phrase “to fear God” would have been intelligible
to any Greek speaker; the sentiment it expresses was traditional. See for
instance Isocrates, 1.16, Tog uév feols doPol, Tols 0 yoveis Tipa, Tovg 0&
dbidous aioybvou, Tois 0¢ véuoig meibou (“Fear the gods, honour your parents,
respect your friends, obey the laws” [Norlin, LCL]). (Yet compare Plutarch,
Superst., 2, who articulates the philosophical response of a later time, asso-
ciating fear of the gods with ignorance.) Notwithstanding its universal-
ity, the expression had a Jewish literary background that is undoubtedly
in play here. In the LXX 0ebs frequently renders 98 (“god”), but can also
stand for M7, that is, the God of Israel, who in Hellenistic Judaism is
identified inter alia as the creator and ruler of all things. In the present
context, where 8eds is introduced without qualification and in reference
to a Jewish point of view, it arguably refers to YHWH thus conceived. The
Hebrew expression i7" NR7 (“the fear of YHWH?”) and the variant R
D'mOR (“the fear of God”), is a conventional motif in the Hebrew Bible.
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In certain instances (Gen 20.11; Iob 28.28; Esa 11.2; 33.6) the expression
is rendered by the word feocéfeia (LS], s.v. “Beocéfeia,” “service or fear of
God”), but elsewhere it is translated more literally as 6 $6Pog xupiov (e.g.,
Pss 19[18].10; 34[33].12; 111[110].10; Esa 11.3). The motif figures signifi-
cantly in the book of Proverbs, where it is associated with the pursuit of
enlightenment, as for example in Prov 1.7: 77221 NPT N"WRI M17° NRY
M O5MR 01 (“The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge;
fools despise wisdom and instruction,” NRSV). The Hellenistic transla-
tor of Proverbs renders the first stich by Apyn godias $éBos beod (“Begin-
ning of wisdom is fear of God”), which is elaborated upon in the third
line with, edoéfeia 08 eig Bedv dpyy) aiohnoews (“and piety unto God is the
beginning of perception,” NETS). It is telling that ¢poBos eol is paralleled
with edaéBeia (LS], s.v. 1. “reverence towards the gods or parents, piety or
filial respect”). As Ceslas Spicq (1994, 196) notes (citing J. Rudhardt with
approval), the word e0céfeia enunciates the Greek concept closest to the
modern idea of religion.

In contrast to MT, OG in its received form is marked by explicit sacral
themes. That this transformation may at least in part be attributable to G
is evident in the references to the God of Israel. Whereas the Hebrew ver-
sion is singular in the Bible for the fact that it makes no such references,
OG contains four in verses parallel to MT (2.20 6edg; 4.8 xUptog; 6.1 xUplog;
6.13 0edg). This is no small difference, and various explanations have been
offered. On the theory of Clines (1984, 109) MT represents a late recension
in which there has been a deliberate excision of all such language. This is
an intriguing hypothesis, yet speculative, and it has not won much favor
amongst specialists. On balance these passages in OG look like the elabo-
ration of a shorter text by G, for in most instances we find together with
the reference to God motifs peculiar to the Greek translation. The first two
references (2.20 and 4.8) occur within injunctions to piety by Mardochaios
to Esther; the third is a statement by the narrator attributing Artaxerxes’s
sleeplessness to the Lord’s intervention (6.1); and the fourth is placed on
the lips of Haman’s wife, who acknowledges that God is with Mardochaios
(6.13). These elaborations, significant as they are, may simply represent ad
hoc interventions on the part of G, rather than moves within a larger redac-
tive strategy. Yet together they actualize the theme of divine providence
latent in MT, and carry an ideological force. In a useful discussion, Fox
(1991, 270) emphasizes their impact upon the understanding of history
conveyed by the text-as-received: they foreground the sacral dimension of
events, in which the true meaning of crisis and deliverance is found.
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motely ta mpootaypata adrol. This refers to Pentateuchal legislation, the
observance of which had become central to the piety of certain circles
within Hellenistic Judaism. Reference to this legislation (absent in MT) is
also introduced by G at 8.11, where the king’s decree permits the Judeans
of every city to assemble and defend themselves. In the Greek they are
ordered xpfiofar Tois vépog adTdv év macy moker (“to live in accordance
with their laws in every city;” NETS). This theme is further amplified in the
text-as-received. See Addition C, which, as Clines (1984, 169) has noted,
assimilates the narrative to the “scriptural norm” defined by the Penta-
teuchal law.

The word mpooTayua is associated with Ptolemaic institutions, and is
well attested in the papyri in reference to royal ordinances (Cavalier 2012,
69). The chief implement of Hellenistic government was the royal edict,
published either as law or directed as instructions to specific recipients; in
Egypt the most common form was the mpéotayua, which was also used
in administrative measures and judicial decisions (one should not, how-
ever, seek too much precision here, as there was no single nomenclature)
(Ehrenberg, 2010). In the Greek Pentateuch the word mpéotayua (typi-
cally the plural form) matches various Hebrew terms that (in context)
refer to divinely authorized ordinances. Examples include: Exod 18.16
D HRD PN (BDB, s.v. “PN, 7. pl. enactments, statutes of a law; see also
Exod 18.20; Deut 11.32; 12.1); Lev 4.2 M m¥n (BDB, s.v. “Mkn,” 2. b.
pl. commands of D and later codes; see also Exod 20.6; Lev 26.3, 14); Lev
18.5 'npn (BDB, s.v. “NpM,” 2. pl. statutes: d. of the prescriptions of the
codes of D, H, P; see also Lev 20.22; 26.43); Lev 19.37 *0awn (DCH, s.v.
“0BWn,” 3. ordinance; see also Lev 20.22); Lev 24.12 Mn* ' (DCH, s.v.
“15” 3. mouth as equivalent of speech, a. command, declaration; see also
Num 9.18 [2x]; 9.20; 9.23 [2x]; 33.38; 36.5); Lev 18.30 *nInwn (BDB,
s.v. “MRWN, 3. charge, injunction of M’ see also Gen 26.5). Given this
background, it is not surprising that during the Hellenistic period certain
Greek-speaking Jewish authors came to use T@ mpootdyuata as a short-
hand for the pentateuchal laws, especially as they pertained to individual
piety (see, e.g., 3 Makk 7.11; and 1 Esd 8.7). It is likely that in using this
term G has in mind interdictions surrounding marriage and diet, as well
as prescriptions regarding cultic practices such as libations, but also prac-
tices not prohibited de jure, such as commensality.

G’s reference to Pentateuchal law raises the question of intertextual-
ity. Certainly the expression motelv & mpootdypata is reminiscent of the
language of the Greek Pentateuch (e.g., Leu 26.14; Deut 11.32). Yet it does
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not obviously reference a particular text or group of texts. In this regard
it should be noted that mpéotaypa collocates more strongly with the verb
dvAdoow (rendering INW) than with motéw in the Pentateuch. Both verbs
are frequently used in the same context (see also Leu 18.4, 5, 26, 30; 19.37;
20.8,22), and in certain instances both are construed with mpooTayua (see,
e.g., Leu 20.8, xal dvageade & mpootdypata pov xal mowjoete adTad). But
if the phrasing of Mardochaios’s injunction was not modeled on specific
Pentateuchal passages, it undoubtedly echoes its language, and one could
make the case that this was deliberately so. Verbal echoing suggests that
the translator assumed some degree of familiarity with the Greek Penta-
teuch on the part of his implied reader.

Apart from the present context and 8.11, G uses mpooTaypa in a strictly
secular sense (cf. Gen 47.26). Thus at 8.14 it renders the Hebrew word N7
(BDB, s.v. “NT,” 1. decree, edict, commission of Persian king) in reference to
the second royal edict concerning the Judeans; at 8.17 it refers to the same
edict, but here the Greek word evidently renders T’?Dﬂ 927 (BDB, s.v.
“327,” L.1.b, word of command), though N7 occurs in the same context and
may have primed the match; at 9.4 it is introduced by G without a Hebrew
warrant, again in reference to the second edict. In Hellenistic Egypt the
form of a letter (émoToAy) could serve any purpose, including relations
between the monarch and local governors (Ehrenberg, 2010). Hence the
use of the word mpéotayya for the royal edict (8.14, 17), a letter addressed
by the king to his rulers, is altogether conventional. In the received text
mpéoTaypa occurs a further time at D.10 in reference to a decree concern-
ing the protocol of the throne room.

xabag v uet’ adtod. Here OG rejoins MT, rendering N3NKRA 701 WK
IR (“just as when she was brought up by him,” NRSV). Yet the function of
the clause differs in each version. In the Hebrew text it modifies the third
clause, which is not represented in the Greek, INOR 2777 RN NN
nwY (“for Esther obeyed Mordecai,” NRSV). In OG, on the other hand,
it modifies the reference to Esther’s piety: she is expected to continue as
she did when she was with living with Mardochaios. G does not provide
a match for the phrase NiNR31, consisting of the preposition 1 and the
noun 7INR, a hapax legomenon (DCH, s.v. “NINK," I1. fosterage; or MINN,
her fostering), which in this context refers back to Mordecai’s guardianship
of Esther. It is possible that G was not familiar with the Hebrew word;
conversely he may have sought a more economical phrasing. Just possibly
the rendering involves a subtle shift away from an explicit reference to
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fosterage. Compare 2.7, where such a reference is recast by G: nR 1R "
1077 (“Mordecai had brought up Hadassah,” NRSV), is replaced by xal v
ToUTw Tals Bpemty) (“And this man had a foster child,” NETS); and later in
the verse the clause, Na% 19 27N nnp‘v (“Mordecai adopted her as his
own daughter;” NRSV), is rendered émaidevoey adtyy éautd eis yuvaixa
(“he trained her for himself as a wife,” NETS).

o0 pemjMakey ... adtijs. This clause, which represents a further elaboration
of the piety theme, has no counterpart in MT. The translator stresses that
Esther continued to adhere to the ritual practices of her people when she
entered the royal palace. The tension with the secrecy motif of the opening
of this verse is evident. Taking up the theme of filial obedience from the
Hebrew source, G confirms that Esther adhered to Mardochaios’s instruc-
tions. This theme is further developed in the text-as-received. In Esther’s
prayer (Addition C) she asserts that she neither dined at Haman’s table,
nor drank the wine of libation.

uethMagev. The word occurs in three books of the LXX: Esth 2.7, 20; 1 Esd
1.29; and 2 Makk 4.7, 37; 5.5; 6.31; 7.7, 13, 14, 40; 14.46 (an original Greek
composition), yet this is the only example of its unmarked sense (LS], s.v.
“petaMacow,” 1. change, alter); elsewhere it bears the idiomatic sense “to
die” (LSJ, s.v. I1. 2. quit [tov Biov]).

dywyny. In compositional literature outside the LXX the word may denote
either a system of education or the form of life shaped by such a system
(LS], s.v. “aywyn,” 11. 2. direction, training. 4. way of life, conduct). See for
example Aristotle, Eth. nic., 1179b: éx véou 0’ aywyfjs opbijsc Tuxelv mpos
GpeTny xahemov wy Umo Totovtolg Tpadévta vopols (“And it is difficult to
obtain a right education in virtue from youth up without being brought
up under right laws” [Rackham, LCL]). The word occurs in three books
of the LXX, of which only Esther is a translation: Esth 2.20; 10.3; 2 Makk
4.16; 6.8; 11.24; and 3 Makk 4.10. At 2 Makk 11.24, it is used in reference
to Jewish véupa (“customs”), as opposed to EMnvixa (i.e., “Greek [cus-
toms]”). The véuipa are in turn referred to as ta émt T@v mpoydvwy adT@Y
€07 (2 Makk 11.25) (“the customs of their ancestors,” NETS). In the pres-
ent context the term likely refers to the repertoire of traditional practices
and observances which would be part of the acculturation of a Jewish girl
in the Greek-speaking diaspora and would mark her social identity (such
customs would be coextensive with Ta mpootaypata above).
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2.21

YO™MD MW WM N3 AP TONA WWA aw* DTN DR onn
WIWNR THona T nowh Wwpan qon Mnwn Tonn

xal élumnbnoay oi 0o edvoliyor Tol Bagidéws ol dpylowpaTodbilaxes

811 mponxBn Mapdoxaios, xal é(iroww dmoxtelvar Aptafépsny Tov

Bagiréa.

The two eunuchs who were the king’s chief bodyguards were irri-

tated because Mardochaios was promoted, and they sought to kill

Artaxerxes the king.

Compare MT which begins with a circumstantial clause, comprising a tem-
poral reference, D71 ©'12'2 (“in those days”), and a notice regarding Mor-
decai, -[‘mn YW 2w 27 (“he was sitting at the king’s gate,” NRSV),
that repeats an identical notice made at verse 19. The Hebrew verse is a
resumption of verse 19, which was interrupted by the parenthesis of verse
20; thus DN ©'2"2 likely corresponds in time to when the virgins were
gathered (Paton 1908, 189). The temporal reference at verse 19 was not
rendered by G, hence there is no match for the phrase D177 ©'2"2 in verse
21 (since it now lacks an antecedent). Although the present verse might
conceivably derive from a Semitic Vorlage different from MT, a prima facie
case can be made for Greek elaboration of a source text similar to MT.

éAumnOnoav. For the aorist indicative passive form of the verb (LS], s.v.
“huméw,” I1. passive, to be grieved, distressed) see, for example Plato, Phileb.,
52b, étav Tig oTendels Aumndf o TV ypelav (“when a man who has lost
[knowledge] is pained by the lack of it” [Fowler and Lamb, LCL]). In the
present context it renders the Hebrew verb 4%¥p (HALOT, s.v. qal “9%p,” to
be angry, to be furious. 1. A. a person’s anger towards one or more other
people). For the Hebrew-Greek match, see also 1 Rgns 29.4 and 4 Rgns
13.19. The equivalency also occurs at Esth 1.12 in reference to king Artax-
erxes. In the present context the passive form of the Greek verb connotes
deep disquietude. Compare Lysias, 9.20, where the form is used contras-
tively with dyavaxtéw (LS], s.v. II. metaphorical, to be displeased, vexed):
ToUTWY WiV obv &ducolvtwy petplws [dv] fyavdxtowy, yoluevos Tetdybal
ToUg piv €xBpouls xaxds motely, Tobg 0¢ didous e0° map’ Hudv O Tol duxalov
otepnlels mOAV Gv wEMov Aumnleiyy (“The injustice of these men only
caused me a moderate annoyance, as I considered it ordained that one
should harm one’s enemies and serve one’s friends; but to be deprived of
justice at your hands would cause me a far deeper distress” [Lamb, LCL]).
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evvolyot. The denotation of the Hebrew word ©™0 (HALOT, s.v. “©™0,” [>
Akkadian $a resi “the one at the head”] 1. high official, political or military.
2. eunuch) remains somewhat uncertain, with some philologists maintain-
ing that it refers exclusively to castrated men, and others arguing that it
may designate a noncastrated dignitary or official. Hebrew D30 occurs
without qualification thirty-five times in the Hebrew Bible (excluding the
book of Esther), and is typically rendered by edvolixos in the LXX (Gen
39.1; 40.2, 7; 1 Rgns 8.15; 3 Rgns 22.9; 4 Rgns 8.6; 9.32; 20.18; 24.12, 15;
25.19; 2 Suppl 18.8; Esa 56.3, 4; Ier 29[36].2; 41[48].16; 52.25), but also by
omddwv (LS], s.v., “eunuch”) (Gen 37.36; Esa 39.7) and duvdotys (BDAG,
s.V., 2. “court official”) (1 Suppl 28.1; Ier 34[41].19); at Ier 38[45].7 the
word is not rendered. The expression 30 27, which occurs four times, is
rendered by dpytevvoliyos (LS], s.v., “chief of the eunuchs”) once (Dan 1.3
in both Greek versions), and by personal names twice (4 Rgns 18.17; and
Ier 39[46].3); Ier 39.13 is a LXX minus. The expression D™D W, occur-
ring six times in the first chapter of the book of Daniel, is consistently
rendered by apytevvoliyos in both Greek versions (1.7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 18).
Hebrew Esther has a dozen occurrences of 010 (1.10, 12, 15; 2.3, 14, 15,
21;4.4,5; 6.2, 14; 7.9) all rendered by edvoliyog (at 2.23 edvoliyos is evidently
introduced by G). Etymologically the Greek word edvoliyos denotes a func-
tionary: “one who keeps (-ouyos) the bed (edvn).” Early attestation of the
word is found especially among Asiatic Greeks in contact with Lydia and
Persia, including Hipponax in the late sixth century BCE, and Herodotus
and Hellanicus in the fifth century BCE (Lenfant 2012, 268). Dominique
Lenfant (2012, 285) concludes that in the Greek sources that come down
to us the word unequivocally designates a castrated male.

G does not name the eunuchs here. Compare MT, which identifies
them as jN32 and WAN (2.21) (W01 1033; “Bigthan and Teresh,” NRSV).
In plot? G refers to the two eunuchs as I'afafa xal Oappa, forms that may
ultimately derive from transliterations of the Hebrew. Josephus’s version,
which parallels plot!, refers to them as Bayaféos and Ocodéatyg.

apyrowpatopvraxes. Compare MT which describes the eunuchs as ™MnW
q071, the ones “who guarded the threshold” (NRSV), possibly referring
to the men who guarded the king’s private apartment (Moore 1971, 31).
The use of dpyrowpatodvrag (LS], s.v., “chief of the body guard”) by G
arguably marks a transformation. Claudine Cavalier (2012, 157) notes
that the title is associated with the Ptolemaic court and designates a high
functionary. Josephus, A.J., 12.2.5, uses it in reference to the official of
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Ptolemy Philadelphus entrusted to serve as an emissary to Eleazar the
high priest of Jerusalem, dméotadxa 8¢ oot mepl ToUTwy SlaAefouévoug
Avdpéav ToV GpylowpatodUiaxa xal Aptotaiov éuol Tiplwtatous (“And I
have sent Andreas, the commander of the bodyguard, and Aristaeus—
men whom I hold in the greatest honour” [Marcus, LCL]). Within the
LXX the word occurs at 1 Rgns 28.2 where Anchous, son of Ammach,
king of Geth, offers to make Dauid chief of the bodyguard, rendering
Hebrew, "WR1Y W (“bodyguard,” NRSV). In the present context it was
likely intended by G to underscore the high status of these eunuchs. There
are numerous references to eunuchs serving as royal guards in Greek lit-
erature. Herodotus, Hist. 1.113, refers to bodyguards (dopuddpot), who
are subsequently identified as eunuchs, serving Harpagos under Median
rule (1.117). According to Xenophon, Cyr., 7.5.59-65, Cyrus the Great
chose to employ eunuchs on account of their reputed loyalty to their mas-
ters, Talta 0% yryvaoxwy dpéhuevos amd TGV Bupwplv mhvtag Tovg Tepl T
equtol adpa Oepameutiipag émonjoato edvouyous (“Recognizing these facts,
he selected eunuchs for every post of personal service to him, from the
door-keepers up” [Miller, LCL]).

The two unnamed eunuchs of plot! may be distinguished from those
of plot? (Gabatha and Tharra) by their status. While the latter merely guard
the courtyard (A.12), the former are significant functionaries of the court.
In the received text the term dpytowpatodpiaxes thus marks plot! as a dis-
tinct episode (Cavalier 2012, 157).

871 mpovxBn Mapdoxaios. The narrator indicates that the motive of the two
conspirators was anger over Mardochaios’s advancement at court. Com-
pare MT which does not provide a motive for the eunuchs’ plot. This elabo-
ration by G operates at a literary level: it both contributes psychological
complexity to the narrative and underscores the related themes of court
rivalry and palace intrigue present in the Hebrew text. Within the Greek
text-as-received the reference to Mardochaios’s advancement takes on fur-
ther significance, inviting a reading of plot! in light of the events of plot?,
where Mardochaios’s service to the king is acknowledged by his promotion.

xal {jrouv. From this point onward G adheres to a source very similar in
form to MT.

amoxtelvat. A single verb replaces the idiom 2 T nHw (“lay hands on”) and
specifies the intended action as one of killing. The Hebrew idiom occurs



A Tale of Two Eunuchs 185

four times in Esther. At 3.6 it is not represented in OG. A more isomor-
phic rendering occurs at 6.2, émﬁa)\sfv oG xelpas. At 9.2, however, G again
uses a single verb (améMuwt) to replace the idiom, recasting the clause in
the passive voice. Point-to-point rendering of the source language is not a
constraint for the translator. In the present instance G has evidently aimed
at clarity and succinctness.

2.22
owa THn% AnoR RN A135A0 INOKRY T 27INd 93T YTm
TN
xal éoiwby Mapdoyaiw 6 Adyos, xal éonuavey Eobnp, xal adty)
gvepavioey 6 Paatel Ta T émBouAis.
But the matter became known to Mardochaios, and he alerted
Esther, and she explained to the king the details of the plot.

gmAwln Mapdoxaiw & Adyos. The structure of this clause adheres to that
of the Hebrew closely (VP*$-S-10). G has, however, switched the order
of the two substantives so that S (Adyos) is last, likely due to the fact that
the thematic participant of the narrative will switch from the eunuchs to
Mardochaios. The match of 927 and Adyog is common, yet works well in
this context. Compare the parallel in plot? (A.13) where Mardochaios per-
sonally overhears the plot. In the present context, as in MT, he learns of it
from an unnamed informant. Josephus, A.J., 11.207, identifies this indi-
vidual as a Judean named Barnabazos: BapvdfBalos Tév edvolywy oixétng
Tod €Tépov, T yévos @v "loudalog, auvelg THv émBouvAny 16 Oeiw xaTepuivuoe
THic yuvauxds Tod Pacidéws Mapdoyaiw (“Barnabazos, the servant of one of
these eunuchs, who was a Jew by race, discovered their plot and revealed it
to Mordecai, the uncle of the king’s wife” [Marcus, LCL]).

Eadnp. Compare MT where Esther is identified as the queen (INDR
nabnn).

xal adTy) évepawoey. G avoids repeating the name Esther, using instead a
pronoun, which he moves into the first position (S-V), since Esther is now
the thematic participant. Compare MT, INOR KRNI G does not render
918N, “and she told;” by a common match (for example xal elmev), perhaps
because there is no reported speech. The Greek phrase évedavigey Twi Tivd
here carries the nontechnical sense, “she informed somebody of something”
(BDAG, s.v. “¢udavilw,” 2. “make known, explain, inform”). Compare Acts
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23.22, undevt éxdafjoar 6Tt tadta évedbavioag mpés we (“Tell no one that you
have informed me of this,” NRSV). The Hebrew phrase 2791 DW3, “in
the name of Mordechai,” is not rendered, which is surprising given that it
is a crucial detail. This may reflect a tendency toward the abbreviation of
Hebrew phrasing. In verse 23 the Greek text clearly indicates that the king
was made aware of Mardochaios’s role in reporting the plot.

7o g émPBoulfic. This phrase represents an elaboration by G. In the Hebrew
clause, '['7?3'7 INOR KRN (“and Esther told the king,” NRSV), the verb has
no direct object (though one is implied). The Greek phrasing, which uses
the neuter plural article with an arthrous noun in the genitive to convey
the sense “that pertaining to something,” is idiomatic. The noun is widely
attested in the sense required here (LS], s.v. “émPouAy),” plan formed against
another, plot, scheme). Compare 3 Makk 1.2, 6, where a plot (¢mouA) to

murder Ptolemy Philopator is foiled by a Judean named Dositheus.

2.23

D27 2T 9501 2NN Py t?}] DI HMM KR¥AM 7270 wpan
Tonn 2185

6 0¢ Baaiels fitaoey Tols dUo edvolyous xal éxpépacey adTols: xal

mpocétatey 6 Pagilels xataywploal el wwnudouvoy év T Paciluc

BiBAiobRen vmep THig edvoing Mapdoyaiov v eyxwpiw.

So the king interrogated the two eunuchs and hanged them. Then

the king ordered to make an entry as a memorial in the royal

archive in commendation of Mardochaios’s loyalty.

6 0t Pacthels. Over against the Hebrew, the subject of the clause is made
explicit by G, and brought forward, as the king is now the thematic partici-
pant. The use of the particle 0¢ rather than xai may be intended to mark a
thematic development (see Levinsohn 1992, 31).

#itacey Tobg dlo edvolyous. The eunuchs are reintroduced at this point by
G, which neatly anticipates the next clause. Compare MT, 9277 wpan
N¥I" (“When the affair was investigated and found to be so,” NRSV). G
has avoided mimicking the Hebrew idiom, replacing the passive construc-
tion with an active one, and elaborating the reference to an investigation.

xal éxpéuacey adtols. The Greek verb likely refers to crucifixion in this
context (LS], s.v. “xpepawopt,” 1. 2. to hang, Twa; crucify). See Plutarch,
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Caes. 2.2, xal gy yEAWTL moMaxig NmeiAnoe xpepdv adTovs (“and often
laughingly threatened to hang them all” [Perrin, LCL]), where xpeudv is
picked up at 2.4 by amavtag avestadpwoey (“crucified them all”). Compare
MT, vy S5 onmw 5 (“both the men were hanged on the gallows,”
NRSV). G avoids a formal rendering of the Hebrew prepositional phrase
in favor of a more idiomatic and economical expression. There is some
uncertainty as to what manner of execution is intended in the Hebrew text
(BDB, s.v. “PY,” 2. b. of pole on which bodies of slain were exposed; late [in
Persia] used for executing criminals [? by hanging = gallows]). According
to Herodotus, Hist. 3.159, Darius I impaled (GveoxoAdmioe) the leading
men of Babylon on stakes after capturing the city. Yet, as Moore (1971, 31)
notes, the height of Haman’s pole argues against impaling. The reference
may thus be to the practice of exposing bodies following execution (Bush
1996, 373). See for example Herodotus, Hist. 3.125, where Polycrates is
murdered by Oroetes in some undisclosed manner and then later cruci-
fied (dveotadpwoe): hanged aloft (avaxpepduevos), “he was washed by Zeus
when it rained” (Godley, LCL). Whether G’s rendering represents the cur-
rent understanding of the Hebrew idiom or an historical actualization is
impossible to say. Bush (1996, 373) observes that the translation reflects
the prevalence of crucifixion in the Roman era.

wal mpooetaey ... éynwplw. G recasts this clause somewhat. Cavalier (2012,
157) suggests that the translator accords political importance to the epi-
sode by purposely echoing vocabulary designating the official status of a
benefactor of the king in the Persian court.

xal mpocétagey 6 Paciheds. In OG the king takes the initiative. Note that
the thematic subject is explicitly identified by G, which underscores his
agency. Compare the impersonal use of the passive form in MT, 2n2" (“it
was written”), which does not specify the agent (though reference is made
to the presence of the king: 7711 189).

xataxwploat. The Greek verb carries the precise sense required for this con-
text (LSJ, s.v. “xataywpilw,” I11. “set down in a book, place on record”). See,
for example, Strabo, Geogr., 1.2.3, “Ounpov yolv 0mép te Tév Aifémwy doa
émubeto xataywplioat gig THY molyaw xal Tepl T@Y xat’ Alyumtov xal Aidyy
(“Homer, for instance, made a place in his poems for everything that he
had learned about the Ethiopians and the inhabitants of Egypt and Libya”
[Jones, LCL]). The verb occurs only twice elsewhere in the LXX (1 Suppl
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27.24 and 3 Makk 2.29). It is introduced into a context similar to the present
one at 1 Suppl 27.24 (where it renders 119Y), xal ob xatexwpiody 6 dpibuds
&v BiPhiw Adywy Tév nuepdv Tol Pactiéws Aautd (“and the number was not
entered in the Book of Histories of the Days of King Dauid,” NETS).

gl wmudouvov. G introduces this phrase without warrant from the Hebrew
not only here but at 9.32 and 10.2 as well. (In the received text it also
occurs in Addition A.) Literally it means “as a memorial” (Moore 1977,
178). The phrase occurs elsewhere in the LXX (Exod 17.14; Ps 112[111].6;
Sir 45.9, 11, 16; 45.16; 50.16; Esa 66.3), and was taken up by certain early
Christian authors (Mark 14.9 = Matt 26.13 and Acts 10.4). At Exod 17.14
it renders 11721 (BDB, s.v. “11721,” 1. d. memorial-record; in a book), and at
Ps 112(111).6 it matches Qa1 (BDB, s.v. “321,” 1. remembrance, memory:
a. of persons). While it is conceivable that the phrase was warranted by G’s
source, it seems rather that it had special resonance for the translator and
was introduced independently. Its use in the present scene is echoed at
9.32, where, following the demise of Mardochaios’s antagonist Haman and
the deliverance of the Judeans, Esther records the establishment of Purim
el pwnuoouvov, and then again at 10.2 where, the kingdom being secured,
the king records its wealth and glory eig pnuéouvov. Within the received
text the occurrence of the phrase eig pvyuéouvov here in plot! echoes the
outcome of plot? (A.15), xal &ypayey 6 Paciiels Tovg Adyous ToUToUS Eig
wuéouvoy (“And the king wrote these things in the record,” NETS).

In the phrase eig pyyudouvov it is possible to read an intertextual refer-
ence to the figure of Amalek. At Exod 17.14 the Lord declares his intention
to blot out p‘my 921 DX (“the remembrance of Amalek,” NRSV), which
the Greek translator renders 10 pwnuoguvoy Apainx (“the memorial of
Amalek,” NETS). Moreover Moses is commanded by the Lord to record
this divine resolution: 9892 11721 NRT 2N2 (“write this as a reminder
in a book,” NRSV), rendered xataypaov tolito €ig pvmudouvov &v PifAin
in OG. Compare Deut 25.19 where a second such reference is made to
the erasure of Amalek’s memory: PH1Y 931 X ANNAN (“you will blot
out the remembrance of Amalek,” NRSV). (Here the Greek version ren-
ders 721 by dvopa.) In rabbinic tradition the figure of Amalek is identified
both genealogically and typologically with Haman as a paradigm of evil,
such that in Haman the sages saw “the remembrance of Amalek” whom
God had sworn to blot out (Glickman 1999, 24). That in introducing the
phrase ei¢ pynudouvov G intended to echo the narrative of Amalek is, how-
ever, speculative.
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uvpéauvoy. Outside of Hebrew-Greek translation, the word pvyudauvoy
typically carries the sense “memorial,” that is, “that which evokes a
memory” (Spicq 1994, 500). In Herodotus’s Historiae it refers to edifices
that perpetuate the memory of a person: at 1.185 and 186 to building
works; at 2.100 to the gateway of a temple; and at 2.148 to a labyrinth. Dio-
genes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers 3.1.40, uses it by extension in
reference to the preservation of Plato's memory in both his writings and his
friends: &W\& xal Hlov pwmudouvoy adtod Aeimeaba 7} év didois % év PiAiow
(“His wish always was to leave a memorial of himself behind, either in the
hearts of his friends or in his books” [Hicks, LCL]); and Pausanias, Descr.
10.5.3, in reference to places and geographical features associated with
the memory of Oedipus, €&t 0¢ dpa Tabnudatwy tév Oidimodos dva méoav
v ‘EMada vmoreidbijvar wmuéouve (“Fate would have it that memori-
als of the sufferings of Oedipus should be left throughout the length and
breadth of Greece” [Jones, LCL]). It is used similarly by the author of Wis
10.7, in reference to the signs of physical devastation that serve as lasting
reminders of the wickedness of the Pentapolis, the five cities of the plain
(see Gen 14.1-12). Less frequently pwnuoguvov is used in reference to writ-
ten reminders, for example by Aristophanes, Vesp. 538, xal unv 8o &v Aéén
Y’ amAés pmuoauva ypayopat *yw (“That I shall, and I'm going to jot down
every single point he makes” [Henderson, LCL]).

In the Greek Pentateuch wwuéouvov is used to render 1721 (Exod
12.14; 13.9; 17.14; 28.12 [2x]; 28.23[29]; 30.16; 39.7 [36.14]; Leu 23.24;
Num 5.15, 18; 17.5; 31.54), and 727 (Exod 3.15; 17.14; Deut 32.26), both in
the sense “memorial or remembrance,” but also 172IR (BDB, s.v. “N72IR,”
“memorial offering”) (Leu2.2,9, 16;5.12;6.8; Num 5.26). The equivalencies
are not, in themselves, lexicographically remarkable. For Greek-speaking
Jews, however, it is not implausible to suppose that the word pvyuéouvov
acquired a certain resonance over time due its use as a translation equiva-
lent, especially in light of its liturgical associations, which are unparalleled
outside of the LXX. Spicq (1994, 501) observes that puvnudguvov is variously
used in reference to the Passover in the Feast of Unleavened Bread (Exod
12.14; 13.9), the stones in the ephod (Exod 28.12; 39.7), and the breast-
plate (Exod 28.29; 30.6): all are calls to remembrance for Israel (especially
for their offenses); at the same time, the use of pwnuéouvov in reference
to burnt offerings (Leu 2.2, 9, 16; 5.12; 6.8; Num 5.26) identified it with
the Jerusalem temple cult. In view of this background, it is quite possible,
as Spicq suggests, that the author of 2 Makk 6.31, in using puvnuoéguvov in
reference to the death of Eleazar, as “a memorial of courage,” intended it
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to carry liturgical connotations. Whether such connotations underlay the
use of the word by G cannot be ascertained with any confidence, but it is
not unlikely.

The singular form of the word pvyuoéguvov is introduced by G a total
of five times (2.23; 9.27, 28; 9.32; 10.2) and represents an important motif
within the translation. In the present context it refers to the memorial-
ization of Mardochaios through chronicling. It is used in a very similar
context at Mark 14.9. At Esth 9.27-28 it occurs twice in reference to Israel’s
remembrance of the days of Purim; there it is perhaps cued by the parallel
Hebrew context in which the word 921 occurs once. Remembrance is of
course central to the Esther scroll: the plot turns on acts of recording and
remembering, which in turn are memorialized in the Feast of Purim. G
appears to have deliberately emphasized this theme. It is in turn echoed in
the received text, where the word pwnuéouvov occurs a further two times
(A.15; and E.22). At E.22, the second decree of the king (an original Greek
composition), the Feast of Purim is identified as a pynuécuvov Tijs dmwelag
(“a memorial of destruction,” NETS).

The plural form of pynudéguvov occurs at Esth 6.1 in the phrase ypdupata
umuoouva T@v nuepdv (“written daily annals,” NETS), which renders 790
0727 M7 N300 (“the book of records, the annals,” NRSV), in refer-
ence to the record of Mardochaios’s service at 2.23. Here pwnudouvov was
perhaps cued by the Hebrew word {1721. Whether the resulting Greek
phrase was a conventional way of denoting such records is uncertain.

&v Tfj Pacthixfi Bifrobyen. Compare MT, which refers to a record entered
0'72°7 327 17902 (“in the book of the annals,” NRSV; literally, “the book
of the words of days”). For a formal rendering of the Hebrew expression,
see 1 Suppl 27.24, év PifAiw Adywv Tév nuepéiv. G replaces the phrase with
a reference to a library (LS], s.v. “BtAtod7xn,” 2. “library, collection of
books”). For this sense of the word, see Polybius, Hist. 12.27.4, 6Tt T& pév
éx T6v PuPliwy ddvatal modumparypovelohat ywpls xtwdvvou xai xaxonadeiag,
gav T1g a0Td ToliTo Tpovonbj wovov dote AaPely 3 méAw Exovaay UmouynudTwy
mAFjBog 7 BuBAtobnxny mou yertwidoay (“Inquiries from books may be made
without any danger or hardship, provided only that one takes care to have
access to a town rich in documents or to have a library near at hand”
[Paton, LCL]). Ezra 6.1 refers to 880 n'3, or “archives” (NRSV) (liter-
ally, “the house of books”) at the time of Darius I (522-486 BCE), and the
Aramaic phrase is rendered tais fifAoByxais by the Hellenistic translator
of 2 Esdras. The author of 2 Makkabees makes reference to an archive
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(BtPAobRxn) created by Nehemiah (2.13). There, as in the present context,
the existence of a royal library provides a guarantee for the knowledge
of Jewish traditions independent of the Pentateuch, in particular those
regarding the festivals. The Greek historian Ctesias likewise claimed to
have used Persian royal archives as a source, though some scholars have
denied their existence (Llewellyn-Jones and Robson 2010, 58).

v éyxwule. The matter is recorded in the form of an encomium. This
detail has no counterpart in MT and represents an elaboration by G. The
Greek word éyxwputov denotes a specific literary genre. Originally it seems
to have denoted a song of welcome addressed by a festive crowd (x&pos),
but by the fourth century BCE it was applied to speeches composed in
praise of any kind of person or thing (Dover 1980, 11-12). Thus it is used
interchangeably with émawos (LS, s.v. 2. “complimentary address, panegy-
ric’). Rules for the genre are articulated in Pseudo-Aristotle, Rhet. Alex.
35, a late fourth-century BCE work mistakenly attributed to Aristotle
in late antiquity. Included in an &yxwuiov are: (1) the blessings enjoyed
by the addressee, that is, T& &w ¢ dpetiis dyabd (“the goods which fall
outside of virtue”); (2) a description of his virtues, specifically, &is codiav
xal Oeatoovny xal avdpelav xal émTndedpata évooke (“wisdom, justice,
courage and notable habits of life”); (3) reference to his forebears; and (4)
notable achievements (see Dover 1980, 12).

The word éyxwuiov is used only once elsewhere in the LXX, at Prov
10.7, where it marks a transformation, pet’ éyxwuiwv replacing the Hebrew
phrase na925 (BDB, s.v. “N1273,” 2. “source of blessing”). The sentiment
expressed by the Greek proverb is apposite to the present context: uviuy
duxaiwy pet’ éyxwpiny, dvoua ot doeBols ofiéwwutal (“The memory of the
righteous comes with eulogies, but the name of the impious is extinguished,”
NETS). In using the term éyxwpiov in this key passage G is perhaps invit-
ing a reading of the book of Esther as a eulogy in memory of the righteous.
Martin Hengel (2004, 80-81) suggests that translations directed at Greek-
speaking Jews became an important instrument of religious propaganda
particularly after the attainment of Judean independence (see the spurious
letter of the Jerusalemites to Jews in Egypt, 2 Makk 1.10b-2.18).

Umép THg edvolag Mapdoxaiov. A further elaboration of the source by G,
describing the theme of the éyxwuwiov. The virtues are of primary impor-
tance in encomia (Dover 1980, 12). Pseudo-Aristotle, Rhet. Alex. 35,
writes, T& uév T dpetiic Oxalwg éyxwwdletal, T 0 &w xrémtar (“The
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qualities which pertain to virtue are the proper subjects of eulogy; those
which fall outside are smuggled in”). In Hellenistic royal propaganda of
this period edvola represents the signal virtue of a loyal subject. Within
the LXX the word is found primarily in nontranslational literature, but
the exception is telling. At 1 Makk 11.33 it is used in a putative copy of a
letter of Demetrius II Nicator (king of Syria 145-139 and 129-125 BCE) in
reference to the loyalty of the Judean nation, which he intends to repay (cf.
1 Makk 11.53 where the narrator notes the failure of Demetrius to return
the favors he received). The word is used in the same sense in 3 Makka-
bees, an original Hellenistic Greek composition which deals inter alia with
a theme central to the book of Esther: the pious Jew as loyal subject of the
king. At 3 Makk 3.3, as the Judean population of Egypt faces persecution
on the false charge of sedition, the narrator assures the reader that they
maintained their elvolav xal mioTw ddaatpodov (“good will and unswerv-
ing loyalty,” NETS), towards the royal house. At 3 Makk 6.26 when, as a
result of divine intervention, the king (Ptolemy Philopator) comes to his
senses and accuses his advisors of treason, he describes his Judean subjects
as, “those who from the beginning have exceeded all nations in their good
will [edvola] towards us” (NETS). At 3 Makk 7.7 it occurs in the context of
aroyal letter, again in reference to the loyalty of the Jews (also 2 Makk 9.21,
26 in a letter of King Antiochus to his Judean citizens, and 2 Makk 11.19 in
a letter of Lysias to the Judeans).

The word edvoia is twice introduced by G without warrant from the
Hebrew: in the present context, where the king orders that Mardochaios’s
loyalty be recorded, and at 6.4 where the king is reminded of that loyalty.
Charles Harvey (2003, 226) concludes that the conscientious loyalty of
Mardochaios to the king is deliberately underscored. The motif finds fur-
ther expression in the received text, specifically through Additions B and
E (the letters of the king). Noah Hacham (2007, 784) has suggested that
the author of these additions, perhaps taking his cue from 3 Makkabees,
speaks to the anxieties of diaspora Jews living in uncertain times, encour-
aging them to place their hope in royal recognition of Judean loyalty and
service. The Greek version of Prov 24.1 counsels, dofol Tov Bedv, vig, xal
Bagréa xal undetépw adtév amednoys (“My son, fear God and the king,
and disobey neither of them,” NETS). This ethos is vividly realized in the
Greek text-as-received, which characterizes Mardochaios and Esther as
both loyal subjects and devout Jews. Compare B.3, where the word edvoia
is used ironically of the traitor Haman.
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Summary

The plot against the king (plot!) occurs as a result of Mardochaios’s
advancement at court and concludes with the king ordering that an enco-
mium be written in his honor. In an aside, G introduces a distinct motif:
Esther’s piety. In the text-as-received the action refers back to Mardoch-
aios’s discovery of an earlier intrigue (plot?) at A.12-17.

§2. Greek Esther A.12-17

Outline

The pericope is made up of two reports. The first (vv. 12-16) falls into three
parts: (1) it presents Mardochaios resting in a courtyard (v. 12), where (2)
he uncovers a plot of regicide (vv. 13-14); and as a result (3) is rewarded
by the king (vv. 15-16). In the second two-part report (v. 17), (1) Haman
is introduced as an antagonist, (2) plotting revenge against Mardochaios.

Commentary

A.12
xal novxacey Mapdoxaios év Tfj adAfj pueta TaPaba xai Oappa Tév
U0 edvolywy Tol Bactléws TEY GUARTTOVTWY THY AlANY,
And Mardochaios took his rest in the courtyard with Gabatha and
Tharra, the two eunuchs of the king who guarded the courtyard.

This verse constitutes the introduction to a report that extends over A.12-
16 (Dorothy 1997, 51). In the incident reported, Mardochaios foils a plot
against the king, and is honored accordingly. While the present episode
(plot?) has no direct counterpart in MT, it parallels an incident in the
Hebrew narrative (MT 2.19-23, see above) translated by G (plot!), the
threefold structure of which it mirrors. Plot? has a direct counterpart in
AT (A.10-18), but is not represented in either OL or Josephus. AT lacks a
parallel to plot!. The tradition history of the doublet thus remains uncer-
tain, and it is difficult to determine whether it arises from two stories
reporting distinct plots or from a single underlying prototype (Cavalier
2012, 104). The balance of probability favors the latter. It is altogether
likely that plot?> was not an original part of the Esther scroll (see Moore
1977, 179-180), but adapted from plot!. Moore (1977, 180) regards the
absence of plot? in OL as external evidence that it was not originally part
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of Addition A, and, as such, introduced as late as the second century CE.
This remains speculative.

For the purposes of a historical-critical commentary, a key issue is
whether plot? had a Semitic Vorlage (and thus a source external to the
Greek tradition). At present there is a lack of consensus on this matter,
though a growing number of scholars are inclined to view the pericope as
a translation. OG and AT appear to have a common source for plot?, from
which they diverge in their choice of vocabulary and syntax (Cavalier
2012, 140). On the hypothesis that plot? is a translation one may specu-
late regarding its textual relationship to the material translated by G. It is
possible, for instance, that the pericope was present in G’s source (along
with so-called Additions A, C, D and F), as Emanuel Tov (2008, 382) has
argued. In the absence of decisive evidence, however, it seems prudent
to treat the introduction of plot? as part of the received text, that is, as a
secondary elaboration of the translation produced by G. The want of an
extant source obviously precludes an analysis of translation technique.

Within a literary analysis of the text-as-received the question arises as
to whether the doublet represents two reports of the same incident or two
distinct episodes. Moore (1977, 179), who assumes the former, enumer-
ates various contradictions and inconsistencies between the two accounts
that he attributes to later editors, since the original translator (he assumes)
would have reconciled any differences. But there are indications that plot?
and plot! function as distinct incidents within the temporal progression of
the narrative, each with an important place in its economy (Cavalier 2012,
139). On this view the thematic mirroring of the two episodes is inten-
tional and not a mere by-product of translation and redaction. Whatever
its tradition history, plot? represents an integral part of OG as it comes
down to us.

xal Hovxaoey Mapdoxdaios. There is no transition from A.11, where Mar-
dochaios ponders the meaning of his dream, rather the two scenes are
simply juxtaposed. Such juxtaposition is characteristic of popular narra-
tive (see Frye 1976). Nevertheless a day-night sequence is implied in the
text-as-received, suggesting that the following episode is at some level a
fulfillment of the dream (Dorothy 1997, 51). The pericope is at the same
time metaphorically linked to the motif of the two dragons (Cavalier
2012, 105).

Compare AT, which provides an explicit thematic connection with
what has preceded, the narrator stating that the meaning of the dream was
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made clear to Mardochaios on the day he slept in the courtyard: émixpiaig
abtol [ie., 10 évimvov] dacadndijoetar adtd ws Ths Nuépas Ng Umvwae
Mapdoyaios év tfj avMfj (“Its interpretation would become clear to him on
the day on which Mardochaios napped in the court,” NETS). It is possible
that AT represents an elaboration of the narrative sequence of OG.

Assuming that there is less than twenty-four hours separating the
dream from the business in the courtyard, the uncovering of the con-
spiracy occurs in the second year of Artaxerxes. Moore (1977, 177) sees a
contradiction here with plot! in which the incident occurs in the seventh
year of the king, subsequent to the coronation of Esther (2.21). Yet if one
reads the doublet as two distinct episodes there is no contradiction.

&v T§j adAfj. One may ask what location is signified by this phrase, and what
the presence of Mardochaios there implies about his status. The Greek
word a0 can refer to either a courtyard or a royal court (see commen-
tary above on 2.19). Where the setting is a royal palace, the two meanings
are obviously not exclusive, which seems to be the case here. Mardoch-
aios is located within a palace courtyard—that is where the action takes
place—at the same time, he is a functionary at court in the company of
royal officials. In the received text he is described in A.2 as @vBpwmog péyas
Bepamebwy v T§ adAfj Tol Bacidéws (“a great man serving in the court of the
king,” NRSV). Compare plot! from which the setting of the present scene
may have taken its cue. In that context G makes reference to Mardochaios
serving in the court (2.19), replacing a reference in the Hebrew to his pres-
ence at the king’s gate.

Within the narrative world of the text-as-received Mardochaios appar-
ently resides in the royal court at the outset of the action, and is thus an
active participant in palace intrigues, and a peer of the courtier Haman.
Muhammad Dandamayev (1993) notes that Greek literary sources refer
to various foreign dignitaries, ambassadors, and rulers dependent on the
Achaemenids who were to be found in residence at the imperial court.
According to Herodotus, Hist. 3.129-33, Democedes of Croton, personal
physician to Darius I, was included among the royal table companions.
Plutarch, Them. 29, relates that the eponymous Athenian of his narra-
tive became influential at the Persian court and participated in the king’s
domestic entertainments. Other examples could be enumerated.

Mardochaios is placed in Susa on the first of Nisa (A.1). The pres-
ent episode thus occurs in the springtime. This is consistent with Greek
sources, according to which the imperial court was located in Susa during
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the spring, and relocated seasonally, spending the summer in Ecbatana,
and autumn and winter in Babylon (Xenophon, Cyr. 8.6.22; Anab. 3.5.15).
The coronation palace was at Pasargadae (Plutarch, Art., 3).

TaPaba xai Oappa. These appear to be transliterations of Semitic names.
Whether the Greek forms underwent corruption in the course of trans-
mission is uncertain. In the Hebrew counterpart to plot! (2.21, see above),
the two eunuchs are referred to as {N32 and wAn (W0 1033). Compare
the reference in AT’s version of plot?, petd Agtdov xat ®edevtou, which
uses Greek forms (Aota[y]ns and @edeutds) (Dorothy 1997, 54). Jose-
phus’s @eod¢otys is perhaps based on @edeutés of AT, which as Ralph
Marcus (Josephus 1937, 414) observes, may in turn be a corruption of
Hebrew WAn, since 7 and 7 are easily confused in Hebrew script. H. Will-
rich reportedly connected ®edeutds with Theodotos, an Egyptian deserter
who according to 3 Makk 1.2 attempted to kill King Ptolemy IV, but the
similarity is likely coincidental (Josephus 1937, 414).

T6v oo edvolywy Tol Bacidéws. Compare the reference in plot! to oi dvo
edvoliyot ToU PactAéws (2.21), which is a rendering of THnn oMo W
(MT). The match of edvoliyos with ©™D is conventional in the LXX (see
commentary on 2.21). While the motif of the two eunuchs is present in
the Hebrew, the doubling of the motif in the Greek text-as-received gives
it further literary significance. The figure of the edvoliyog had become a
stock character in Greek stories about the Persian court. In classical Greek
literature the edvolyos serves both as a literary cliché and as a component
of ethnic prejudice against the Persian Empire (Lenfant 2012, 297).

In Herodotus eunuchs appear as personal attendants serving the Per-
sian king or his dignitaries (Lenfant 2012, 271). They do not, however,
figure prominently in his depiction of the court. It is in the Persica of Cte-
sias of Cnidus, a Greek physician in the Persian court at the end of the
fifth century BCE, that they take on a more significant role. (The Persica,
an extensive history of the Persian Empire, is extant only in fragments; for
text and translation, see Stronk 2010.) In Ctesias’s narrative, eunuchs serve
as prominent attendants of the royal family, and are especially notable
for their involvement in palace intrigues (Lenfant 2012, 269). The differ-
ence between Herodotus and Ctesias in their depiction of eunuchs can be
interpreted in two ways: it may reflect an actual historical development,
suggesting that eunuchs did in fact become more influential during the
reign of Xerxes; on the other hand, it may be part of the larger trend in
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Greek historiography toward using clichés to emphasize the decadence of
the Persian Empire (Lenfant 2012, 272-3). The prominent role given to
eunuchs in the received text of Greek Esther possibly reflects this trend,
though it should be emphasized that in this respect it is picking up and
extending a feature of the Hebrew narrative. The motif of plotting eunuchs
may well have had wide circulation in the Hellenistic Near East, indepen-
dent of its use by Greek authors.

T6V Puraoeévtwy THY adAyy. The eunuchs serve as palace guards. Compare
the Hebrew version of plot! (2.21), where the eunuchs (T'?Dﬂ "D"D) are
referred to as 01 INW (“[those] who guarded the threshold,” NRSV).
OG is more detailed in describing the conspirators than AT, which simply
calls them eunuchs. In the text-as-received the two eunuchs involved in
plot? evidently have a lower status within the court hierarchy than those
involved in plot!, who are described as apylowpatodvraxes (“chief body-
guards”; see the commentary above on 2.21).

A3
7ixouaév Te adTEY ToUg Aoylapols xal Tag wepluvas adtév énpalvnoey
xal Euabev 811 étowalovoy tas yelpag émPalelv *Aptatépy TG
Bagihel, xal Omédeiéey 6 Bagtel mepl adTY.
He both overheard their deliberations and inquired into their
ambitions, and learned that they were preparing to lay hands on
Artaxerxes the king, and told the king about them.

This verse marks the beginning of the body of the report (vv. 13-14),
which is comprised of (1) a description of Mardochaios’s actions (v. 13),
and (2) those of the king (v. 14). Compare the body of the report in plot!
(2.22-23), which the present episode mirrors structurally.

#xouaéy ... Aoyiopols ... uepipvas ... Enpadvnaey. The first two clauses have
a pleasing chiasmic structure. This stylistic feature is consistent with the
hypothesis of a relatively free adaptation of the source. Moore (1977, 180)
suggests that A.11-17 is composed in better Greek than that of the previ-
ous pericope A.4-10, but this may simply reflect the generic differences
between a dream sequence and a narrative.

adTéy Tovg Aoytapols. In this reference to the eunuchs’ machinations, one
notes that the genitival (a07@v) precedes the noun it modifies, which is the
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preferred order in Greek prose composition; compare AT A.12 ToUg Adyoug
a0tV (“their words,” NETS). The Greek word Aoytouds denotes a process
of careful thought and planning, with connotations of moral duplicity (LS],
s.v. “Aoytauss,” 11 without reference to number, calculation, reasoning). See
for example Aeschines, Tim. 1.84, &M’ oUtwg ioyupév €otiv 1 anbela, dote
TAVTWY EMxpaTely T@V @vbpwmivewy Aoyloudy (“but so strong is the truth
that it prevails—over all the calculations of men” [Adams, LCL]). If there
was a Semitic source for plot?, the underlying form would likely have been
mawnn (BDB, s.v. “n;\y'ry_:,” 1. “thought” 2. “device, plan, purpose”); see,
for example, Ps 33(32).10, 11; Prov 6.18; 12.5; 15.22, 26; 19.21; Ter 27:45.

Tag peptpvag. Although the plural form typically carries the sense “cares
or anxieties” (cf. Prov 17.12), in the present context the word likely refers
to the eunuchs “ambitions” (LS], s.v. “wépiuva,” 3. pursuit, ambition,
esp. in plural). Compare AT A.12 tag dieforas adtév (“their schemes,”
NETS). The word pépipva occurs infrequently in the LXX (1 Makk 6:10;
Ps 55[54].23; Prov 17.12; Tob 11.18; Sir 30.24; 31.1; 38.29; 42.9; Dan 11.26).
Where a Hebrew source text is extant (Ps 55[54].23; Prov 17.12; Job 11.18)
there is no straightforward equivalency upon which to base a retroversion.

gé&npedwyoey. In OG Mardochaios not only overhears the conspiracy but
investigates it (LSJ, s.v. “é§epevvdw,” “search out, examine”), and thus has
a more active role than in AT where he simply hears of it (Dorothy 1997,
54). Compare plot! where the matter is brought to his attention (2.22),
xal €0nAwdyn Mapdoxaiw (“But the matter became known to Mardoch-
aios,” NETS).

Here Mardochaios’s role is similar to that of the court functionary
referred to by Herodotus, Hist. 1.114 (in a story about Cyrus’s childhood),
as 6paduos Baatréos, “the king’s eye” The young Cyrus, playing the king’s
part in a make-believe court, appoints the other children to their respec-
tive roles: 6 8¢ aUT@Y OtéTage Tovg v oixiag oixodouéety, Tobg 0¢ dopudépous
elval, Tov 0¢ xou i adTé ddBalpdy Paciéos elval, T4 OE T Tag dyyeliag
depey €0i0ov yépag, wg €xaotw Epyov mpootacowy (“Then he set them
severally to their tasks, some to the building of houses, some to be his
bodyguard, one [as I suppose] to be the King’s Eye; to another he gave the
right of bringing him messages; to each he gave his proper work” [Godley,
LCL]). Dandamayev (1993) notes that according to Greek sources the
entire court was under the constant surveillance of the so-called “ears and
eyes” of the king, agents who were independent of other authorities and
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reported any suspicion of sedition directly to the king. See Xenophon,
Cyr., 8.2.10, ToUs yap amayyeihavtag doa xaipos adTé iy membodal ueyaiwg
eDepYeT@Y ToMoVg émoinaey avBpwmoug xal wTaxouaTely xal OtomTevelw Ti
&v ayyeihavtes dderoeiay Bagiiéa (“for by rewarding liberally those who
reported to him whatever it was to his interest to hear, he prompted many
men to make it their business to use their eyes and ears to spy out what
they could report to the king to his advantage” [Miller, LCL]).

g xeipag émiParely Aprabépéy. The construction resembles the Hebrew
idiom 2 T MHWYH (“to lay hands on”). Thus at 6.2 G renders T MOWH
512 by émPalely Tig yelpas Aptatépén. Compare AT A.12 ot émbéahau
Acouvipw T PBaciel (“to assault Assyeros the king, NETS) (LS], s.v.
“émtifnw” B. med. IIL. 2. “make an attempt upon, attack”). A common
Hebrew source is thus possible. Yet the phrasing of OG is not unidiomatic
and thus cannot be enlisted in support of the hypothesis of interference
from a Hebrew parent. See, for example, Polybius, Hist. 3.2.8, xal Tag xeipag
¢mPBaMey Oidimmog ey tois xat’ Atyumtov xal Kapiav xat Zduov, Avtioyos
0¢ Tolg xata Koidny Zupiav xal ®owixny (“Philip laying hands on Egypt and
on Caria and Samos, while Antiochus seized on Coele-Syria and Phoeni-
cia” [Paton, LCL]).

In Ctesias’s depiction of the Persian court there are many references
to eunuchs taking part in plots or assassination attempts against the king
(see Lenfant 2012, 270). These occur under Semiramis, Cyrus, the Magus,
Xerxes II, and Darius II. In later Persica (the sources of the final chapters of
Plutarch’s Artaxerxes) and the historians of Alexander the Great, eunuchs
are notable for their involvement in court plots (Lenfant 2012, 274). The
motif became quite popular in Hellenistic historiography, which might in
turn have influenced the adaptation of plot? within the received text.

al Omédetgev 16 Paoidel. The Greek verb may simply mean “warn” (com-
pare Matt 3.7), but more likely refers to the passing on of information
(LSJ, s.v. “Omodeixvut,” 1. 3. “report”). Moore (1977, 178) renders it “he
informed the king” At Tob 1.19 (both texts) the verb carries this sense in a
similar context: mopeufels 3¢ elg TGV év Nivevy xal Imédeiéey ¢ Pacihel mepl
éuol (“But one of the people of Nineue went and informed the king about
me,” NETS). There is no reference to an intermediary, and whether Mar-
dochaios reported directly to the king is uncertain. Compare plot! (2.22)
where in both OG and MT Esther acts as an intermediary. The absence of

any reference to Esther in plot? differentiates it from plot! in the received
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text. Dorothy (1997, 49) observes that in this section the reader is asked to
focus on Mordecai and the king as main characters.

A.14
Kal ¢gitacey 6 Pagidels Todg dVo edvolyoug, xal bpoloyyoavtes
amxnoav.
Then the king interrogated the two eunuchs, and when they con-
fessed, they were led away.

¢&vraoey 6 Pactheds. This parallels the Greek version of plot!, 6 3¢ fagtleds
fitacey Tobg 0Vo edvolyous (2.23), where emphasis is likewise placed on
the king’s agency. Compare the Hebrew version of plot!, which uses an
impersonal construction, 822" 79277 WP (“When the affair was inves-
tigated and found to be so,” NRSV). (The Hebrew verbs are pointed as
passive forms in the MT.) At A.14 AT elaborates upon the king’s actions
(xai fracey 6 Pactleds Tovg Vo ebvolyoug) with a further reference to Mar-
dochaios, xai ebpe Tobg Aéyous Mapdoyaiov (“and found Mardochaios’s
words true,” NETS), thus underscoring his role in the affair (Dorothy
1997, 54).

xal opoloynoavtes. Compare plot! (2.23) where in both OG and MT there
is no reference to the eunuchs’ confession. AT, however, agrees with OG
plot? (xai épodoynoavtes ot edvoliyol amnydnoay).

amixdnoav. Moore (1977, 178) suggests that execution is here implied. The
Greek verb (also used by AT in this context) is well attested in reference to
arrest and imprisonment (LSJ, s.v. “amayw,” IV. 3. “carry off to prison”). See
Lysias, 25.15, 0m’ éuod yap év 7] Shryapyia olte amaybelg oddeis davioetal,
otite T6v &xBpdiv 00dels TeTiLwpNLLévos, oliTe TGV dilwy €U memovBes (“T had
no hand during the oligarchy, you will find, either in the arrest of anybody,
or in taking vengeance upon any of my enemies, or in conferring a favour

on any of my friends” [Lamb, LCL]).

A.15
Kal &ypadev 6 Pacihels Todg Adyous TolToug €ig pvnudouvov, xal
Mapdoxaios &ypaaey mept Tév Adywy ToUTwY"
And the king wrote these things in the record, and Mardochaios
wrote concerning these things.
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Eypaev 6 Pactheds. The matter is officially recorded. This detail is likely
derived from plot! where it represents an important plot device. It is inter-
esting that here the king is the subject of the verb “to write,” emphasizing
his agency (though it is possible that this is not meant literally). AT agrees
with OG in this regard. Compare plot! (2.23) where the Hebrew version
uses an impersonal construction (implying the king’s oversight), 2n2an
THnn 2185 o7h ™27 7902 (“It was recorded in the book of the annals
in the presence of the king,” NRSV). In that passage G evidently recast the
Hebrew so as to make explicit the king’s initiative in recording Mardoch-
aios’s service.

According to Herodotus, Hist. 8.85.3, a person who had rendered
important service to the Persian king was styled a edepyétns Baotiéog
(“benefactor of the king”): ®ldaxog 0 edepyétns Pacidéos dveypddy
xal xwpn €0wpnbn moMfi. of 0 ebepyétar Pactdéos dpoodyyal xaléovra
mepatoti (“and Phylacus was recorded among the king’s benefactors and
given much land. These benefactors of the king are called in the Persian
language, orosangae” [Godley, LCL]). The official recording of the benefac-
tor’s name was evidently conventional. See, for instance, Herodotus, Hist.
8.90.4, &xws yap Twa 1ot Eépéns Tév éwutol Epyov T dmodekvipevoy év T
vavpay iy, xatnuevog VIO TG Spel T@ avtiov Salapivos To xaléeTal AlyaAews,
avemuvbaveto ToV Tomoavta, xal of ypapuatiotal avéypadov matpéfey ToV
Tpmpapxov xal Ty méAw (“For whenever Xerxes, from his seat under the
hill over against Salamis called Aegaleos, saw any feat achieved by his own
men in the battle, he inquired who was the doer of it, and his scribes wrote
down the names of the ship’s captain and his father and his city” [Godley,
LCL]). Herodotus, Hist. 3.140, knows of official lists of the king’s benefac-
tors in royal archives, and it is not unlikely that there was a body of tales
in circulation concerning these individuals (for Histiaeus of Miletus and
Coes the Mytilenaean see 5.11; for Xenagoras see 9.107). A feature of such
stories was evidently the granting of a request. See for instance Herodotus,
Hist. 3.139-141, which tells the story of a Greek benefactor (edepyétns) of
Darius. While campaigning in Egypt with Cambyses, Darius approached
Syloson, an exile from Samos, to purchase a cloak he much admired. Sylo-
son refused to sell the cloak, but rather gave it to him. Later when Darius
assumed the throne, Syloson appeared at court claiming to be a benefac-
tor of the king, and, upon relating the story of the cloak, was granted his
request that his native Samos be restored. The story, the basis of a proverb,
was undoubtedly a popular tale. (For the granting of requests, see also
Herodotus, Hist. 5.11.)
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elg wwmubouvov. The phrase means literally “for a memorial” In the present
context it refers to the memorialization of a person through chronicling.
(Presumably Mardochaios’s Judean ethnicity was recorded in the pres-
ent instance.) See plot! (2.23), where the same phrase is introduced by
G without warrant from the Hebrew. Memorialization functions as a key
motif in the Greek text-as-received. The phrase eig pvyuéouvov does not
occur in AT.

xal Mapdoyaios Eypapev. This detail is absent in plot' and does not figure
in the larger narrative. In the text-as-received it has the effect of further
underscoring Mardochaios’s agency. Moreover it relates to the theme of
memory and memorialization, as it establishes the existence of a specifi-
cally Jewish record of the events reported in plot?. Compare the paral-
lel in AT (A.15) where the verb is passive. There Mardochaios does not
write “concerning these things” but is written about, thus anticipating the
events of chapter 6 in the received text (Cavalier 2012, 139): xal éypadn
Mapdoxdios év 76 Bifrinw Tob Pacidéws mept Tol puvnuovelew T@Y Adywy
TouTwy (“and Mardochaios was written about in the book of the king so
that these things would be remembered,” NETS). AT’s reference to “the
book of the king” is reminiscent of the Hebrew version of plot! (7802
010 MaT).

A.l6
Kal émétafey 6 Pacirebs Mapdoyaiw bepamelew év Tf at)f xai
€0wxey alTe OopaTe TEPL TOUTWY.
And the king ordered Mardochaios to serve in the court and gave
to him gifts for these things.

Mardochaios is rewarded by the king immediately. This is an important
element, further differentiating plot? from plot! (Cavalier 2012, 139). In
plot! such recognition is inexplicably delayed until a later point in the nar-
rative, when the king is reminded of the omission (6.2). Here a relation-
ship is established between Mardochaios and the king at the outset, one
with important implications for the theme of court rivalry in the text-as-
received. In this respect it is in sharp contrast to MT.

Bepamevew v T adAf. In the text-as-received, this development is in tension
with A.2, where Mardochaios is already identified as serving in the court;
A.2 may be read as a proleptic reference, anticipating the present scene.
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On the other hand, Mardochaios’ role in plot? does seem to imply that he
holds a position at court from the outset. Thus, the present verse may be
understood in reference to a new appointment or promotion. (Compare
AT where he is specifically appointed to serve the king: he will guard the
doors.) In the received text of OG the king’s public acknowledgement of
Mardochaios as a benefactor in the opening scene bears on the interpreta-
tion of plot!, where, over-against the Hebrew, G attributes the conspiracy
of the eunuchs to their dissatisfaction with Mardochaios’s advancement
(2.21). On one reading, which is admittedly quite persuasive, the outcome
of plot? provides the dramatic motivation for plot!, transforming the place
of the latter in the overall design of the narrative. That this was perhaps
due to fortuity in the transmission of the text, rather than a conscious lit-
erary strategy on the part of a redactor, does not lessen its significance for
the text-as-received.

Mara Brosius (2007, 55) observes that the key to the working of the
Achaemenid court was personal recognition by the king and his bestowal
of gifts to reward service. This is emphasized by Xenophon, Cyr., 8.1.39,
who credits Cyrus IT with initiating the practice of inspiring loyalty through
rewarding his subjects with gifts, preferment, and positions of authority:
ITpdg 0¢ ToUTw xal TéY &Mwy oloTivag RAATTe 6pwY) TG XAAX OLWKOVTAS,
TOUTOUG xal dwpolg xal apxais xal €dpalg xal maoals Twals Eyépatpey: MoTe
oMY Téat drhoTiniay evéBaley 6mwg Exaatos 6Tt dptaTos daviaorto Kipw
(“And besides this, he used to reward with gifts and positions of authority
and seats of honour and all sorts of preferment others whom he saw devot-
ing themselves most eagerly to the attainment of excellence; and thus he
inspired in all an earnest ambition, each striving to appear as deserving
as he could in the eyes of Cyrus” [Miller, LCL]). A system of royal favor
and patronage—a service aristocracy—developed in which royal acknowl-
edgement of individual courtiers provided them with the opportunity to
increase their wealth and to enhance their status (Brosius 2007, 55). The
system thus encouraged intense rivalries. This facet of Persian court cul-
ture was well known to Hellenistic authors, and became an established
literary motif. While present in the Hebrew narrative, it is further devel-
oped in the Greek text-as-received, where rivalry and intrigue within the
court is established early on as a central theme.

xal Edwxev altd d6puata. Mardochaios is rewarded not only with a promo-
tion within the hierarchy of the court, but with gifts as well. According to
Xenophon, Anab. 1.2.27, a Persian king showed favor through bestowing
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specific gifts, that is, dGpa & voiletar mapa BaciAel Tipa, immov xpugoxdAwov
xal GTpeMTOV Xpuaolv xal Yéla xal axtvaxny xpuaoly xal atodny Ilepaixny
(“gifts which are regarded at court as tokens of honour—a horse with a
gold-mounted bridle, a gold necklace and bracelets, a gold dagger and a
Persian robe” [Brownson, LCL]).

A.l17
Kai 7y Apav Apadafov Bouyaios #vdokos éviimiov Tolf Bagidéws: xa
&nnoey xaxomotfioal Tov Mapdoyaiov xal Tov Aady adtol Omép T
0o edvolywy Tol Pactiéws.
But Haman son of Hamadathos, a Bougean, was highly esteemed
by the king, and he sought to harm Mardochaios and his people
because of the two eunuchs of the king.

The introduction of Haman marks the beginning of the second report
(A.17), which has no counterpart in MT (compare the introduction of
Haman at 3.1). Here he is identified from the outset as the antagonist of
Mardochaios, and his motivation is established. His appearance is themat-
ically linked to the palace intrigue, a transformation that has important
implications for the text-as-received.

Apav Apadabov Bovydalos. The proper-name designation (PN) of Haman
favored by G (3.1; 9.10). In the Hebrew text the PN “3iR7 XNT107 12 120
(“Haman son of Hammedatha the Agagite,” NRSV), occurs four times
(3.1, 10; 8.5; 9.24); and there are two variants, 3387 127 (8.3) and PN
NNTNA 12 (9.10). Elsewhere the character is simply referred to as j277. At
3.1 G renders the Hebrew PN Apav Apadabouv Bouyaios. Apay is an unin-
flected transliteration of Hebrew j171, and Apadabov, represents a partial
assimilation of XN 12 to Greek convention: j2 (“son of”) is picked
up by the genitive case of the transliteration. With the third item, how-
ever, OG diverges markedly from the Hebrew. While Haman is identified
in MT as an Agagite (perhaps Amalekite, so later Jewish tradition), OG
identifies him as a Bougean. The origin and meaning of the Greek term
remains unknown (Moore 1977, 178). The designation appears again at
9.10, where 8NN 12 120 is rendered Apay Apadafou Bouyaios. G simply
uses Apav at 3.10, 8.3, and 8.5. At 9.24, however, where MT reads 11271
IRA RNTAN 13, OG reads Apav Apadabov 6 Maxedwv. Dorothy (1997,
55) sees contemporizing exegesis in the change of PN designation. The
substitution suggests to Moore (1977, 178) that Bougean (like Macedo-
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nian) was an updated term of reproach: just as the Hebrew narrative uses
Agagite to represent the implacable enemy of the Israelites, so G supplies
contemporary terms for Hellenistic readers, the once opprobrious term
“Bougean” giving way to “Macedonian.” (Compare the parallel to plot? in
AT where Haman is likewise identified as Maxedwv.) This might suggest
that the Greek form of the PN used at 9.24 is later (tradition historically)
than that of A.17.

dvwmiov ol BactAéws. Moore (1977, 178) considers this a Hebraism, with
évdymov matching Hebrew 2185. Compare AT xaté mpdowmov Tol Pagihéw,
also a Hebraism, and thus suggestive of a common source.

¢&jmoev xaxomotfioar Tdv Mapdoxalov. Given the thematic link between
the introduction of the character Haman and plot?, and the juxtaposition
of this section with the dream sequence, it is implied that Haman's deter-
mination to harm Mardochaios is in fulfillment of the dream. As Dorothy
(1997, 51) observes, this has major implications for the rest of the book’s
structure: the main plot is in effect a second complete fulfillment of the
present episode.

Omép TV 0o edvolywy. In the received text of OG Haman’s hostility is a
direct result of the fact that Mardochaios has informed on the conspirators
with whom Haman was presumably in league (Moore 1977, 178). Cavalier
(2012, 140) observes that this alters the sense of the book entirely. Compare
MT in which Haman’s hatred arises from Mordecai’s refusal to prostrate
himself. Moore (1977, 178) sees this as another inconsistency between OG
and the Hebrew narrative, but it apparently represents a deliberate trans-
formation. The implication that Haman was complicit in plot? is echoed in
the text-as-received at Addition E.14, where Artaxerxes reveals Haman’s
scheme to transfer the Persian Empire to the Macedonians. His intention
in persecuting Mardochaios, we learn at E.13, was to isolate the king by
destroying his cwtfjpa (“savior”) and dia Tavtdg uepyétny (“constant bene-
factor,” NETS). Plot? may thus be read as part of a larger conspiracy against
the empire (Cavalier 2012, 106). This suggests further that, for the narra-
tive world of the text-as-received, Haman is also complicit in plot!. In this
respect the abrupt juxtaposition of Haman’s promotion with the conclu-
sion of plot! at 3.1 takes on added significance for the Greek reader.
Compare AT A.17 where, as part of his reward from the king, Mar-
dochaios receives Haman as his servant, which in turn motivates Haman’s
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hatred. That the two texts are here genetically related is, however, rela-
tively certain. The two read almost identically, with the exception of three
minuses in AT relative to OG.

OG xal &wxey adtd ddpata mepl TovTwY xal Ay Apay Apadabou
Bouyalog &vdokos evamiov Tol Bagiiéws:

AT xal &wxey adTé Tepl TOUTWY Aypav Apaddfou
Maxedova xata Tpéowtov Tol PaciAéwg
Summary

This pericope presents an initial fulfilment of Mardochaios’s dream (with
specific reference to the motif of the two dragons at A.5). Mardochaios is
established as a benefactor of the king (A.16), with Haman as his impla-
cable enemy (A.17). Whereas in MT Haman’s antagonism stems from
Mordecai’s refusal to prostrate himself (3.5-6), in the received text of OG
it results from his role in thwarting a plot against the king (plot?) in which
Haman is evidently implicated. In this way the story of Esther and Mar-
dochaios unfolds against the background of an intrigue at court in which
Mardochaios figures as a key player.
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Outline

The speech in chapter 34 is part of the Elious speeches (chs. 32-37). G
retains the basic structure of the source text in chapter 34, while sub-
jecting it to substantial changes. The asterisk tradition indicates that G
omitted verses 3-4, 6b-7, 11b, 18b, 23a, 25b and one extended passage,
28-33. Like the source text, the OG has five sections: the narrator intro-
duces the speaker (1); Elious invites “the wise” to listen and cites several
of Iob’s claims (2-9). Third and fourth, Elious defends the Lord against
these claims in two parts (10-20 and 21-27). Finally, Elious addresses Iob
directly and tells him that he should quit his foolish talk (34-37). Notably
G preserves the conclusion intact.

Commentary

34.1: Introducing the speaker
AR RITOR 1PN

Ymolafawv 0 EAtoli Aéyet
Now Elious says in reply:

G renders the formulaic introduction in the typical way: a participle
+ finite verb represents the two, coordinated finite verbs of the source
text. The participle Omolafwv + Aéyw means “answer and say” or simply
“reply” (LSJ, s.v. “Omodaufavw” 3.a; BDAG, s.v., 1.d). It appears with
this meaning several times in Plato’s dialogues (e.g., Phaed. 69.e.6; Leg.
705.d.6) and in numerous other classical writers (e.g., Thucydides, Plu-
tarch, Herodotus, Xenophon).
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34.2-9: Elious cites Iob’s claims

34.2, 4b (source text 2-4)
Dnon R on || Hiamsa oy™ 2
man pon o] || SarS oyvr M 3
[20 An w2 Ay || 5 AN vawn 4

2a  Axoloaté pov, godol-
2b,4b  émoTthyevor évwrtileade O xaldv-

“Hear me, you wise men;
Know and give ear to what is good—

Ziegler does not include t0 xaAdv (“what is good”) as part of his text. On
this issue see Pietersma 1985, 308. Ziegler’s citation of the evidence is: (2b)
fin B’-S* O 534] + to (> 523 Syn) xadov rel: cf. 4b fin. The choice of the
shorter text reflects an overreliance on MSS B-S, in reality one witness.
Ziegler points us to the end of 6’ 4b as the source of T xaAdv (= 210 NN
[“what is good,” NRSV]). Note that Theodotion uses § Tt xaAév to trans-
late 210 11, not 70 xaAdv. For his part, Edouard Dhorme (1967) thinks
the shorter text is the result of homoioteleuton, (2b) 13"1R71 to (4b) 13°3°2
(“among ourselves”) but Dhorme too often clarifies omissions in the OG
with this explanation. Rather, G is responsible for skipping from (almost)
the end of verse 2 to the end of verse 4.

Axoboaté pov. G represents “n (“my words”) with pov (“me”) in the geni-
tive after axodw. Hexaplaric witnesses (O II) replace pov with ta pyuata
pov (“my words”) (= MT); see also 33.31. The verb dxodw is G’s default
rendering of YW (“hear”), as is the case throughout the LXX.

¢motapevor. The participle D'V is usually read as a vocative (e.g., “You
learned” NJPS), parallel to D321 = godol (so Zi, note the comma follow-
ing émaTayevot in his text; Brenton; NJPS). However, at 7.20b émiotayevot
is arthrous when used as a vocative and the same is true at 6.19b, where
ol Otop&vteg is vocative. Therefore ématapevor should be regarded as a cir-
cumstantial participle, so that both lines of the OG begin with a second-
person plural imperative (see NETS). On the articulated participle used as
a vocative, see BDF §§147; 412(5).



210 Cox

dvwrtileobe. G uses evwni{dpar to render TR hiphil (“give ear”) in five of the
six occurrences of [TR in Job (32.11; 33.1; 34.2, 16; 37.14; the exception is at
9.16) and this corresponds to the choice of OG translators generally (27x
out of 41x). The first extant use of évwtilopat is in Gen 4.23, so it appears
to be a LXX neologism derived from wtiov, diminuative of odg “(ear”). All
instances of its use in Iob involve the imperative and an accusative direct
object, as in verse 2.

70 xaAdv. G’s omission means that évwtileafe has 70 xalév as a direct
object. The expression 10 xaAév does not occur elsewhere in Iob, but it
occurs elsewhere in the LXX, including five times in Deuteronomy, where
in each case it appears with 70 ¢peotov (“what is pleasing”) (6.18; 12.25,
28; 13.18; 21.9). Following as it does godol, it is possible that T xaAdv is
to be understood in the light of Greek philosophy, where it is a concept
that appears from the fifth century BCE onward. There its opposite is To
aioxpov (“the shameful, base; vice”; LS], s.v. “xards” [IIL.2]; “aioypés”).
But, since G is less likely to borrow from Greek philosophy than from the
law, there may well be an allusion to OG Deuteronomy. The fact that 7o
xaAév resonates with Greek philosophy is a plus for intellectuals among
the intended audience.

In the OG, Elious alone is going to tell the other four “what is good,”
whereas in the source text they are to determine this together (4: NYT3
[“Let us”]). What he is going to say is “the good,” as the wise will recognize.

34.5, 6a, b3 (source text 5-7)
MPTR APR AR M || vawn Ton SR 5
arR vawn Yy || ywa havn wur 6
[arxd 9230 || o3 w5 nnwr] 7

5 6t eipyxey Twf Alxaids eipt,
6 xUptog amMagéy pwov T xpiua,
6a &yeloato 0¢ T4 xplipati wov,

because Iob has said, T am righteous;
the Lord dismissed my case,
but he lied with respect to my case,

In verses 5-9 Elious quotes Job’s complaints against the Lord. G omits
6b (actually 6ba: see 8a), 7, apparently because their subject matter is a
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digression, what with their talk of Iob’s wound (6b) and his drinking up
scoffing like water (7); note that verse 3 with its simile about food is also
omitted.

v elpnueev. Usually G employs yap (“for”) to represent causative 3, so
NETS marks the choice of 6Tt with its translation “because” The perfect
elpyxev renders N qgal perfect. Greek has more choices to represent
“tenses” than does Hebrew and the perfect carries the nuance that Iob’s
claim has endured to the present moment. Compare G’s use of the imper-
fect (1.5), aorist (3.3), and present tense (7.4) to render IR perfect in
other contexts.

Abeards elt. G uses the predicate adjective and verb “to be” to render pT¥
qal (stative), as generally (ca. 10x; e.g., 9.2, 15, 20; 10.15; 11.2).

6 xbptog amiMagév. G omits waw and uses (6) xUptog to render 58 (“God”)
as elsewhere in Iob (5.8). amaMagow (“remove”) translates MO hiphil
(“remove, take away”) as at 9.34; 27.5. The use of amaddoow with xpiua
does not occur elsewhere and appears to be G’s innovation.

uov 7o xpipa. “My case,” or “my suit, lawsuit” The Lord has dismissed Iob’s
right to a trial. Here xpipa (“judgment”) is used in the sense of “dispute,
lawsuit” (see GELS), as in the NT at 1 Cor 6.7 (cited in BDAG).

épedoato 0t T6 xplpati pov. G adds 9¢ (“but”) to indicate that verse 6a
involves a slight shift from 5b: not only will there be no trial but the Lord
has acted deceitfully. Brenton translates 6a, “And he has erred (mg: Gr.
lied) in my judgment”; Harry Orlinsky (1959, 29:268): “He has lied in
my justice”; Homer Heater (1982, 108): “He acted falsely in condemning
me.” All three translations appear to presume that Iob’s case has made it
to trial.

The MT vocalizes 212X as a piel (“lie”), but often it is vocalized as a
niphal (“prove oneself a liar, HALOT) as, apparently, in the NRSV; simi-
larly, Tg. Job: “In spite of my right I am counted as a liar” Sometimes the
verb is emended, for example, to 2127, the third-person singular (“he lies”)
on the basis of the LXX (so Pope 1965, 256), almost certainly a mistaken
approach. It seems more likely to me that G has changed “I am counted a
liar” to “he lied” in order to continue with the third-person singular. This
is a change that G often makes for the sake of coherence and readabilty.
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There is no manuscript evidence for 212, though it could have emerged
from the dittography of the final yod of *0awn.

G renders®0awn 5y with 16 xpipati wov, a dative of respect (see BDF
§197, including Hellenistic examples). Iob has been unable to get the Lord
to address his suit. The Lord’s “lie, deceit” consists in his refusal to accept
that Iob is in the right.

34.8
IR HYa OY 71an5 MR || YW war oY navn

e ¢ \ 3 v A
oDy apapTv 000t GoePnoag
7} 6000 xoWwwNoas UETE TOLOUVTWY T Gvoua
Tod mopeubijvar ueta doeBiv.

seeing that I have not sinned or acted impiously
or shared a way with doers of lawless acts,
to walk with the impious’

G omits verse 7. This and the change from third-person to first-person in
verse 8 means that in the OG all of verses 5-6a, 8 becomes a citation by
Elious of what Iob said. The OG 8a is marked with an obelus in MSS 706 740
Syh, indicating that Origen found it in his LXX text and that it was without
an equivalent in the Hebrew. In fact, as Beer (1897, 215) recognizes—fol-
lowed by Dhorme (1967, 511) and Heater (1982, 108)—OG 8a renders "Y1
Ywa (“without transgression”) (6bP). Zi puts a question mark after doef3év
because he has punctuated the ecclesiastical text as one text, where verse 7
initiates a question. NETS places a period at the end of verse 8.

oly uapty 00dt doePyoag. G uses first the negated participle ovy quaptiv
to render ywA 92 (6bP). See 33.9 where G employs the same unusual
equivalence; there too Elious is quoting Iob. Note that apaptavew does not
elsewhere render pwa (“transgression”) in the LXX apart from Iob 33.9;
Prov 28.24; 29.6. Indeed auaptia, the noun, rarely renders w2 (7x in
Psalms; 3x LXX Daniel). The circumstantial participle expresses conces-
sion, “though I have not sinned,” perhaps even cause, “because ...” (see
“since I have done no wrong” [33.9a]; Smyth §§2060, 2064, 2066).
Dhorme (1967, 511) followed by Heater (1982, 108) suggests that
000¢ aoefroas (“and did not act impiously”) represents a second transla-
tion of YWA *H2 but read as YW 92 (“without wickedness”). In favor of
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this suggestion is the fact that doePéw and its cognates usually render P
and its cognates in Iob (e.g., 10.7). Perhaps G saw a certain wordplay in
YW - PWA. At any rate, G has represented Ywa 52 with two participial
constructions that together serve to emphasize Iob’s denial of wrongdoing
by including the general sense of W2 (auaptdvw) and a narrower sense,
that is, with respect to religion (doeféw). G’s use of doeféw in verse 8a
anticipates verse 8c. The repetition can only be intentional: Iob definitely
avoided acts of impiety.

7 600U xowwwjoag. G chooses the disjunctive 7 (“or”) rather than translate
waw literally with “and” (0¢ or xai). The OG continues with the first-per-
son, whereas the source text shifts to the third-person. As a result G sets up
a contrast between Iob’s activities as an individual and those undertaken
with others.

G paraphrases 17aM% MR (“journey for company”) (see DCH, s.v.
“MAR, “way”) with xowwvéw (“have or do in common with, share, take part
in a thing with another” LS]) + genitive 6300 so “share a way, road” HRCS
connect 606¢ with MR (?)—their question mark is not really needed—and
xowwvéw with 772N, The verb xowwvéw and its cognates occur seldom in
the LXX where there is a clear source text—about a dozen times—but in
most of these the xowwvéw — 72N equation obtains. Therefore G is using
an equivalence employed elsewhere in the LXX. That being said, while G
captures the meaning of the source text in verse 8b, the idiom is changed,
from share company to share a road or way. With verse 8bc compare Ps 1.1.

ol mopeubijvar petd doePdv. G passes over waw (“and [walks]”). In the
source text the preposition 9 expresses purpose, both with the noun 79an
and with the infinitive 2% (797), so literally, “(a path) for company ... and
to walk, and so on.” G subordinates the infinitive to the first member of the
parallel, so the waw ([n2%5]1) must be passed over. In the OG verse 8b and
8c are not parallel, as in the source text, but one statement. Iob says that
he did not share a way or street with the lawless in order to have dealings
with the impious. G reduces YW "WIR (lit. “people of wickedness”) to (ot)
aoepels (“the impious,” those who act irreligiously). Not only did Iob do no
wrong himself (8a), but he did not associate with those who did (8bc).

34.9
9231207 8% R M || oK DY IN¥I3
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wy) yap eimns 61t Odx Eotat émoxoms) Gvopds:
xal Emoxomy alTé Tapa xuplov.

For do not say, “There will be no visitation of a man’—
and there is visitation to him from the Lord!

wy) yap eimyg 6. G changes the verb from third-person singular to second-
person singular, and changes the introduction to the quotation into an
admonition by adding the particle un (“[do] not [say]”). In the OG Elious
chides Iob directly. The change in person leaves verse 9 with its causative yap
(“for”) slightly awkward: it opens an address to Iob alone (“you” [sg.]) as one
of “you wise men” (2a). The particle 67t marks the opening of direct speech,
asat7.13; 11.4; 32.7. Its use is a mark of familiar style (Smyth §2590a).

Odx Zotar émoxom) dvdpds. HRCS cite as the equivalents of (9a) elva
émioxomy and (9b) émoxomy the verbs 120 (“benefit, profit” BDB) and nX9
(“be pleased with, favorable to” BDB), respectively. DCH glosses 9af3 as “it
does not profit a man.” Certainly the meaning of }20 is the subject of some
speculation; see Clines 2006, 747-48. Nonetheless, at a glance one can see
that G at best paraphrases verse 9a and constructs 9b in relation to 9a.

Since verse 9a cites Iob’s own words, G must use the Greek of the pas-
sage cited, likely 6.14: dmeitaté ue €heos, émoxomy) 0 xuplov Umepeidey ye
(“Mercy has renounced me, and the visitation of the Lord has disregarded
me”). There was a time when this was not true (29.4), but now the Lord has
abandoned Iob. “Man” (&vdpds) is generic; it includes Iob.

xal émoxom) adté). G adds xai. It is not simply a conjunction: Brenton
renders it “whereas”; NETS with “when” (see Smyth §2871). Somehow
€maxomy avTE represents iN¥IA—an infinitive construct of N¥7 with third
singular masculine possessive suffix and prefixed preposition 2, so “that he
should delight himself with God” (ASV). The preposition is replaced by
xai and the suffixed waw (“his”) becomes ad7@ (“to him”), likely a refer-
ence to Iob. G then replaces the infinitive construct with a noun that has a
different meaning. It can be no accident that G repeats émoxom.

In verse 9a émaxomy has a positive meaning, if the Lord’s attention is a
positive thing. With its repetition in 9b Elious fully, precisely, and exactly
refutes Iob’s claim that the Lord does not “visit.” The Lord does “visit,” but
not in the way Iob expected. If we ask how the Lord has “visited” Iob, the
answer may lie in 33.19-22.
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mapa xvplov. G changes DY (“with”) to “from” (mapa + genitive) to suit the
interpretation placed upon verse 9b.

34.10-20: Elious’s theodicy, first part

34.10
B wnw 235 war 13b
Swn w1 || ywan 585 non

16, ouveTol xapdiag, GxoloaTé Wou
M3 pot ein Evavtt xuplov doefijowt
xal gvavtt TavtoxpdTopos Tapdial o dixatov-

Therefore, you intelligent of heart, hear me:
far be it from me to act impiously before the Lord
and before the Almighty, to pervert what is right.

ouvetol xapdiag. That is, “intelligent (in matters) of the heart,” an inter-
pretation of 225 Wi, literally “people of heart,” “you who have sense”
(NRSV); Tg. Job: “you men who are wise of heart” The phrase clvetog +
genitive means “intelligent in a thing” (LS]). In Greek auverol is a sufficient
rendering of the source text, for in Greek the heart is not the locus of intel-
ligence. Nevertheless G adds xapdiag, following the Hebrew, where the
heart is the center of thinking processes. The adjective quvetds is plural,
like the underlying Hebrew, and presumably includes Iob if Iob comes
around to Elious’s point of view.

M# ot el &vav xuplov. G renders the negative interjection, 2 7991 (“far
be it from,” HALOT) with u»n pot el (lit. “may it not be to me”), the optative
with negative particle u# + dative wot. That is, G adds * (“to me”) to the
source text; the same construction appears at 27.5. The addition permits G
to render 5&5 (“with respect to God”) as évavtt xuplov. In OG Iob xUptog is
the default translation of 9. So it is that OG 10bc refers to Elious rather
than to the Lord (see NRSV). His self-promotion is at the Lord’s expense!
Elious asserts his piety to gain a hearing (10a) and to lend credence to his
opinion, which follows (11).

doeBijoar ... Tapafat. G appears to vocalize PWIn as YN, gal infinitive
with preposition J1 prefixed rather than as a noun with the preposition,
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as in the MT; see HALOT, s.vv. “5"?1:1” and “YW7” gal. The same is true of
9191: G has vocalized it as 7107 (“to act unjustly”), the piel infinitive of 71y
I; see Fohrer (1963, 464, citing Holscher et al.) and HALOT.

xal gvavtl Tavtoxpdtopos. G repeats the preposition, because *TW (“Shad-
dai”) is parallel to (10b) 58 (“God”). The word mavtoxpatwp (“almighty”)
represents *TW as generally in Iob; however, it is an equivalence unique to
Iob in the LXX corpus.

TapdEar O dixatov. G interprets D (“[far be it from ...] to do iniquity”)
with Tapdoow (“trouble; throw into disorder”) and 7o dixaiov (“what is
right”), which is a good choice for the immediate and larger context; in the
opening lines of the book, G has used the adjective dixatog of Iob (1.1). In
the OG doeffioar and Tapdfal 16 dixatov are parallel: religious life (BeocéPeia
[“piety”]) embraces ethics. The source text is about the Lord, but G turns
it into a pledge by Elious about himself. Finally, G’s translation anticipates
Tapdfel xplow (“pervert justice”) (v. 12). The Lord will not pervert justice
and Elious shares that virtue.

34.11
[1arx* W mIR] || 15 05w 0T Sya o

aMa dmodtdol avlpaimew xabi motel ExacTog adTY.
Rather, he repays a person according to what each of them does.

G uses the strong adversative aMa (“rather, but”) to represent 2 (“for,
NRSV). Because G changed the subject in verse 10 to Elious (“far be it
from me”), the connection with verse 10 in the source text (“far be it from
God”) is severed. In verse 11 G preserves the content of the source text
with its assertion of retributive justice, but collapses verses 11a and 11b
together to avoid repetition.

amodwdot ... adTév. So also OG 24.20c. Origen, working in a mechanical
fashion, placed verse 11b under the asterisk, but it seems clear that G has
incorporated parts of both 11a and 11b in one line, albeit one long line. G
uses amodidot avhpwme (“he repays a person”) to render 19 05w O (lit. “of
a person he will repay him”); motel = 5v8 (11a); xabé = (MR)2 (11b, so Beer
1897, 216); éxactos = W'R (11b) as at 2.11, 12; 42.11. G does not represent
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the words MR (“path”) (v. 11b) or the impersonal 1IR21Y (“he will make
it befall him”) (v. 11b), which is now redundant. Gerleman’s suggestion
(BHS*P) that perhaps we should read 9p823 (rather than 598 *3) in verse
11a—surely based on the OG—can be set aside if ka0 renders 2 (11b).

34.12
vawn My’ RY MTwi|| pw 8D HR DINR R

oly 0& ToV xUplov dToTa TOTELY;
7} 6 mavToxpdTwp Tapbéel xpiow;

Now, do you think the Lord will do what is amiss?
Or will the Almighty pervert justice?

oy ... &roma movjoetv. G changes verse 12 from an assertion of two parallel
lines into two rhetorical questions addressed to Iob. G replaces DINNR R
(“really and truly” HALOT s.v. “qR”; “of a truth,” NRSV), with d¢ to indi-
cate a slight shift in Elious’s remarks (Smyth §2834, 2836). G has Elious
direct his questions to Iob, as is clear from the addition of the second sin-
gular oty (“[do] you think”). Its use is a rhetorical device to summon the
hearer’s attention. The verb olopat occurs six times in Iob, not once with
an equivalent in the source text (11.2; 34.12; 37.23; 38.2; 40.8; 42.3); itis a
verb G likes.

G uses the compound verb (noun + verb) dtoma moiew (“do things that
are amiss”) to render YW hiphil (“make oneself guilty” HALOT). This ren-
dering is unique in Iob, where doeBéw (“act impiously”) usually translates
YW1, as in verse 10b. It is likely that G does not use doeféw a second time
because of an interest in variety of expression. The subject of the future
infinitive momaew is in the accusative case, so Tov xUptov momoew (Smyth
§936). The use of the future infinitive signifies that Elious’s claim on behalf
of the Lord specifically includes the future (Smyth §1866).

The adjective dtomog means “out of place” and, depending on the con-
text, “absurd; strange; monstrous,” as well as “bad, harmful,” thus “wrong”
atIob 11.11; 35.13; 36.21a. Elious says that the Lord acts according to what
we expect of the divine. The Lord does not act inappropriately; the Lord
does not get it wrong.

7} & mavtoxpaTwp Tapder xpiow. G connects verse 12b to 12a with the dis-
junctive particle # (“or”) as at verses 8b and 8a rather than xal or 0¢. The
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result is that 12a and 12b no longer present two parallel thoughts but two
alternatives that say much the same thing. On mavtoxpatwp see 10c. G uses
Tapdfel xpiow to represent VAWM N (lit. “make justice crooked,” i.e.,
pervert justice; DCH, s.v. “09wWn” 2.) and thus repeats the source text at
10c. The repetition lends emphasis to Elious’s question.

34.13
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6¢ émolnaey ™V Yijv-
Tig 0 €0V 6 TOI&Y THY UT 0Vpavdy xal Ta EvévTa TaAvTa,

He it is who made the earth.
And who is it that sustains what is under heaven and all it contains?

6 €moinaey TV yijv. G represents both lines of verse 13 in a way that has
each refer to creation, in the past (¢moiyoev [aorist] 13a) and as a continu-
ing event (13b). The Greek 0 is used as a demonstrative, rather than as a
relative pronoun, so NETS “He it is who” Other instances of this usage
occur at 22.18; 24.12; 34.19. For 13a, compare Tg. Job “Who entrusted to
him to make the earth?” which likewise introduces creation.

Gread NRIR ... "N (“who ... the earth”) and filled it in with “made” on
the basis of Gen 1.1 and similar texts (Ps 113.23; 120.2; 123.8; 133.3; 145.6;
Ter 10.12—all “who ...”; Esa 37.16; Ier 39.17). Most of these use “sky and
earth,” but not all: Esa 45.12; Ier 34.5 have only “earth.” The source text in
verse 13a has only “earth” and 13b concerns the earth alone. At any rate,
G introduces an explicit reference to creation. We need not enter into the
problematic issue of the 11- on PIR (“earth”): is MT N¥IR (“to the earth”)
a misvocalization for ¥R = IR (“his earth”) (see BHS%P; Clines 2006,
749)? The OG provides no help with that question.

6 mowédv Ty v’ odpavdy. Dhorme (1967, 514) thinks that G was inspired by
Ps 23[24].1. This is unlikely since there is only the most general contact.
Rather, G draws on verse 13a for ot 6 To1@v, and Ty 01’ 00pavoy, and Ta
¢vévta mévta are translations of AN (“world” BDB) and n’v: (“its whole,
all of it”), respectively. G introduces creation as a continuing activity with
the use of the present participle 6 moiwy, so NETS “that sustains.” In verse
13b it is parallel to v yijv “the earth”
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xal T& dvévra mdvta. G separates 92 9anN, whereas they stand in apposi-
tion, “the world, all of it” (HALOT, s.v. “boy» 3.) in the source text; compare
the NRSV’s, “the whole world.” Indeed, this is reminiscent of Ps 23[24].1,
where 7 yij xal T0 TApwua adti renders IRI9M PN (“the earth and
its fullness”). Human beings are included in OG “all it contains.” Implicitly
the point seems to be that the Lord who made and sustains all things does
not act contrary to this interest by perverting the rules.

34.14-15
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14 i yap Podrorto cuvéyew
xal TO Tvelpa map’ adTd xaTacyEw,
15 Teleutyoet mhoa oapé Spobupaddy,
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méis 0t BpoTds el Yy dmedeboeTat, 80ev xal émhdahy.

14 For if he should wish to confine

and to keep his spirit with himself,

15 all flesh will die together,

and every mortal return to dust, whence too he was formed.

el ... ouvéxew. G paraphrases verse 14 as a whole. Notably G attaches
verses 14-15 to the rhetorical questions of verses 12-13 with yap, so that
they become an example of the Lord’s sustaining interest in the world.
The particle e (“if”) (14a) marks the opening of the protasis of the con-
ditional sentence.

G seems to attest 2'W" (“should return, take back”) instead of DWW
(“set [his mind to himself]”) in agreement with two Hebrew manuscripts,
the ketiv of five oriental manuscripts and the Peshitta (Beer 1897, 216;
see Clines 2006, 749). The former reading is widely preferred (so NRSV;
Dhorme 1967, 515; Gordis 1978, 388; but not NJPS; Davidson 1918,
272-73; Fohrer 1963, 464; Clines 2006, 749); Tg. Job supports the MT
text tradition. The expression 98 2 D'W means “regard, pay attention to”
(HALOT, s.v. “D"W” 14; see vv. 1.8; 2.3).

G adds BovAoito, optative third-person singular. The verb BovAouat
appears nine times in Iob: four times HRCS mark it with a dagger 1 (30.14;
35.13; 36.12; 37.10); two or three times it renders Pan (“desire; delight in”
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HALOT) (9.3; 13.3[?]; 21.14); once G uses it for 12AR (“want”) (39.9); once
they mark the suggested equivalence with a question mark (34.14 [D"W
25?]). That is, apart from three instances where there is a clear equiva-
lent, G’s use of BovAopat in Iob is problematic. At 34.14 it appears G has
added it rather than that it represents the use of 25 0"W. With BotAoiro
G introduces the nuance of choice and desire. The use of the optative in
the protasis indicates a low level of possibility, while the use of the future
indicative in the apodosis indicates a high level of certainty: it is unlikely
that the Lord would so act (14) but if he did, the result stated would be
highly likely (15).

So &l Bovdoito guvéyew represents 2™ OR (“if he should take back”).
Note that G uses a synonym of guvéyew in 14b and that semantically both
infinitives are tied to Boddotto. G passes over 129 (“his heart”) as do the
NRSV and other translations and commentators on MT.

xal ... xatacelv. G adds the conjunction xai to join verse 14b to 14a and
passes over INNWI (“and his breath”). The Greek t0 mveliua (“[his] spirit”)
renders 1M, G uses map’ adté xatacyely (“[if he should wish] with him
to keep”) to render JOR? YR (“to himself [should] gather”). The choice
of xatéyw (“hold back, withhold”) to render HOR is unique, but stands out
as a fine, contextual translation. LS] cite a variety of related meanings for
xatéxw that are suggestive: “place under arrest; sequestrate; confine” (of
the grave).

G has rendered verse 14 at the sentence level, passing over 127 in 14a
and 1NNWI in 14b, and adding BodAoito to govern the two synonymous
infinitives that represent the two finite verbs in the parent text. With G’s
reduction of “heart,” “spirit,” and “breath” to “spirit” alone the focus is
placed on the Lord’s spirit, necessary for all life (so Gen 6.17).

G renders the apodosis of the conditional sentence (15) more or less
literally, but adds the adverbial clause at the end of 15b.

TedeuTyoel. G uses TeAeuTaw (“come to an end, die”; see Téhog [“end”]) to
render Y13 (“perish”). Elsewhere in Iob, except at 27.15 (HRCS ), TeAeutdw
translates M (“die”) (9x), as throughout the LXX corpus. G’s choice of
TeAeuTaw emphasizes the blunt finality of the Lord’s decision to withhold
his spirit. Tjen (2010, 55) thinks the use of the future indicative in the
apodosis after the optative in the protasis betrays interference from the
yiqtol Px*.
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néioa odpg. This is a Hebraism that refers to all living things (Gen 7.21) or
all human beings (e.g., Ps 64.3; Esa 40.5). It occurs only here in Iob but
would be immediately familiar to readers of the LXX.

méig 0t Bpotds eig yHv dmededoeTal. Bpotés (“mortal”) is a word of the Greek
poets that G uses—uniquely in the LXX—seventeen times. G adds még
(“every”) to emphasize the inescapability of the will of the deity. The NRSV
adds “all,” but compare “mankind” (NJPS) and “humanity” (Clines 2006,
744). The verb dmépyopa €is (“go away to”) renders W Y (“return to”).
The same equivalence occurs at 1.21, but without prepositions. In the con-
text, “go away to” means “return to” (NETS). Iob’ fear is that he will “go
away to” the earth (7.21), that is, die.

86ev xal émAdody. That is, implicitly, formed by the Lord. This is an addi-
tion to the text by G and Origen placed it under an obelus (+) to indicate
it had no equivalent in the Hebrew text. As Dhorme (1967; followed by
Heater 1982) recognizes, it is an allusion to Gen 3.19, (eig T)v y#jv) €& ﬁg
EMudlng (“[to the earth] from which you were taken”). Genesis 2.7, 8, 15,
use TAdoow so that the allusion seems to include 2.7 (Bratsiotis 1977, 325).
In that case, the allusion is conflated.

34.16
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€l 0¢ ) voubetfj, dxove talta,
gvatilou dwviy prudtwy.

But lest he rebuke you, hear these things;
give ear to a sound of words.

gl 0¢ pn voubetfj. NRSV, NJPS, TNIV, and others disregard the waw that
begins verse 16. G renders it with the adversative conjunction 0¢ (“but”) to
indicate a slight shift. It seems that the contrast is with verse 13: the Lord
sustains all things but he can also be a source of rebuke.

G changes the protasis of the conditional clause (“If ...) into a cau-
tion (“[But] lest ...) by adding the negative particle u. Gerleman, among
others, suggests emending 13'2 (“understanding”) to NN3*2 (“you under-
stand”) (BHS¥*P), but the OG, Tg. Job, and other versions may well be
loosely rendering “And if (there is) understanding (on your part)” (see
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Dhorme 1967, 515; Clines 2006, 749-50). G uses voubetéw for the cognate
verb 1"1 in the hithpael at 37.14; 38.18.

talta. G regularly uses the plural for the singular demonstrative pronouns
1t and NRY (“this”), depending on the context (e.g., 1.22; 2.10; 5.27; 19.26;
37.14).

Py pnudtwy. In Greek the possessive pronoun “my” may be implicit,
“(the sound of) of my words” (so NETS 2006)—see “hear me” (10); this is
explicit in the source text.

34.17
WA RNW VOWN K7 || P'WIN 920 PR ORY

{0e oV TOV pioodvra Gvopa
1 \ 3 A \ A . EINA !
xal Tov SOVt Tobg movnpols dvta aiwviov dlxatov.

Look then at him that hates lawless acts
and destroys the wicked, since he is forever just.

Zi sets out the OG in three lines, so that “since he is forever just” becomes
17c. NETS treats verse 17 as two lines. This simplifies discussion of the
relationship of the OG to its parent text. G rewrites verse 17; see Beer 1897,
217: phantasiert (“fancifies”). The OG has only two points of contact with
the parent text: Tov wioolvta and R1W; dixatov and P*IX. G takes w1am
(“Shall one ... govern”) (17a) with 17b; and the last word of 17b, Y*wan
(“will you condemn”), with verse 18.

{0e ov. The translation is “Look then at (him)” or “Look for yourself at (the
one).” Elious has just said, “Give ear;” that is, use one’s ears, and now G has
Iob look at, use his eyes, in this addition that introduces OG verse 17. G
changes 17 from two rhetorical questions that expect a negative answer
(see HALOT, s.v. “qR” 5.) to an admonition.

ToV puootivta dvopa. G uses dvopa to replace VAWN. A change of some kind
was required after the introduction of 10e ¢0: now “the one who hates” is
the object, not subject as in the source text, of W1aN* (“govern,” NRSV).
G could not have the Lord hating justice; an opposite was required, such
as avoua. That G was motivated by theological reasons in this change (so
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Dhorme 1967, 516) is debatable, given the freedom with which the entire
verse is treated. It is notable that G chooses dvopa—it derives from the
translator’s own ideas—because the choice reveals the translator’s pre-
ferred vocabulary for wrongdoing.

xal ToV GMOvta Todg mownpols. G interprets Wan (“fetter, imprison”; see
40.13 and HALOT, s.v. “Wan” qal 5.) with 80wt (“destroy”), and nicely
coordinates it with Tov woolvta by adding xai and by turning the finite verb
of the parent text into a participle. G adds the direct object ToUg Tovnpots
(“the wicked”), thus constructing with verse 17b a parallel for 17a. It is the
wicked, such as Iob (v. 8), who perform lawless acts.

Svta aiwviov dixatov. G passes over DRJ, that is, the connector waw and the
DR that marks the beginning of a disjunctive question, and uses a par-
ticipial construction to represent the adjective) P"T% “righteous”). The
adjective aiwviov (“eternal”) is an interpretation of '3 (“mighty”). G pre-
serves the asyndeton of the parent text: aiwviov dixatov = 22 P*TX. NETS
understands the circumstantial participle as expressing cause, so “since he
is forever just” (Smyth §§2054, 2056, 2064). The Lord’s treatment of the
wicked stems from a just character. “Forever” means “always,” including
Iob’s time and place.

34.18a-19
5pHa 75m5 ann || [0 b ywn] 18
57 185 PIW 921 891 || DWW 10 RWI 8D WR 19
0o T AwYn

18a Goefns 6 Aéywv Baoilel TTapavoyels,
19 8¢ odx émyoyvvdy mpéowmov évtipou
000¢ oldev T Béaba ddpols
Bavpachijvar mpoowma adTiv.

18a Impious is he who says to a king, “You are acting lawlessly, —
19 he who felt no reticence before a person of worth

nor knows how to accord honor to the prominent

so that their persons be respected.

aoefng 6 Aéywv. G vocalizes IR as AR, the masculine participle with
an article, “the one who says,” rather than MT’s infinitive construct I8
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(“to say”) with the interrogative 1 prefixed, so “Is it fit to say ¢ (ASV™8)
The OG reading of the Hebrew, shared with the Peshitta and Vulgate, is
widely accepted (BHS?P; NRSV). G takes y*Ww1n (“you are guilty [who
says]”) (v. 17b) with verse 18a. Gerleman (BHS%P) notes two manuscripts
read the third singular YW so it is possible, if remotely, that G is follow-
ing a text that read IRD V"W (“the one is guilty who says”). Elious has
in mind Iob as that unspecified person.

Baatel TTapavoyeis. “To a king” repeats the parent text. I see no “sympathy
for the monarchy” in G’s treatment of 18 (contra Gorea 2007, 176). G uses
mapavopéw (“transgress”)—it occurs only here in Iob—to interpret 59753,
a word whose meaning is disputed: HALOT offers “good for nothing” for
the adjective and for 34.18 the more colloquial “neer do well” G’s render-
ing is contextual: in verse 17, the Lord hates lawless acts and now this is
the precise accusation made against the deity (by Iob implicitly, according
to Elious). Iob the accuser is surely impious.

In the source text it is clear that verse 19 concerns the Lord, the king
(18a), who shows no partiality. In the OG, however, it is the impious (18a),
in ad hominem language, who have no respect for those deserving of it,
including the Lord. G replaces 19c¢ in its entirety because it has no place
after the changes made to 19ab. Those changes were made to keep Iob the
focus of attention. G is smoothing out the source text for Greek readers.
At the same time G appears to have some interest in retaining the length
of the verse.

8¢ ol émyoxVvdn mpbowmov évtiyov. Literally, “who was not ashamed at
the face of an honored person” On d¢ see verse 13. G uses ématayvvopat
to represent the Hebrew idiom 08 Kwi (“lift the face of)” i.e., show
respect to; DCH, s.v. “RWI” gal 1b). G employs the same approach, but
with the simplex aioydvw, at 32.21. This lexical choice is unique in the
LXX, where aicxUvw generally renders w13, as at Iob 19.3. Apart from
1. 18.24—where aioyivw (active mood) mpéowmov means “soil the face”
and “face” is understood literally—and patristic commentators (Basil,
Chrysostom), this collocation does not occur in Classical Greek, so it
should be regarded as a LXX neologism, indeed, one for which G may
be responsible. In that case, “face” might be retained in the translation
(so Brenton; LXX.D). Note that G is going to use a synonymous LXX
neologism in verse 19c.
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G uses &vTipog in the singular to render DW, a plural. The word W
has a variety of meanings, including “royal official, commander” or, more
generally, a person of note (see HALOT; NRSV: “noble”). The translation
gvTipog understands W in a most general way. Plato uses &vtipog of people
held in honor (Euthyd. 281c) and Xenophon of people of high rank (Cyr.
8.1.8: édoitwy ... émt tag Bvpag Kipou ol Evtipor abv Tois trmots, [“the nobles
came to Cyrus’s court with their horses” (Miller, LCL)]). The change from
plural to singular is significant; the single “person of worth” is almost cer-
tainly Elious, so Elious intends, “a person of worth, like me.” The impious’s
impudent mistreatment of a king (18) is repeated in Iob’s behavior.

000t oidev Tyumy Béobar &dpols. G adds the verb oidev (“[nor] knows”). With
it G introduces the idea of ignorance: the impious person (Iob) does not
know any better!

G treats 721 as a hiphil, “recognize,” and renders it with the compound
verb Tifnut Tiwny (“accord honor”), a few examples of which are extant
in classical authors such as Homer, Plato, Libanius, and Plutarch. In the
Iliad the goddess Hera addresses Apollo on behalf of Achilles, ei 6% ouny
AxMji “Extopt 8Wcete Ty (“if indeed ye gods will vouchsafe like honour
to Achilles and to Hector” [24.57; Murray, LCL]). Rieu renders the expres-
sion with “had it in mind to value” (Homer 1950, 438). J. Dryden uses
“show respect” in his translation of Plutarch’s Phoc. (17.9.2), a good Eng-
lish equivalent, if less literary than NETS.

The word &dpéc, literally meaning “stout, thick,” is used metaphori-
cally with the meaning “fine, well-grown” (LSJ). NETS uniformly renders
it as “prominent,” “the prominent (ones)” in the plural (2 Rgns 15.18; 3
Rgns 1.9; 4 Rgns 10.6, 11; Tob 29.9; 34.19; Esa 34.7; Ter 5.5). HRCS cite 7
(“[the] poor”) as the equivalent of &dpés in the parent text; Dhorme (1967,
517) and H.-]. Fabry (1978, 216) think G has read 513 (“great”) instead
of 57. Rather, it is more likely that G uses adpés to render YW (“[the]
noble, eminent”; HALOT, s.v. “VWW” I B.) and changes the number from
singular to plural; see ¢’ mAovaiotg (“to the rich”). If the “person of worth”
is Elious, “the prominent (ones)” are likely Elious and the three friends;
OG 19b forms a nice parallel for 19a. G passes over 97 8% (“than the
poor,” NRSV).

bavpachijvar mpdowma adTév. G replaces verse 19¢ of the source text with
this retake on 19a, altered to suit its relationship with 19b. G apparently
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wants to emphasize that certain people—let alone the Lord!—should be
respected. For this restatement G uses favpélw mpéownov (lit. “admire the
face”), presumably to be understood metaphorically, a collocation that first
appears in Greek literature at Gen 19.21 as a translation of D18 Rwi. A
TLG search locates only one occurrence of favpé{w mpéownov outside the
LXX and related materials, and in that case it is used literally of admiring
someone’s face (Chariton, Callihroe, 2.2 [second century CE]). It should
therefore be regarded as a LXX neologism. G has used it already at 13.10;
22.8;32.22.

G’s use of familiar Semitic expressions émataydvopal mpocwmov and
Bavpdlw mpdowmov preserves something of the source text for Jewish read-
ers in a translation that usually aspires to meet the literary expectations of
a Greek environment. That the two expressions occur in such close prox-
imity is striking.

34.20
noh mem N paa || nayn oy wpe
T2 RY AR ON

xeva O¢ avTols amoPnoetal To xexpayéval xal Ogighat avdpds:
EXPNTAVTO Yap TRPAVOULWS
EXXALVOUEVWY AOVVATWY.

But the crying out and begging of a man will prove to be
of no use to them;

for they treated them contrary to the law

when the powerless were being turned aside.

NETS sets up its translation in three lines and the Greek above follows that
arrangement. This is appropriate because elements of OG verse 20b and
20c reflect the Hebrew of 20b and 20c, respectively. Zi joins 20c (above) to
20b so that the OG in his edition has two long lines.

xevd ... avdpés. G again rewrites the source text. G seems to be offering an
expansive interpretation of verse 20a and possibly (20ba) DY WYX (“the
people are shaken,” NRSV), read as a reversal of fortune for the impious
(v. 18; the disrespectful of v. 19) as a group and for Iob in particular: “in a
moment they die, in the middle of the night,” that is, God takes the impi-
ous suddenly in the night and there is no one to help them. G adds the



It’s a Question of Intelligence: Iob 34 227

adversative 8¢ so that verse 20 marks a slight shift. Most notably ¢vdpds
(“of a man”), masculine singular, represents OY and without doubt refers
to Iob! A person like Iob will cry out and beg the Lord but it will be of
no use.

The parallel infinitival constructions T0 xexpayévar xai [10] deioBat
avdpds stand in apposition to xeva (lit. “empty”), a predicate nominative
and subject of amofnoetar (Smyth §1987). The indirect object adTois (“to
them”) appears to refer to the impious. The verb amofaivw, used imperson-
ally in the sense of “turn out to be” is a favorite for G. Once humbled, the
impious should expect no mercy from those they have held in disrespect,
including the Lord (see v. 21).

éxproavto yap mapavdpws. Or, “for they acted lawlessly” G connects verse
20D to 20a with ydp so that 20bc provides the reason for the merciless treat-
ment that will come upon the impious. Verse 20b represents G’s interpreta-
tion of 172Y": G understands 72Y not as “pass away” (NRSV) but as “over-
step, contravene” (HALOT, “32Y” I gal 7), hence “transgress (the law).” The
verb ypaopat (“use [someone or somehow], treat”) is another verb G likes
to employ (also 16.9). NETS adds “them”—it refers to the powerless of 20c,
which is required for the rendering of xpaoupat into English.

mapavépws. “Lawlessly, contrary to the law” (of Moses) is an echo of 18a,
where the impious make the accusation against the king that he is break-
ing the law.

gxxdopévay dduvatwy. There is an echo here of OG 24.4. G paraphrases
verse 20c with this circumstantial participle construction in the genitive
absolute that explains how the impious acted lawlessly (Smyth §2058,
2060). The passive participle éxxAwopévwy (“turned aside”) represents
170 (“they remove”), N0 hiphil, which, indeed, can be understood to
have an indefinite subject and be rendered with a passive verb (GKC
§144g; so NRSV).

G seems to read AN (“the mighty, NRSV) as the participle T2iR
(“one perishing”; so Dhorme 1967, 519) and uses &dtvatog (“powerless”)
to render it. Further, G may have read 7°2 KY as “nothing in (his) hand”;
Beer says ¢ouvatols represents T3 RH (1897, 218). In Iob the powerless
are the poor, but not just the poor, and they are the opposite of the doefeis
(“the impious”) (20.19; 24.4, 22). Iob claims he was a “father of the power-
less” (29.16), a claim Elious implicity refutes.
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34.21-27: Elious’s theodicy, second part

34.21-22
WK 2TT 5P w0 || AR rIYR 5 21
mnde PRI TYR PR || PR SYa ow anond 22

21  adtog yap opatis éoTw Epywy avbpumwy,
AéMnBey 08 adToV 0038V Wy mpdagouaty-

22 0o00% oTat Témog

7ol xpufijvar Tovg motolvTag Ta dvoua-

21 For he is an eyewitness of human deeds,
and nothing of what they do has escaped him,
22 nor will there be a place

to hide for those that do lawless acts.

adtds ... avbpamwy. G follows the source text with its causative particle: yap
(“for”) renders *2, so that verses 21-22 serve to explain why the impious
should not expect mercy (20a).

The expression “his eyes (are) upon” is rendered using the following
elements: the pronoun adtés (“he”), the verb “to be” (éotw), a predicate
noun, opatys (“viewer, eyewitness”), and the genitive case. Only G Iob
uses opatys among LXX translators, here and at 35.13. Its cognate verb is
used in an Alexandrian poem that predates OG Iob. Pseudo-Justin (third-
fourth cemtury CE) cites Pseudo-Orpheus, 000¢ Tig adTov eigopaa buntév,
adtds O¢ ye mavreg 6pétal (“and no one among mortals sees Him, though
He indeed sees everyone” [trans. Holladay; Pseudo-Justin 1996, 104-5; see
also 66-68]). In Eusebius the poem is attributed to Aristobulus (second
century BCE; see Eusebius, Praep. ev., 13.12, and Pseudo-Justin 1996, 66;
129 n. 37).

According to Dhorme (1967, 519), G avoids the anthropomorphism of
“his eyes,” but note that G uses the same elevated language with respect to
wisdom at 28.21 (Orlinsky, 1959, 30:165; 29:237-38). G interprets 0’277
(“ways”) with €pyot (“works, actions, deeds”), a contextual rendering that
has in mind verse 20bc.

AéAnBev 0% adTov 00tV v mpdaoovaw. This, too, is a paraphrase, wherein
the positive assertion of the source text, parallel to 21a, is restated as a
contrastive parallel. This translation technique, whereby a positive state-
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ment is turned into a negative that means the same thing, is called “con-
verse translation”; it is also known from the targumim; see Orlinsky 1959,
29:231-38, cited in Fox 2005, 116 n. 35; Fox refers to articles on this tech-
nique by M. Klein and R. P. Gordon.

G’s treatment of verse 21b represents an interest in stylistic variation.
G paraphrases 1"TY¥ 92 (“all his steps”) with 00d2v dv mpdagouaw (“nothing
of what they do”), a fitting parallel for €pyot (“deeds”) (v. 21a). If anything,
the OG is more comprehensive than the source text: “he sees everything,” a
truism, becomes “nothing, not a thing” escapes the Lord. The verb mpaoow
carries the nuance of not simply “doing” but of practicing (see LS], s.v.
“mpacow,” I1.4 and 5; IV.).

oU0¢ éaTat Témog. Zi prints verse 22 as one long line and NETS 2006 follows
suit. However, the Greek divides nicely into two lines, like BHS; OG 22a is
a paraphrase, as is clear from a comparison of the OG and MT and their
respective translations. G connects verse 22 to 21 with 0¢ and supplies the
verb “to be,” notably in the future tense (é0tat). G makes 22a more inclu-

sive than the source text, since “no place” is a larger domain than “gloom
and darkness”

Tovg motolivrag & Gvopa. This is a Hebraism; see verse 8. The plural parti-
ciple is in the accusative case as the subject of the (purposive) infinitive
o0 xpufijuat (see Smyth §§936 and 2008). G used dvopa (“lawless acts”) at
verse 17. Elious and the friends believe Iob is such a person in spite of the
disclaimer Elious cites (v. 8). This is true also of the source text.

34.23b-24, 25a (source text 23-25)
5y 852 Ty owr wr] || vawna Hr S8 7O 23
Dnnn 0MNR AP || pn 8% 0a0 y1r 24
[1%271 nH 7am] || DAYTAYn P 1A 25

23b 0 yap xUptog mavtag dopd,

24 6 xatalapPhvewy avedpviaota,

&vdokd Te nal Ealoa, v odx EoTv dp1buds-
25a 6 yvwpilwy adTdv T Epya

23b  For the Lord observes all people—
24  he who comprehends inscrutable things,
things both glorious and extraordinary, without number,
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25a he who discloses their workings.

Origen worked mechanically in preparing the Hexapla. The OG of verse
23 is aline shorter in the OG than the Hebrew, so he marked 23a as lacking
a translation in the OG, but he might as well have so marked 23b instead,
for the OG is a translation of neither line. Yet we may note that yap rep-
resents "3 (23a); mavtag likely represents ¥R (“anyone”) (23a); the prefix
éni- (“upon”) of édopdw represents the preposition 99 (23a); and x0piog
renders 98 (“God”) (23b). G uses these elements, perhaps triggered by
"D—which also begins verse 21—to construct a line parallel to verse 21 so
that OG 23b now serves not simply as a restatement of verse 21 but also
as an introduction to the liturgical “he who ..., with its articulated parti-
ciples, in verses 24-25.

G’s treatment of verse 23 makes emphatic Elious’s claim that the Lord
sees all humans and their deeds. G uses édopaw at 21.16; 22.12; 28.24, each
of which is similar to verse 23b.

G read Y7 (“knows”) instead of Y7* (“shatters”; see Beer 1897, 218).
Resh and daleth are easily confused. Since they look alike, G had the
option of reading one or the other. Dhorme (1967, 521) is right that &%
1 (“no inquiry, investigation”) (v. 24a)—combined with reading P 7°—
leads G to 9.10a, where dve§iyviaota (“inscrutable things”) renders 'R
3PN (“beyond understanding,” NRSV). Indeed, G replaces a translation
of (Hebrew) verse 24b with OG 9.10b (so Beer 1897, 218; Dhorme 1967
[“an exact quotation”]; Heater 1982, 115). Further, G models OG 24-25
on 9.5-10 with its articular participles. In turn, at 9.10 G replicated 5.9!
G likes this characterization of the deity that incorporates a doxological
formula.

Elious in OG 24 repeats what had earlier been said by Eliphaz and Iob,
respectively. That is, he confirms what Eliphaz had said and throws back at
Iob what Iob had earlier affirmed. The repetition serves to recall the glori-
ous wisdom of the Lord, surely beyond human understanding. G omitted
24b because its content in the source text made no sense after OG 24a. The
same is true of 25b in the source text, now completely out of place.

6 yvwptlwv. G passes over 137 (“thus;” NRSV) and represents the finite verb
2" (“he knows”) with the articulated participle, “the one who reveals,” to
form a parallel with verse 24 ¢ xatadapBavwy. The use of yvwpilw (“make
known”) to translate 923, here as commonly in the hiphil, “know;’ is unique
in the LXX. G omits 25ba and reads 25bf (3827") with verse 26a.
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adtév Ta gpya. G used épya for “deeds” in verse 21 and one might be
tempted to see adT@V T& €pya as referring to human actions, specifically
those of the impious, as in NETS 2006. Certainly that is the referent in the
source text. However, G replaced verse 24 with a quotation of OG 5.9; 9.10.
Both those passages involve cosmological phenomena. “Their” now refers
to the glorious (cosmological) activities of OG verse 24. The same Lord
who comprehends the workings of the universe surely brings that same
level of scrutiny and understanding to the observation of human life. If we
ask where the “workings” of the universe are revealed, perhaps G has in
mind the creation stories and creation text in Esaiah.

34.26
DPAD D'YWI NNN || DRI 01PN [IRD T 25bf]

goPeoev 0t doefels, dpatol 08 évavtiov adtod,

Now, he extinguished the impious—
but they are visible before him,

The translation of 26b is that of the 2014 NETS revision, with the addition of the
copula verb “are” and its subject “they”

goBeoev Ot doePeic. OG verse 26a represents IRDT D'YWA. The Syriac
also takes IX2T"1 with verse 26. In Iob doef3#s and cognates in 90 percent
of their occurrences represent the root YW; see also 34.8. G shares this
understanding of wickedness as impiety with other LXX translators, espe-
cially in Psalms and elsewhere in the wisdom literature. Note the coinci-
dental homophony in Zoef3ecev (0¢) doefeis.

The use of 0¢ for waw marks a shift in the narrative. G continues with
the third-person singular, that is, with the Lord as subject, representing
IRDT* (“they are crushed”), third plural passive, with the third singular
active, €oPecev (“he [the Lord] extinguished”). Beer 1897, 218, followed by
Dhorme 1967, 521, thinks that cf3éwwuut renders TVT (“be extinguished”),
since the former translates the latter at 18.5, 6; 21.17.

This need not be the case. HRCS mark four of the eight occurrences
of aBévwupt with T (4.10; 16.15; 34.26; 40.12), which indicates that G uses
this verb freely with respect to the source text. At 4.10; 30.8; and 40.12,
G uses it metaphorically, as in verse 26. It seems most likely to me that
G has used oféwwuut to render XIT (“crush”), a verb that is used in Job
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in parallel with X2 piel (“cut off,” “destroy” [6.9]) and 14* hiphil (“tor-
ment”) (19.2).

G passes over both NN (“for;” NRSV, but meaning uncertain) and
0paD (“he strikes them,” NRSV). pAd means “slap, chastise” (BDB) and
DpAD, in spite of being third-person singular, is not likely a candidate for
the source of éofecev. Finally, it should be noted that Zsfecey means much
the same as “he handed them over to darkness” at OG 24.14.

bpatol 0 évavtiov adtol. This is G’s paraphrase of D'R7 01PN, literally,
“in a place of seeing ones,” glossed as “while others look on” (NRSV).
In the Hebrew God punishes the wicked while others look on. However,
6patol (“visible”) represents D'R7 (“seeing”), but understood in a passive
sense, “seen”; its antecedent is ¢oefels (“[the] impious”). The word épatol
recalls its obverse, opatns (“one that views”) (21a): the Lord “views, wit-
nesses” while humans are “the viewed, the visible” Their misdeeds do
not escape his observation. The phrase évavtiov adTtol seems to represent
DIpR3 (“in a place”) but as seen strictly from the deity’s point of view,
“before him?” In Iob everything takes place before the Lord. Nothing is
hidden from his sight.

How 6patol 0¢ évavtiov adtol is to be understood depends in part on
how 0¢ is taken. Does it retain an adversative nuance? If so, then we can
render this verbless clause as “but (they are) visible before him,” that is,
“but they remain visible,” which may be taken to mean that the Lord “extin-
guished” the impious but, nevertheless, they remain visible before him in
the realm of the dead—he is the Lord, after all, and even sees what lies
in death, beyond our view. This understanding of the OG may be shared
by LXX.D, which translates, “und sichtbar sind sie vor ihm” adding the
copulative verb, present tense, “(they) are” Rather than “und” (LXX.D),
0¢ usually indicates some kind of slight shift, in this case between 26b and
26a. There is some type of contrast between the two lines: the impious are
extinguished but even then do not escape from the Lord’s examining eye;
see Ps 138.8.

NETS 2006 rendered 26b with, “yes, they were in plain view before
him.” This understands 26b to have a connection with 21b-22. This con-
nection need not require the past tense (“were”) rather than the present
(“are”), if 26b states a general truth, but the former intimates that their
punishment followed the Lord’s clear observation of the wrongdoings
of the impious. This interpretation of 26b seems to be what we have in
Brenton’s “for they are seen before him,” which carries both the notion of
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general truth and the Lord’s observation of the behavior of the impious as
the explicit reason (“for”) why the Lord extinguished them.

The difficulty of making sense of verse 26b is apparent in the various
textual corruptions that later took place. The O and L groups add “ene-
mies” to the line and Lucianic witnesses L [IT Arm add a verb, eyevovto. The
result is “but visible before enemies”; “and they became visible before their
enemies”; and “but enemies visible before him” See Ziegler’s apparatus.
These corruptions represent early attempts at clarification.

34.27
TINRA 170 13 5 WK || Dawn &S 1377 5

|44 b 14 b 14 fod
871 &éxhvay éx vépov Beol,
dueccopata 08 adtol olx Eméyvwony

because they turned aside from God’s law
and his requirements they did not recognize.

1. G renders the phrase ]2 59 WK (“because”) simply, with the causative
6t1, a saving of two words.

gx vépov Beoll. This is a notable interpretation of "INRA (“from after him”).
For G to “turn aside from following him” means to turn aside “from God’s
law;” that is, from the law of Moses, the benchmark of all wrongdoing in
Hellenistic Judaism, G’s audience. See the references to law in OG 8b, 17b,
18a, 20b, 22, 37. G makes clear the reason God “extinguished” the impious
in the past (26a).

diauwpate ... odx éméyvwoay. G uses Ocarpate (“requirements,” “ordi-
nances,” Brenton; “regles du droit” Cadell 1995, 220) to interpret 1"2737 55
(“all his [the Lord’s] ways”). The word dxaiwpa occurs only here in Iob, and
only here in the LXX does it represent 737 (“way”). The lines are synony-
mously parallel as in the source text, so “his requirements” = “the require-
ments of God’s law.” G narrows the focus from the general in the source text
(“from following him”; “his ways”) to the specific in both lines of the trans-
lation. G uses émywwoxw (“recognize” LS]) to render 5w hiphil (“ander-
stand, comprehend” HALOT). This equivalence too is unique in the LXX.
With it G clarifies the source text for readers. It was not that the impious
failed to understand the law; rather, they refused to take it to heart.
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34.34-37: Conclusion

34.34
"5 R 235 Wi || 0an A ynw

016 guvetol xapdiag époliow Talta,
awp 0t 00ds GxNKoEV [ov TO pjua.

So, the intelligent of heart will say these things,
and a wise man will have grasped what I said.

Pope characterizes the Hebrew text of verses 28-33 as “replete with diffi-
culties” (1965, 259). G omits these verses—in the source text they continue
Elious’s defense of God—and skips to the conclusion of Elious’s speech,
neatly joining verse 34 to verse 27 with the addition of 016 (“s0”), thus
recalling the opening of Elious’s address at verse 10, where 016 (cuverol
xapolag) renders 135 (“therefore”). In verse 34 the OG looks back, whereas
the source text looks ahead, to verse 35.

ouvetol xapdias ... Tadra. G repeats the translation made at verse 10: see
the discussion there. Though not explicitly stated either here or in verse
10, Elious is one of the “intelligent of heart” G replaces *> (“to me”) with
“these things,” that is, the things that Elious has said, thus changing entirely
the focus of the text.

awmp ... pov o pijua. G reads PNV as gal third-person mascular singular—
MT vocalizes it as a participle (V7W)—and represents it with the perfect
axnxoey, so NETS “will have grasped” (see Smyth §1950). This transla-
tion takes the reader back to what Elious has said to this point. Again "9
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is replaced, with 70 pijua pov (“what I said”), a parallel for Talita (“these
things”). Like “these things,” T0 pfjua pov refers to what Elious has said
about the Lord’s justness and the impiety of a person who accuses the Lord
of acting lawlessly (18). “A wise man” will have grasped the truth of Elious’s
remarks. If Iob is such a person, he will acquiesce.

34.35
227 npTa &Y ark || owna &S vham

Twf ¢ odx év cuvéoel EAdAnaey,
T 08 pYpate adTol odx €v EmaTHY.

But Iob did not speak with intelligence,
and his words were without knowledge.

TP 02 ox ... EAdAnoev. G adds 0¢ (“but”). This little word sets up a con-
trast between what the “intelligent of heart” and “a wise man” would say
(34)—represented by Elious—and what Iob has said. In the OG verse 35
is no longer a direct quotation of Job’s remarks, as in the source text (see
NRSV). Rather, it is Elious’s negative assessment of what Iob has said.

G uses obveats (“intelligence”) to render NYT (“knowledge”), as at 15.2;
21.22; 33.3. Note the cognate adjective guvetol at verse 34: Iob is doubly
unintelligent for he neither belongs to the group of the intelligent nor does
he speak with intelligence! G either reads 927" as a preterit or deliberately
chooses the aorist for the imperfective aspect, so that éraAncev (“did [not]
speak”) looks back to Iob’s speeches.

gv émotuy. G follows the source text in rendering 35b as a verbless clause.
NETS supplies “were”; the NRSV supplies “are” G represents 9°2Wi1, the
hiphil infinitive construct of 53W, so “insight, cleverness” (HALOT), with
the noun émomiun (“knowledge”) a synonym of givegig (35a). It is the
Lord who teaches gdveaw xal émotnuny (“understanding and knowledge”)
(21.22). According to Elious, Iob does not possess such knowledge.

34.36-37
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36 ob w) ot aMa pade, Tap,

wy) 08¢ ET1 dvTamdxplo Gomep ol ddpoves,
37 v w) mpoaBiuey b’ apaptials v,
qvopia 08 &b’ Nuiv Aoyiobnoeta

moMa AaobvTwy pHuata évavtiov xupliov.

36 Nonetheless, learn O Iob!

No longer give a response as fools do,

37 lest we add to our sins

and lawlessness be reckoned against us,
while speaking many words before the Lord”

G makes major changes to the content of the source text. Rather than
speaking of Job in the third-person, Elious admonishes Iob directly, main-
taining the focus on the interaction between the two of them. At the same
time, G has Elious include the other friends as possible objects of divine
displeasure, given Iob’s determination to speak as a fool.

ob ... TwP. G replaces the wish 21X 112 "aR (“would that Job were tried
[or tested]”) in the parent text with pabe I (“learn, O Iob”), an impera-
tive and a vocative of address. Has G interpreted the source text to mean
that Job should learn from his testing? No, presumably the point is that Iob
is to learn from Elious.

Dhorme conjectures that o0 pnv 0¢ é&M& (“nonetheless”) indicates
the parent text had 53R (1967, 527), which means “but, however” in later
books like Daniel; it does not, however, occur in Job. G likes the heavy
collocation of particles o0 pn 0¢ ¢GAé& and adds it to the text of Iob several
times (12.6a; 21.17a; 27.7a; see 2.5). Dhorme weakens an already weak
case by supposing that G read "2 (“understand”) instead of 12’ (1967,
527). What about the omission of M3 TV (“to the limit”) and G’s treatment
of verse 36b in the source text? Contra Dhorme, G is recasting the text, as
is often the case.

w) 06 &mt dvramdxpiow. G changes the subordinate clause of the source text,
nawn 5y, into a prohibition addressed to Iob, a parallel for 36a but in the
negative. This is another example of Gs use of the stylistic device called “con-
verse translation”; see verse 21. With the addition of &tt, G has Elious accuse
Iob of speaking like a fool up until now. Dhorme (1967, 527) suggests that
G read 58 2wn (“do not answer” see HALOT, s.v. “2W” hiphil 5.) rather
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than nawn 5 (literally “against the answers,” i.e., “because he responds,’
HALOT s.v. “N2wn”); and this makes sense: the two look and sound simi-
lar. The suggestion does not require that the source text had such a reading.

G uses the compound verb didwut Gvtaméxpiow (“give an answer”; see
LSJ, s.v. “0idwwt” 1.5) to represent the elliptical (727) 2'Wn, as at 13.22.
What was Iob responding to? Elious likely has in mind the traditional
teaching about suffering as espoused by the friends.

@omep of ddpoves. Gerleman notes that a few Hebrew manuscripts have
the particle -3 instead of the prepostion ()& *WiR)2 (“among [people of
iniquity]”; BHS®?). G may be following such a witness, but one cannot be
certain. The phrase ol &dpoveg (“the fools”) is an interpretation of IR "WIR
suitable for the context: “the fools” is the opposite of the codol (“wise”) (v.
2) and guvetot xapdiag (“wise of heart”) (vv. 10, 34). G used Ta dvopa (“law-
less acts”) for PR (“evil”) at verses 8, 22 (cf. NRSV), but in 36b the transla-
tion must relate to G’s uabe (“learn”) in the previous line.

e pn mpoaBiipey éd’ apaptias Hudv. In verse 37 G continues with Elious’s
direct speech to Iob, changing the meaning completely, as Dhorme notes
(1967, 528). G disregards *2 (“for”), which, in the source text, subordinates
verse 37 to 36b. Since in 36 Elious addresses Iob in the second-person, we
might expect G to change the third-person of the parent text to second
again but, no, in 37 Elious speaks in the first-person plural, “we ... our ...
us” G may have made this adjustment on the basis of 1332 (“among us”).
G uses mpooTifyut to render 70" hiphil as generally in Iob (e.g., 20.9; 27.1)
and elsewhere in the LXX.

The OG is ambiguous: By “we,” does G mean Elious and Iob, or does G
intend to include all five of the disputants? It seems likely that “we ... our”
includes all of them, but surely Elious is speaking diplomatically or, more
accurately, tongue-in-cheek because it is not the understanding of Elious
and the three friends that is on trial. In their view, it is only Iob who is a
sinner; only Iob is guilty of lawlessness.

dvopia 0t &9’ Nuiv Aoywodioetar. G (and Pesh) reads ywa (“rebellion,
NRSV) with verse 37b. This sets in motion dramatic changes to the read-
ing of the source text. The word dvouia renders w3, as at 7.21; 8.4; 13.23
(probably); 14.17. In Iob transgression is lawlessness; in fact, all wrongdo-
ing qualifies as lawlessness.
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G seems to read *P19D as PAD V (“abound, be abundant; multiply,”
DCHj see the by-form pa ITin HALOT). It may be that G intends an echo
of 31.28 with the choice of Aoyi{opat. There Iob says, if he has been guilty
of narcissism, qvopia % peyloty Aoytodely (“may (this too) be reckoned to
me as the greatest lawlessness”). These are the only two occurrences of
Aoyilopat in Iob. This verb and its cognates belong to the world of finan-
cial services, accounting and such like. Elious warns Iob about continuing
along the course he has taken so far, a foolish choice (36).

G represents 133'2 (“among us”) with é¢’ Nuiv (“against us”). This
understanding of the preposition -2 in the source text is almost required
following the use of Aoyilopat. “Against us” may be facetious but, at the
same time, Elious is pressuring Iob with a caution that Iob’s “position” may
adversely affect all of them. If this suggestion is correct, the OG is a free
translation of P19D" that recalls an earlier passage.

moMa AaAotvtwy puata. G paraphrases verse 37ca with this circumstan-
tial participle and its direct object moMa puata (“many words”). Notably
the OG includes “us” among the too talkative; compare the source text
"IAR 27" (“he [Job] multiplies his words”). The offense takes place in
the course of or while speaking too many words (Smyth §2070): see, for
example, verse 18. Elious’s point seems to be that too much talk can result
in careless talk (see 6.4). In wisdom literature proper speech occupies an
important place.

gvavtiov Tol xuplov. G uses this phrase to represent 989 (“toward God”),
usually understood in a hostile sense, “against God” (BDB s.v. “4?1.d; so
NRSV and NJPS; JB: “heaping abuse on God”). The same translation of
the preposition 9 is used at 8.4. x0piog renders &, as throughout Tob. The
OG can be rendered the same as the source text, so “against the Lord” (9.4;
15.25, 26), but this seems the less likely because the friends have not, in
Elious’s view, been speaking in opposition to the Lord.

Summary

G’s treatment of chapter 34 is remarkable for the extent of the editing of
the parent text by abbreviation, intratextual replacements, interpretation,
and basic changes of meaning. These characteristics of its treatment by G
mean that the summary for 34 is far more extensive than is usually true in
the commentary. As translation, OG Iob reflects a flexible approach (see
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Fox 2005, 95-96) to the source text in verse after verse. The result of G’s
work is a seamless whole that reflects an over-all approach to the speech,
intended to keep the focus on Elious and Iob.

The source text is abbreviated by omitting verses 3-4, 6b-7—both
pieces because their subject matter differs from the context; 18b, 23a, 25b
and, in their entirety, verses 28-33. In fact, the situation is more compli-
cated than the asterisk tradition indicates: G joins 6bf3 to 8, so not all of 6b
is omitted; the two lines of 11 are collapsed into one (Origen marked 11b
with an asterisk); G replaces verse 23 with a one-line restatement of 21. G’s
abbreviation represents 32 percent of the source text, more than that of
chapter 33 (19 percent), but less than that of chapters 36-37 (49 percent).

On the other hand, there are many small additions, often only a word,
that consistently change the meaning and direction of the source text.
Here is a list: + €xaaTog (v. 11a) makes explicit the application to Iob; + oiy
(v. 12a) is a rhetorical device that directs the question to Iob; + yap makes
verses 14-15 examples of the Lord’s sustaining; + még (v. 15a) emphasizes
inclusivity; + 66ev xat émAaady (v. 15b) provides an allusion to the creation
story in Genesis (3.19); + un (v. 16a) changes the clause from a protasis to a
caution; + i0¢ g0 (v. 17a), another rhetorical device, solicits Iob’s attention;
+ Tobg mownpols (v. 17b) provides a parallel for “lawless acts” (v. 17a); +
0idev (“[nor] knows”) (19b) introduces the idea of ignorance; + ydp (v. 20b)
makes verse 20b the cause of the assertion in 20a; + 016 turns verse 34 into
a conclusion whereas the source text looks ahead; + dtt (v. 36b) limits the
chiding of Iob to what he has said so far; Iob can change. Perhaps here is
the place to mention the use of 7§ (“or”) in place of “and” or “but” at verses
8b and 12b so that each verse in the OG sets forth alternatives.

G replaces a translation of the parent text at verses 23 and 24: G omits
all of 23 and, as just noted, puts in its place a summary of 21 to introduce
what follows; G replaces a translation of verse 24b with the OG of 9.10b
and models verses 24-25 on the participial constructions in 9.5-10. G
rewrites the content of verse 17 almost entirely.

Elious’s speech is interpreted by G. Nowhere is this clearer than in
verse 27a, where the impious like Iob are said to be guilty of turning aside
from “God’s law;” the law of Moses. But there are numerous other exam-
ples of Gs placing an interpretation upon the source text. In verse 6a it is
not now a question of Iob being “counted a liar” (NRSV) but of the Lord
who has lied to Iob; OG 10bc refers to Elious, not the Lord; verse 11a now
contains Elious’s contradiction of Iob’s claim; verse 13 refers to creation,
past and present; G brings divine displeasure to bear on Iob in verse 16a;
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verse 19a and 19bc now appear to refer to Elious and the three friends,
respectively; verse 20a is a clever interpretation that understands Iob as
one of the impious.

G smoothens the text for the target readers by continuing rather than
changing persons of verbs or by making such changes to suit an under-
standing placed upon the text as a whole: third-person to first (v. 8); third
singular to second (v. 9a); third plural to third singular (v. 25bf); third
singular to first plural (v. 37a). G divides the source text differently than
BHS: see 17 || 18; 37a || 37b.

G’s treatment of verses 34-37 is especially notable. The addition of 64
turns verse 34 into a retrospective conclusion and nicely attaches verse 37
to 27. G then makes verse 35 into Elious’s own assessment of what Iob has
said so far rather than that of “the wise” in the source text (34). Next, verse
36 is changed into a direct address to Iob; in the same verse “people of
iniquity” is interpreted as “fools.” Finally, G has verse 37 continue Elious’s
direct address to Iob. All this strikes the reader as the work of a skillful
editor, who comes to the text with an understanding of what the text
should say for its audience.

There are several examples of Hebraisms and neologisms in chapter
34; for example, peta molobvTwy T& Gvopa (v. 8b = MT 8a; 22); o adpf (v.
15a); odx ématoyvvdy (v. 19a); Bavpachijval mpéowma (v. 19¢). While intro-
ducing a strangeness of expression for readers of good Greek, this same
strangeness preserves a certain familiarity for Semitic readers who knew
the LXX generally and the phraseology of its underlying source language.
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Outline

Humans are asked whether they speak uprightly, in light of evidence to
the contrary (2-3). Sinners are aliens and liars (4), unable and unwilling
to listen (5-6). But divine vengeance has disarmed them (7, 9b) so that,
weakened before God’s bow, they disappear like ebbing water (8) and melt-
ing wax (9a). The righteous will prosper (11). Therefore God exists (12).

Commentary

57.1
Dnan 1Y nnwn 5K neanb
Ei¢ 70 Téhog- un dtadBeipys- 16 Aauid i oTyhoypadiav.
Regarding completion. Do Not Destroy. Pertaining to Dauid. For
a stele inscription.

Eig 7 Té)og. The placement of M2anY at the start of a superscription, as
well as its association with supervision of temple activities in Ezra and
Chronicles, suggest the translation “to the leader” G, however, associated
consonantal MRINY with N¥1H (“forever”). If Tého¢ means “end, outcome,
completion,” and eig Téhog “in the end, in the long run” (LSJ]), then one
might be led to suppose that €ig T0 Télog refers to a specified end, but of
what is not clear, nor will it have been of concern to the translator. G con-
sistently wrote &ig TéAog for nR15 (14x), and eic T TéAog for MRING (55x, all
in superscriptions). Hence the 13 morpheme appears to have triggered the
Greek article. One might wonder whether G read neand as N¥I nY; 10?, a
fuller form of the inseparable preposition ‘?, does not occur in Psalms, so
one cannot check how G handled this item elsewhere (unlike 1Di7 which
G readily recognized as alternative for D717 [“for them”]). By analogy, 123
(11[10].2) and 132 (29(28].6; 58[57].5, 8, 9, 10; 61[60].7, etc.) do occur
in the Psalter, and G recognized them as alternatives for 3 and 2 respec-
tively, but did not mark them as such by articulating the objects of their
Greek equivalents. One suspects, then, that G read M35 and produced
what Flashar called a Verlegenheitsiibersetzung (1912, 94), writing TéAog for
nxJ, ei¢ for b, and 76 to account quantitatively for the 7 morpheme. If so,
G’s equivalent reflects an item-for-item modus operandi rather than, for
example, an eschatological interpretation of the psalm (contra Rosel 2001,
138; for a full treatment see Ausloos 2006).
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76 Aaud. NRSV’s vague “Of David” does not specify whether the Hebrew
preposition indicates authorship (“by”: e.g., Hab 3.1; Ezek 27.3; 30.3) or
topic (“regarding”: e.g., MT Jer 23.9; 46.2, 13; 48.1; 49.17, 23, 28). Had
G wanted to express the former, he could have written ol Aautd, as did
Aquila (Field 1964, 184). The genitive also appears in the transmission his-
tory of the Greek Psalter, but G consistently used the dative (so Pietersma,
who argues that the six occurrences of Tol Aautd in Rahlfs’s text are sec-
ondary [1980, 213-26; 2001, 103-4]). Given that the dative is his default
rendering, its occurrence here need not imply that G had a specific episode
from David’s life in mind.

eic aTyAoypadiav. Like its Hebrew counterpart, atnAoypadia occurs only in
the titles of six psalms (15, 55-59). The Supplement to LS]J cites what other-
wise appears to be the oldest attestation of the word, in a Greek inscription
(IG 9[2].13.4, 14a3) from the first century AD. One need not conclude,
however, that G was the first to use the word, since the noun onAoypadds
(“inscriber”) is known from an inscription dated to the fourth century
BCE and the verb otyhoypadéw (“inscribe”) from inscriptions of the third
and second centuries BCE, and otyhoypadia is easily formed from these.
More difficult to answer is the question why G so interpreted ©N2n, the
meaning of which was already unknown to Aquila and Symmachus and
remains obscure to this day. Pietersma (2010, 524-25) has suggested that
G’s determination to translate a word he did not understand led him to
construe DN2 as AN (“write”), hence ypadia (“writing”), to which he
added atnho- to account quantitatively for the preformative 1, on the anal-
ogy of ei¢ TO Téhog for M¥IY. Evidence for such “etymologizing” is not hard
to find elsewhere in Psalms (e.g., év Tois meptdoimolg gov for TN in
20.13). One wonders, however, why G would opt for ctyAo- to fill the slot.
Since dtadBeipw is found in a Greek inscription (dated 175-171 BCE) with
reference to “the ‘breaking’ of a stone—éav twa Uy} Aifov diadBeipnt xata
™ épyaciav 6 THs Oéoews épywuns” (MM, 157), one might speculate that
G’s interpretation of DN21 was informed by the adjacent “Do not destroy;’
which he may then have construed as a warning not to corrupt the text, or
possibly not to break the stele on which he supposed it was once written.
Such speculation yields little fruit, however, because it cannot be demon-
strated that G intended pn dadBeipns to be interpreted in such a manner,
since dtadBeipw is his standard equivalent for NTW. Nor can such an inter-
pretation explain the first occurrence of atyloypadia, in the superscrip-
tion of Ps 15, which lacks w) diadBeipng.
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57.2
DIR 12 705WN DMWY || 730 PR O9R DINN

Ei aAnféis dpa dixatoohvyy Aadelite;
evleia xplvete, ol viol TGV avBpwmwy;

Do you then truly speak righteousness?
Do you judge fairly, O sons of men?

Ei dAnbé. G frequently handled the f-interrogative contextually; where a
question expects the answer “No,” he wrote un, whether or not the Hebrew
had a corresponding negative particle (29.10; 49.13; 76.8; 77.19, 20; 84.6;
87.11, 12, 13; 93.20). The resulting nuance would have suited the current
context rather well: “Surely you do not speak righteousness, (do you)?”
Instead G opted for i, leading all the daughter versions to translate the first
clause as a protasis to the second. Hartley (2001, 99) has done the same (“If
you truly speak righteousness, judge rightly, O you sons of Men”), and
Hossfeld and Zenger (2005, 83), too, construe the Greek as a condition.
It is not surprising that the Greek text should so be read in its reception
history, but it is a mistake to suppose that G would have intended such a
reading: Rahlfs supplied a note to clarify, first, that i translates not the
conditional particle DR, but the interrogative particle i1, and second, that
xplveTe is not imperative but indicative, since it translates a Hebrew yigtol.
Rahlfs ends the line with a question mark, thus assuming that i can mark
a direct question in Greek. A similar instance of i to introduce a direct
question is found in 72.11, there not for 1 but for W “Is there knowledge
in the Most High?” (NETS). It is perhaps an extension of the use of &i
to introduce indirect questions (“Tell me whether ...”; see Smyth §2671).
Third Reigns 8.27 and its parallel, 2 Suppl 6.18, likewise have ei aAnbé for
DIARM. Like its Hebrew counterpart, dAnbéc occurs only here in the Psal-
ter. G’s default use of @Anfeia for NIMIR (21x out of 22) likely triggered his
choice of ¢\n0ds for DINR here.

&pat ... of viot Té Gvbpcymawyv. MT’s DR is generally associated with DR I
(“to be dumb,” HALOT; hence Aquila’s ¢AaAia), but how does one speak
(7M27N) mutely? Commentators typically emend to D& (“gods”) con-
strued as a vocative and referring either to human judges (Ridderbos 1958,
2:126; Day 2002, 169-71) or to heavenly beings responsible for justice on
earth (Goldingay 2007, 2:202-4). G’s choice of inferential &pa (not to be
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confused with interrogative dpe) suggests that he read D98 (“on the other
hand”). Both 0% and dpa are grammatical particles which one would not
expect to appear in an opening verse since they presuppose preceding dis-
course. If DY is not a vocative, then to whom is the verse addressed? As
a consequence of G’s choice, DR 11 is the only candidate. The effect is to
alter the profile of the psalm from a complaint against judicial authorities
to a litany against humanity.

57.3
1oYan D™ oAn PARa || pdyan nhy 251 ar

xal yap év xapdia dvoplas épydleabe év Tf i,
adwlay al xelpeg V&Y CUUTAEXOUTY.

Indeed, in the heart you devise acts of lawlessness on the earth;
injustice your hands braid.

xal yap. In the Hebrew psalm gR (“in fact”) marks what follows as the
answer to the question of verse 2; xatl yap (“indeed”) translates eight of
twenty-three occurrences of X and fourteen of thirty-five instances of D4
(“als0”) in Psalms. Following a suggestion made by his teacher Barthélemy,
Venetz (1974, 80-84) has touted the latter equation as evidence for recen-
sional activity analogous to kaige, but unconvincingly (see Munnich 1983,
77-78; Olofsson 1997, 204). The phrase xai yap had become a formula well
before the LXX was produced, attested, for example, in Xenophon (Smyth,
§2813-15).

avoplag. G’s use of avopla (“lawlessness”) to translate a variety of words for
sinful activity (ﬂt71}7, (%A 5pvha, i, YwA, and Ipw) levels the diversity
of the Hebrew and more generally reflects the prevalence of vou- (law-
related) words in the Greek Psalter (for which see especially Olofsson 2001;
Austermann 2003). A number of manuscripts have the singular avopiav,
doubtless a secondary adjustment (since one would not expect a plural
abstract “lawlessnesses”). The plural matches the Hebrew and may be read
as distributive (so NETS). According to Hossfeld and Zenger the Greek
“emphasizes not so much the voluntary acts of the heart as the active doing
of lawlessness” (2005, 83). But since G uses his standard equivalent, such
an argument cannot be made for the text-as-produced.
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&duciav ai xelpes dudv cupmiéxovaty. MT points DNAM as construct and
110980 as second-person masculine plural: “you clear a way for the vio-
lence of your hands” But G read ©NN as absolute and construed the
verb as third-person feminine plural (i.e., J999m, according to Mozley
1905, 95), with D37 as subject. That G understood the meaning of the
Hebrew verb is clear from his choice of 6domotéw in 77.50: “He made a
path for his wrath” But here, needing an activity of the hands, he opted for
cupmAéxw (“twist together, braid”), which occurs only here in the Psalter
(cf. mepimAéxw in 49.19; 118.61). Its metaphorical sense is also attested
in nontranslation Greek literature (LSJ). By construing D2*7" as subject
rather than object, and the verb as third-person rather than second-
person plural, G stopped short of producing a Greek idiom for intimacy
(oupmAéxw T Tag xeipag [“join hands with someone”]), and instead con-
ceived injustice as a handicraft.

57.4
ard *27 jvaN YN || onn oYW

amMotplwbnoay of auaptwiol aTo unTpas,
¢mhavBnoay amd yaotpés, EraAnoay Peldon.

Sinners were estranged from the womb;
they erred from the belly; they spoke lies.

amnMotpiabnoay ... dmd witpag. The passive voice may indicate that G read
the niphal (3713, by dittography of preceding 1) rather than the gal (MT)
of . To the Greek reader the passive verbal phrase amnMotpiadyoay amé
might suggest (surgical) removal from the womb (if amé were construed
spatially; see LSJ), or abandonment since birth (if ¢mé were understood
temporally). It is unlikely that G intended either interpretation, however,
since the semantic component which amaAotpiow shares with 71 is that of
estrangement or alienation, with a nuance of hostility.

gLaAnoay Pebdy. MT has two parallel clauses, but, reading 1727 rather than
MT’s 27, G produced a third indicative clause. As Rahlfs notes, Je0dy
(“lies”) could be accented as the neuter plural form of either the adjective
Yeudvs (Yevd?)) or the noun Pelidog (Yevon). Both the adjective and the
noun occur in Psalms as equivalents for 212 (“falsehood, lies”).
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57.5-6
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Bupds adTols xata ™Y bpolwaty Tol Sdews,
woel domidos xwdijs xal Buodans T dta adtij,
#Tis 0Ux eloaxoloeTal bwviy EMaddvTwy
dapuaxov Te dappaxevopévov mapa godod.

They have wrath in the likeness of the snake,

like an adder, deaf and plugging its ears,

which will not listen to a voice of enchanters,

nor of a charm being administered by a wise man.

Bupds. Hebrew NmmM can mean either “heat,” or “poison, venom” of animals,
or “wrath” In 139.4 G opted for “venom” in the phrase id¢ domidwv (“venom
of vipers”), aided no doubt by the accompanying phrase “under their lips.”
Here one might have expected him to do the same, but he opted for the
meaning “wrath” and chose Ouuds, perhaps because it refers in the first
instance to the sinners (a07oic). G was not the first to make such a choice.
A similar passage in Deut 32.33 has fupdg twice, once for 7M1 (“venom”
and once for WRA (“poison”): “their wine is the wrath of dragons, and the
wrath of asps beyond cure” (NETS). MT’s NN 2° is not represented in
LXX, due perhaps to haplography of nn-.

xwdfic xal Puodarg. In the Hebrew the wicked are compared to “the deaf
adder that stops its ear” If one presumes that his Vorlage was consonan-
tally identical to MT, G may have inserted xai to clarify that a comparison
is being made to a snake that is not only unable (xw#s) but also unwill-
ing (Buolans & wte adtijc) to hear. Certainly verse 6 suggests unwilling-
ness, since G opted for eicaxovw, which has the nuance of heeding and
responding to what is heard (L&N §24.60; Cox 1981, 251-58). A simpler
explanation, however, is that G was operating from a parent text slightly
different from MT: reading DUX1 in place of DUR’ and construing it as a
participle functioning as an additional attributive adjective, he wrote xai
Buoveng.

¢ @t adtijs. G opted for the plural despite the singular of the Hebrew. In
fact only here out of twenty-two occurrences of JTX did he deviate from the
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number of the source text, possibly because of the indirect plural referent
with which the verse begins.

dapuaxov Te Papuaxevopévov mapa godol. G understood the Hebrew
phrase to function as an additional genitive of 91 and thus cast it as a
genitive, inserting Te to mark it as coordinate to émadévtwy. However,
where MT has a pual participle (“skilled, expert”), G read D2M1 as a N
prepositional phrase, D21, and wrote mapa godol (“by a wise man”).
Reading 920 (“charm”) for MT’s 92in (“enchanter”), he opted for
dapuaxov. Then, at pains to preserve the repetition of the Hebrew, and
needing a passive verbal form for its agent mapa godo¥, he turned 032N
into ¢apuaxevopévou.

57.7
I PRI a2 Mynbn a1 1w 0 0TOR

6 Bedg quvéTprey Tolg 606vTag adTEY v &) oToUATL adTEY,
Tag LOAas TEY Aedvtwy guvéblacey xlpiog.

God crushed their teeth in their mouth;
the molars of lions the Lord shattered!

6 Beos cuvétprley ... cuvébhacey xlplog. In MT verse 7 begins a modal
sequence that extends at least to the end of verse 9 and possibly to the
end of the psalm. The vocatives D9 and 171" are, however, unmarked,
and the imperatives are consonantally indistinguishable from perfects. G
therefore stayed in the indicative, invariably using aorists for what he read
as perfects, and futures for what he read as imperfects. The effect is to recast
the divine response from a plea for action to reported action. Aquila, how-
ever, has the imperative: éxpi{waov, xUpte (“Root out, Lord”; Field 1964,
185). G handled ©771 (“break down, destroy”) contextually, using xafatpéw
(“take down”) in 10.3 and 27.5, but cuvtpiPfw (“crush’—more appropriate
for removing teeth) here. The verb cuvtpifw is his default equivalent for
the Hebrew 72w (“break”) and translates ©377 only here in Psalms. The
result is a Greek text identical to 3.8: 80évtas auaptwAéy cuvétpnpag (“the
teeth of sinners you shattered”). G uses cuvbAdw (“shatter”) to translate
PNI (“tear down, smash”) only here in Psalms; he used xabaipéw in 51.7
and again for its by-form Wniin 9.7.
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Todg 606vTag abTdY ... Tag wilag T@v Aebvtwy. Hebrew ') refers specifi-
cally to the young lion able to hunt food for himself and distinguishable
by his mane (HALOT). In 16.12 (of young lions in hiding) and 103.21
(of dependent young lions) G translated it with oxOuvog (“whelp”), but
here, as in 34.17 and 90.13, he opted for the general label Aéwv. Hebrew
mynon refers properly to the jawbone (HALOT), though Dahood sug-
gested “fangs” (1955, 300-303). Here, perhaps guessing its meaning from
the parallel d06vtag (“teeth”), G chose pddag (“molars”), which also shares
the first two consonants of its Hebrew counterpart. The semantic distinc-
tion between the two Greek nouns is clear from Pss. Sol. 13.3: “Evil wild
animals rushed upon them; with their teeth [6doUow] they tore their flesh,
and with their molars [w0Aaic] they crushed their bones” (NETS). While
breaking their “fangs” (NRSV) would render lions unable to capture their
prey, crushing their molars would leave them unable to eat it; either way
they would soon perish of starvation.

57.8
H5RM N3 8N 7T || 115 12530 0N 1 R

ggoudevawbioovtal ws U0wp Stamopeubpevov-
évrevel 10 T6Eov abTol, Ewg o dabevraouaty.

They shall vanish like water that flows through;
he will bend his bow until they become weak.

g Hdwp diamopeubuevov. Evidently reading 1957 as a relative clause
(with gapped relative particle), G rendered it, aptly enough, with an
attributive participle. For similar examples in which gapped relative +
yigtol is translated with a present participle functioning attributively,
see aBeTdv in 14.4; loTdv in 17.34; épyopevy in 21.31; guooeiovtog in 28.8;
xatapti{opévou in 28.9; meplexovoys in 31.7; Stavebovtes in 34.19; dvolywy
in 37.14, passim. In 57.9 (below), however, G opted for an aorist parti-
ciple (Taxeig).

évtevel T T680v adtol. The verb 7T can mean “to bend the bow by firmly
planting the foot in the middle of it” (HALOT), but in MT the arrow is
said to be trodden rather than the bow. Barthélemy (2005, 4:366) calls the
use of “arrow” for “bow” an example of catachresis (applying a term to an
object which it does not properly denote). G for his part solved the prob-
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lem by supplying a bow: Téov is his standard equivalent for "W (“bow”),
but here and in 63.3, it translates Y1 (“arrow”). It is of some interest that
LSJ’s entry includes the meaning “bow and arrows” for the plural té¢a. G
at any rate wrote the singular, presumably to mimic the singular of ¥
(so MT'’s ketiv, but gere 1'81). Both here and in 63.3 G opted for a Greek
idiom: évreivw T68ov (“bend the bow”) is attested in Aeschylus, Ag. 364,
and an Aeschylus fragment (Frag. 83; LS]).

€ws o0 aodevyoouaty. Though it sometimes translates TWR Ty (see 111.8),
&wg o0 is not a Hebraism (it occurs, e.g., in Herodotus Hist. 2.143), and
need not be taken to attest to a different Vorlage here. Still in interpretive
mode, G chose €w¢ (“until”) for 132 (“as”) as better suited to the imminent
demise of the victims of God’s bow (Mozley 1905, 98). The verb dofevéw
is G’s default equivalent for S5wa qal (“stumble”) (9.4; 26.2; 30.11; 104.37;
106.12; 108.24; cf. ééaabevéw for SWA hiphil in 63.9). It similarly translates
Ty (“slip”) in 17.37 and 25.1, but more accurately stands for RS (“be
weary”) in 67.10 and 2RT (“become faint”) in 87.10. Here it stands in
for 55n (“wither”), which occurs twice elsewhere, in 36.2 and 89.6, both
times of grass, and is appropriately translated as dmo&ypaivw (“dry up”) and
oxAnpuvw (“harden”) respectively. Here the reference is to humans, so G
opted for dolevéw (“become weak, sick”), perhaps associating it with the
adjective 55nR (“feeble”), which he translated as aabewns in 6.3 (cf. Mozley
1905, 95). The sense of the Greek may be that the sinners grow faint at the
sight of God’s bow aimed at them.

57.9
wnw 1N 5a nwr a1 || 7577 onn M5aw o

wael xnpds 6 Taxels avtavaipednoovtal-
¢mémeoe Tlp, xal 00x idov TOV HALov.

Like wax that melts they will be removed;
fire fell, and they did not see the sun.

Goel xnpds 6 Taxels. Hebrew 9192w means “snail,” which makes its way in
onnN (“slime”), used adverbially, hence “slimily;” that is, with a slimy trail
(GKC §118q). G, however, having read DN as the niphal imperfect third-
person feminine singular of ©ON (“melt”), which he translated with ™xw
(“melt”), guessed the meaning of 9192w from the subject of the other three



252 Smith

occurrences of ©ON in Psalms, namely, 317 (“wax”) = xnpos (21.15; 67.3;
96.5). For Taxelg see verse 8 above.

avtavaipednoovrar. If the Hebrew metaphor is about a snail that dissolves
as it goes ('[t7ﬂ’) (so Kraus 1972, 533; Tate 1990, 82), it is equally clear that
the changes forced upon G demanded a new role for 75". Thus, since the
figurative language in the preceding verses is about the “sinners,” it makes
sense that the verb in 9a be made to refer to them as well, the more so
since 9b already has a plural verb in the source text. Twice in the LXX is
avtavaupéw paired with 797, here and in 108.23.

¢mémeoe mhp. The Hebrew next compares the destiny of the wicked to that
of NWR Ha3 (“a woman's stillborn child,” i.e., they do not see the sun). But
G read 993 as the homographic verb 581 (“fall”), and interpreted NWN
as WR (“fire”), guided perhaps by the melting wax of the first stich. The
resulting Greek describes the fate of sinners as death by fire from above.

57.10
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mpd Tob cuvelvar Tag dxavbag OU&Y ™Y pauvoy,
woel {Bvtag woel év 8pyf xataryeital® Ouds.

aBefore your thistles take note of the thorn-shrub, as if in anger it
will bestorm® you, as if alive?.

a Greek uncertain; ® xatamietar (“devour”) = Rahlfs

Tag dxdvlag duév. The Hebrew M0 can be the plural for either 73"
(“cooking pot”) or 170 (“thorn”); NRSV opted for the former, and G
the latter. That G knew the meaning of D is clear from 59.10 = 107.10,
where he translated it as A¢f3»¢ (“cauldron”). Here the context gives little
direction, unlike in Eccl 7.6: “the crackling of thorns [0@"3'0] under the
pot [1'0]” (NIV). The verb 1’2 (“understand, sense”) will not have helped
to tip the balance either, since one would not readily attribute percep-
tion to either pots or thorns. The nearby occurrence of TOR (“bramble”),
which G glossed as pauvos (“thorn-shrub”), may well have triggered his
choice for a similar plant, axavfa (“thorn”), which he otherwise reserved
for PIp (“thorn) (31.4 [cf. MT PP (“summer”)]; 117.12). The Greek term
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is general (BDAG, MM), whereas Hebrew 17D refers specifically to the
thorny burnet (Poterium spinosum; see NIDOTTE 3:246 and the literature
cited there).

woel {Byvrag @oel év dpyfj. The meaning of the Hebrew is obscure, and G
makes no effort to enlighten the reader but simply translates item for
item. The preposition 2 (here 1122) is often prefixed to both members of
a comparison, which here would mean something like “alive and burning
alike” Thus NRSV has “whether green or ablaze,” referring evidently to the
thorns heating the pots. G opted for dwaei (“as if ), which can also be used
of comparisons to mean “like, just as” (LS]). Unlike the Hebrew preposi-
tion, comparisons in nontranslational Greek do not repeat @woel. Hence
G’s isomorphic approach has produced two comparisons. The Greek fol-
lows the word order of the Hebrew; aael {Gvtag precedes wael év dpyfj, but
NETS has reversed the order to reflect the fact that {@vtag is cast as an
accusative plural modifying duds.

xataryeltar Opds. Rahlfs has xatamietar vuds uncontested, which would be
an odd translation choice given that it is G’s default for P92 (“to swallow”)
and does not overlap with the semantic range of its Hebrew counterpart
WW (also spelled D) (“to storm)” Papyrus Bodmer XXIV (2110) has
since provided the variant xataryieltar (from xataryilw [“rush down like a
storm’]; Kasser and Testuz 1967, 114, 1. 22), which correlates with G’s choice
of the noun xatatyis (“squall, hurricane”) for the same Hebrew root in 49.3;
54.9; 82.16; 106.25, 29; and 148.8. Indeed, xataryis appears to have been
something of a favorite for G: ten of its twenty-nine occurrences in LXX are
found in Psalms, for a variety of Hebrew nouns. Pietersma has adopted this
reading in NETS (see also Pietersma 1990, 266-67). Its subject is either miip
(“fire”) from verse 9 (so NETS’s “it,” though one wonders whether G even
thought that far), or God (i.e., “he”). NETS’s barely intelligible translation
deliberately reflects the fact that G was more interested in formal corre-
spondence to the Hebrew than coherence in Greek. The sole antecedent for
Updis in the Greek psalm is the “sons of men” of verse 2. Since the Hebrew
verb has a third-person singular suffix with energic nun, Mozley deems
Upds a Greek corruption for nuds or adtods (1905, 95), but the former lacks
manuscript support and the latter has hexaplaric support, suggesting that
it was a secondary correction toward the Hebrew. Hence either the Vorlage
had a second-person plural suffix, or, if it was the same as MT, G adjusted
the pronoun to clarify the antecedent (see Pietersma 2008, 174).
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57.11-12
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ebbpavBoetar dixatos, 8tav 10y éxdixnoivs
g xelpas adTol viyetal év ¢ aipnatt Tol apaptwiod.
b4 i 1

xal épel &vbpwmog Ei dpa EoTiv xapmds T dixaicw,
dpa éotiv 6 Bedg xplvwy adTods &v T§ Y.

A righteous one will be glad when he sees vengeance done;

he will wash his hands in the blood of the sinner.

And a person will say, “If then there is a return for the righteous,
then God exists, judging them on the earth”

¢+ doefév (“to impious ones”) = Rahlfs

Stav 10y éxdixnow. The Greek has a temporal clause referring indefi-
nitely to the future (“whenever that might be”), as it typically does when
G understood *3 to introduce a temporal clause (2.12; 36.24; 48.10, 16,
19; 70.23, 24, 74.3; 101.1; 118.32, 171; 119.7; 126.5). Rahlfs has éxdixnow
acePév (“vengeance of [i.e., “for; an objective genitive] impious ones”),
judging the omission of doef3év to be a hexaplaric adjustment toward the
Hebrew. But 2110 (not available to Rahlfs), an important witness to the
prehexaplaric text of the Psalter, also leaves it out, suggesting that its omis-
sion in agreement with the Hebrew is not hexaplaric but original.

Tag xelpag adtod viyetar. G followed normal Greek usage of Aovw for wash-
ing the body, vintw (earlier vi{w) for washing hands and feet, and mAVvw
for washing clothing. G predictably rendered DYa (“footstep, instance”)
with diafnua (“step”) in 16.5; 84.14; 118.133; 139.5, and with modg (“foot”)
in 56.7. Here (and in 73.3) he opted for xelp (“hand”), however, producing
Greek resembling that of 25.6 and 72.13 (vimtopat &v abwotg Tag xeipas pov
[“I wash my hands in innocence”]), though there the Hebrew noun is 92,
which unlike DY can refer to either the sole or the palm. One wonders,
then, what might have prompted the shift from “feet” to “hands.” To asso-
ciate the shift with G’s choice of évteivw (“stretch”) for T77 (“tread”; i.e.,
bending a bow with the hand rather than the foot) in verse 8 is scarcely
credible. It is possible that the Vorlage had 152 (“his hands”), as at 25.6
and 72.13 (so BHS), though no Hebrew evidence for such a variant sur-
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vives. The fact that 73.3 likewise has xelp for OP2 diminishes the like-
lihood that the difference is due to the parent text. At 73.3 the choice
may be contextual, that is, a more suitable object for the Hebrew impera-
tive N30 (“lift up”). Here context may likewise have played a role: the
Hebrew image of wading in the blood of sinners suggests participating
in (or at least enjoying) the vengeance carried out on them. G may have
written “hands” in order to avoid such a distasteful notion (since ven-
geance belongs to the Lord), suggesting that in the Greek the righteous
disavows participation. On the basis of a Ugaritic parallel, Dahood (1968,
63) translates the Hebrew clause as “wash his hands of blood,” but had
G so interpreted it, he could have written amo Tév yepidv adtol viyetal
76 aipe (“he will wash the blood from his hands”; see LS], s.v. “vifw” IL.
“wash oft”). Rather G may have understood the clause to mean washing
one’s hands (in the blood of the sinner) for the purpose of making them
clean. That is to say, the bloody end of the sinner serves to cleanse the
hands of the righteous one, perhaps by impelling him to avoid a similar
fate. One in fact finds such an interpretation in the psalm’s reception his-
tory: “For hear the prophet saying, “The righteous shall rejoice when he
sees the vengeance on the ungodly; he shall wash his hands in the blood
of the sinner’ Not rejoicing on account of it, God forbid, but fearing that
he might suffer the same things, he will render his own life more pure”
(Chrysostom, Hom. Phlm. 3, quoted in Wesselschmidt 2007, 36). At any
rate, the resulting translation contrasts the hands of the righteous with
the hands of sinners in verse 3.

Ei dpa ... &pa éativ 6 Bebg. The repetition of i and &pa from verse 2 creates
the illusion that G has produced an inclusio not present in the Hebrew
psalm. But here the choice of inferential dpa (“then”) for emphatic TR
(“surely” [2x]) indicates that €l does not introduce a question. In fact, the
occurrence of ei without formal warrant from the Hebrew suggests an
interpretive move on the part of the translator. Perhaps he construed the
second inference as deduced from the first (“then ... so then”) and thus cast
it as an apodosis to the first (“if ... then”). Of some interest is the inclusion
of the article, making 6 6eds the subject rather than the predicate of éoiv.
That is to say, G did not write, “then there is a God” (cf. 13.1: odx &0t Bedg
“there is no God”), but “then God exists.” The article with 6edg is standard,
doubtless to distinguish between Israel's God and any god, and thus its
omission is noteworthy. The effect of the whole is that the return for the
righteous proves God’s existence. G cast the condition as real, in keeping
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with the gladness of the righteous one in verse 11: if then there is a return
for the righteous (and there is), then God exists.

xplvwy adtods. MT has a plural participle (2'08W [“judging”]) attrib-
uted to D'1YR, an honorific with plural agreement. But G evidently read
DVAY, that is, singular participle with third masculine plural suffix, writ-
ing xpivwy adtols (“judging them”). But who is “them”? The omission of
aoePév (“impious ones”) (above) leaves the pronoun without an explicit
antecedent, and the reader of NETS might be forgiven for thinking that it
refers to “the righteous,” though mistakenly, since the latter is singular. G
simply rendered the pronominal suffix with its Greek equivalent, evidently
more concerned with formal equivalence than clarity of reference.

Summary

Whereas the Hebrew psalm is usually read as addressed to “gods,” the Greek
addresses “sons of men.” Further, G’s translation of Hebrew imperatives
with Greek indicatives in verse 7 makes the psalm slightly less “impreca-
tory” than its Vorlage. Finally, standard equivalents at times have different
meanings than their Hebrew counterparts.



Appendix
Preamble to the Guidelines for the Contributors
to the SBL Commentary on the Septuagint

The objective of the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the
Septuagint (SBLCS) is to elucidate the meaning of the text-as-produced in
distinction from the text-as-received. Meaning, however, is neither to be
presupposed nor to be superimposed from either the source text or the
text-as-received (cf. Prospectus [2]). Inherent in this goal statement are
four fundamental principles.

1.1. The commentary is genetic, in the sense that it seeks to trace the
translation process that results in the product, i.e., the so-called
original text of the Old Greek (cf. Prospectus [1]).

1.1.1. The text-as-produced is conceptualized as a dependent
entity, derived from its source text. That is to say, it is perceived to
be compositionally dependent on its source, though not semanti-
cally dependent (see Prospectus [3]).

1.1.2. The aim is to uncover the strategies and norms by means of
which the text came into being. Therefore, the commentator will
analyze the relationship between the target text and the source
text, attempting to account for the process underlying the deriva-
tion of the Greek version from its Semitic parent. It is from this
analysis that the commentator will formulate his or her principles
of interpretation and procedural methodology.

1.2. The primary focus of the commentary is the verbal make-up of
the translation, understood in terms of conventional linguis-
tic usage (i.e., the grammar and lexicon of the target language)
rather than in terms of what may be encountered in translation
Greek (see Prospectus [5]).
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1.2.1. The text-as-produced can be said to have semantic auton-
omy because it means what it means in terms of the grammar and
lexicon of the Greek language at the time of the Septuagint’s pro-
duction.

1.2.2. The “reader” of the text-as-produced is conceptualized as
the prospective or implied reader, a construct based on the text
itself, in distinction from any reader, actual or hypothetical, exte-
rior to the text. The prospective reader is to be inferred from those
features of the text’s make-up that are indicative of a specific lin-
guistic, literary, or cultural aim (e.g., transcriptions and Hebra-
isms).

1.3. The text-as-produced represents a historical event and should

be described with reference to the relevant features of its his-
torical context.

1.3.1. The translation is to be viewed as a fact of the culture that
produced it inasmuch as it is a specimen of discourse within that
culture.

1.3.2. The verbal make-up of the translation should be under-
stood in relation to the cultural system in which it was produced,
that is to say, the sort of text it is as a Greek document.

1.3.3. Since unintelligibility is one of the inherent characteristics
of the text-as-produced, it should not always be assumed to make
sense (see §1.2.1 above).

1.4. The text-as-produced is the act of a historical agent—the trans-

lator—and should be described with reference to the transla-
tor’s intentions, to the extent that these are evident (see Pro-
spectus [4]).

1.4.1. The meaning of the text is best understood as encompass-
ing both what the translator did and why.

1.4.2. The commentator’s task thus includes the following: (a) to
search out the intention of the translator insofar as this may be
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inferred from the transformation of the source text and the verbal
make-up of the target text; (b) to describe the possibilities delib-
erately marked out by the language of the text (see §3.2.3.1 and
3.2.5.1 below).

1.4.3. It should not be presupposed in any given instance that the
translator’s primary intention was to produce an intelligible text.
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