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ABSTRACT

This project examines the translation of the biblical book of Deuteronomy into Greek, an
undertaking set in 3™ century BCE Alexandria. Characterizing the various translations that make
up the Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible (the Septuagint) is an important prerequisite to
their study for information concerning the translators and their milieu, as well as their
prospective function. In the context of Deuteronomy, I argue that an adaptation of Toury’s
Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) framework is well suited to this task. In contrast with
previous studies on this book, this study takes into account a greater range of features and
provides a description of the work both as a translation and as a text. I then examine three
sections of Deuteronomy to provide a more comprehensive characterization, the basis of which
enables one to draw certain conclusions concerning its character and the type of inferences that
can (or cannot) be drawn concerning its translator and his milieu. In light of the analysis of
translation technique and the extant textual witnesses, I also argue that most of the quantitative
differences observed should not be attributed to the translator but to his source text. It also
becomes apparent that some passages were read and interpreted in specific ways by the
translator, underscoring themes such as the divine origin of the law, dependence on divine
mercy, and YHWH’s care for his people. However, the character of the translation suggests that
such interpretative renderings are localized and limited to the area of lexical choice. In the end,
the translation of Deuteronomy is described as generally conventional Greek at the lowest level
of analysis (grammar and vocabulary). Interference is pervasive at the higher levels (text-
linguistic and literary features), producing a style that at times borders on the colloquial. This

style was intentional, highlighting the text’s status as a translation.



RESUME

Ce projet examine la traduction grecque du livre du Deutéronome de la Bible hébraique,
une initiative entreprise a Alexandrie au Ille si¢cle avant Jésus-Christ. La caractérisation des
différentes traductions qui composent la traduction grecque de la Bible hébraique (la Septante)
est une étape indispensable pour ceux qui voudraient en extraire des informations concernant le
traducteur, son milieu et sa fonction envisagée. Dans le contexte du Deutéronome, je soutiens
qu'une adaptation de la traductologie descriptive (DTS) proposée par Toury est bien adaptée a
cette tache. Elle permet de prendre en compte un plus grand nombre de caractéristiques et de
décrire I'ouvrage a la fois en tant que traduction et en tant que texte. J'examine ensuite trois
sections du Deutéronome afin de procéder a une caractérisation plus riche, permettant de tirer
certains constats concernant le caracteére de la traduction et le type de conclusions qui peuvent
(ou non) étre tirées concernant son traducteur et son milieu. A la lumiére de l'analyse de la
technique de traduction et des témoins textuels, je soutiens également que la plupart des
différences quantitatives ne devraient pas étre attribuées au traducteur, mais a son texte source. Il
apparait également que certains passages ont été lus et interprétés différemment par le traducteur,
soulignant des thémes tels que 1'origine divine de la loi, la nécessité de la miséricorde divine et la
sollicitude divine pour son peuple. Cependant, les caractéristiques de la traduction suggerent que
ces interprétations sont plutot localisées et s’operent au niveau des choix lexicaux. Enfin, la
traduction du Deutéronome est décrite comme représentant un grec généralement conventionnel
au niveau de la grammaire et du lexique. Cependant, I’interférence de la langue source est
omniprésente au niveau discursif et littéraire, aboutissant a un style qui se rapproche parfois du

langage familier. Ce style est intentionnel, soulignant le caractére du texte en tant que traduction.
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INTRODUCTION

While translations are not unknown in the ancient world, the translation of the Hebrew
Bible into Greek (the Septuagint) was a truly groundbreaking event.! Considerable effort and
expenditure of human resources were involved in producing one of the most important and
influential cultural artifacts of antiquity.> But as the saying “traduttore, traditore” reminds us,
the Septuagint’s importance is also related to the interpretative nature of translation work:
Studying the Septuagint can not only provide information about ancient biblical textual traditions
and translation practices, but also concerning the socio-religious milieu of the Jewish community
that produced it.> However, questions related to the translation process, the nature of the source
text, and the many factors that came into play when rendering the Hebrew source into Greek
must first be addressed before such evidence can be gathered. These can only be answered by
examining what the Greek text reveals about the translator’s understanding of his Hebrew source

(as distinct from later interpretations of the translation) and how he chose to represent it.* In

! Strictly speaking, the Septuagint (LXX) originally designated the Greek translation of the first five books, the
Pentateuch, performed most likely in Alexandria, Egypt in the 3™ century BCE. In later scholarship, the term came
to designate not only the whole of the Hebrew Bible corpus in its Greek version, but also several other books that
are commonly known as the Apocrypha. Mentions of “Old Greek Deuteronomy” in the following pages refer to this
initial translation. More will be said on this topic in chapter 1. To be sure, this translation activity continued even
outside of what is now known as the Septuagint corpus, many Jewish works being translated into Greek and other
languages in this period.

2 See Tessa Rajak, Translation and Survival: The Greek Bible of the Ancient Jewish Diaspora (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009), 1-4.

3 See for example the various studies in Jan Joosten, Collected Studies on the Septuagint: From Language to
Interpretation and Beyond, FAT 83 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012). As Dogniez and Harl note, “sa traduction en
grec...peut révéler la fagon dont un savant juif...comprenait ce livre et lui donnait, peut-étre, certains traits
nouveaux.” Cécile Dogniez and Marguerite Harl, Le Deuteronome, La Bible d’Alexandrie 5 (Paris: Cerf, 1992), 19.
4 This study contains many references to “the translator.” Two reasons motivate this wording: 1) As we will see in
chapter 1, the translation of Deuteronomy into Greek was apparently the work of a single individual. Even though
this individual most likely did not work in isolation, it is more convenient to use the singular. 2) It is also very likely
that scribal activity, and translation in particular, was a male-dominated field in early Judaism. For this reason (and
again for reasons of space and convenience), the masculine will be employed though we know very little about his
or her identity.



other words, one has to retrace the steps of the translator before coming to any conclusions
concerning his style, interpretative tendencies, and his cultural context. Moreover, examination
of the translation itself as a text is a prerequisite for positing various theories about its putative
function.

How to conduct such an inquiry remains an important and contested issue. Our main
question, consequently, is that of identifying a framework that would be appropriate for this type
of analysis. Such an analysis will provide a characterization of the Greek translation of
Deuteronomy (also known as Old Greek Deuteronomy), so that information concerning the
translator, his milieu, the translation process and its prospective function can be extracted in a
principled and responsible manner. This task is foundational since the translation itself is the
prime witness concerning the milieu that produced the Greek translations of the Pentateuch,
irrespective of the indirect and sometimes unreliable information currently available.’

After outlining the many textual witnesses and editions that are at our disposal, we will
briefly discuss what is known of the origins and setting of Old Greek Deuteronomy. Chapter 1
will conclude with an examination of the three main characterizations of this translation that
have been offered by Septuagint scholarship.

Chapter 2 will devote considerable space to the discussion of methodological issues,
including the ways by which the field of translation studies, and more specifically Descriptive
Translation Studies (DTS) can contribute to our analysis. In order to offer an accurate and
nuanced characterization of Old Greek Deuteronomyi, it is important to analyze the Greek text

from the perspective of its production, employing a descriptive approach. A modified DTS

5 Anneli Aejmelaeus, “The Septuagint and Oral Translation,” in XIV Congress of the IOSCS, Helsinki 2010, ed. M.
K. H. Peters (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 6.



framework provides a principled way of achieving this goal, one that avoids improvised or “folk
theories” of translation.® The many unknowns surrounding the Hebrew source text employed by
the translator and the textual transmission of the Greek text must also be addressed. A significant
part of this chapter will therefore discuss how I intend to approach the difficult topic of
discerning whether differences between the Greek translation and the Hebrew texts at our
disposal should be attributed to a variant (perhaps unknown) Hebrew source text, or to the
translator himself.

Chapters 3, 4, and 5 will analyze in turn three sections of Deuteronomy (6:13-25, 25:1-12,
and 32:1-9). These have been selected not only because an in-depth analysis of the whole book is
impossible within the scope of this thesis but also because they each belong to different sections
of the book and represent different literary genres in the Hebrew source. Our characterization of
the translation can be further refined by comparing different units of the translator’s work.
Though our task is to examine all aspects of these texts, the differences between the Greek text
and the Hebrew witnesses available to us are of significant interest. These also require the
consideration of many factors. First, it is necessary to perform a thorough examination to
determine which Hebrew source text the translator worked from and the nature of the Greek text
he produced. Having a more precise estimation of these factors in place, we are in a better
position to ascertain how various renderings might reflect particular traits of the translator and
his milieu, whether they be interpretative or stylistic features. For this reason, discussions of text-
critical issues occupy a considerable amount of space in these chapters. In some contexts, the

critical edition of the Greek text is also not beyond improvement. Once this groundwork is laid,

¢ I borrow this phrase from Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot,”
BIOSCS 36 (2006): 28.



various comments and analyses will be provided on the translation process and the resulting
Greek text. Each chapter will conclude with observations characterizing the translator’s work
and the broader translational norms and preferences that seem operative in the translator’s
milieu.

Chapter 6 explores the use of specific vocabulary found in the above three texts in terms of
what it might reveal about the translator and his context. Three case studies will be conducted in
light of the translation process discovered in the preceding chapters, studying the meaning of the
Greek and Hebrew terms in relation to the socio-cultural context of the translation. Possible
patterns and connections between diverse renderings will be examined in order to determine
whether they are ideologically motivated. A few examples will be presented, illustrating how the
linguistic and interpretative milieu of the translator has influenced the translation and the way the
translator chose to render specific passages.

The final chapter will provide a synthesis of the characterization of Old Greek
Deuteronomy, that is, its constitutive character and prospective function. Some space will also be
devoted to a discussion of the implications of this project for research on translation technique
more generally and the history of the Greek text of Deuteronomy.

Though many aspects of this project will undoubtedly be of use to text-critical research on
the Hebrew text of Deuteronomy, this is not our main concern. There is much that a translation
can tell us about its milieu simply as a fext. This is especially true when dealing with the
vocabulary it contains. But its nature as a translation warrants a careful approach, one that first
attempts to determine the nature of the equivalencies and translational preferences. Their
description will prove useful for future studies, not only for determining the extent of the

interpretative activity in the translation but for the various characteristics (stylistic or other) that



can be attributed to the translator. If the translation is to tell us anything about its milieu, this
requires a set of hermeneutical lenses that can help us accomplish this task. Our objective is to
present and demonstrate the use of such a framework, and in the process, provide a description of
how the translator of the book of Deuteronomy went about his task, providing his community a

Greek version of its sacred writings.



CHAPTER 1: OLD GREEK DEUTERONOMY AND ITS CHARACTERIZATION

One of the first tasks in a study such as this is to define several key terms that will be
used throughout. In this chapter, we will examine what is meant by Old Greek Deuteronomy
and the various terms employed for it in Septuagint studies. This will lead to a discussion
concerning the extant witnesses available for the reconstruction this text, as well as its
provenance, since these issues frequently inform the study of individual passages. The second
half of this chapter will survey a number of scholarly investigations that have attempted to

characterize the translation and identify areas where this project intends to contribute.

1.1. WHAT IS OLD GREEK DEUTERONOMY?

First one must define what is meant by Old Greek Deuteronomy. For the purposes of
this study, this term refers to the earliest recoverable translation of the biblical book of
Deuteronomy into Greek. This statement is not meant to presuppose that there was only one
Greek translation of Deuteronomy produced in antiquity. In fact, besides the revisions of the
Three (Theodotion, Symmachus, and Aquila), small-scale revisions can be found even the
earliest manuscripts. The acknowledgement that many early translations existed should be
distinguished from Kahle’s theory, which argued for the existence of multiple concurrent
translations from the outset. This thesis has now been largely abandoned as research has
broadly confirmed the de Lagarde hypothesis to the effect that the extant variants belong to

texts that can be genealogically traced back to one single archetype.' The earliest recoverable

! For an overview of these two approaches to reconstructing the earliest Greek version, see Natalio Fernandez
Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2000),
64-65; Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2015), 274-80; Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 2012), 170-
74; Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante. Du judaisme
hellénistique au christianisme ancien (Paris: Cerf, 1994), 53—54, 182-87. A recent argument in support of de



text, as represented in the editio major prepared by John Wevers, is the closest approximation
to this archetype and the starting point of this study.? That is not to say that Wevers’s text is
beyond improvement, but it is the best available representative of the earliest Greek translation
of Deuteronomy available.

It has become commonplace in recent years to designate this initial translation of books
of the Hebrew Bible into Greek by the label of “Old Greek” (OG) of said books. This is in
contrast to previous scholarship which simply labeled it Greek Deuteronomy or LXX
Deuteronomy. No doubt, this new label arose in part because of the need to distinguish
between the initial translation and the many subsequent revisions, which are also Greek
versions of the biblical book.*> Moreover, the label LXX is ambiguous as it originally referred
to the seventy, the Septuaginta, associated with the initial translation of the Pentateuch.* It can
also be misleading because it implies, in common parlance, a corpus of books that did not
exist for some time, the various books of the Hebrew Bible being translated over a period of

several centuries.” When the various translations are later found in codex format, their text is

Lagarde’s theory is found in Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition of the
Bible, VTSup 169 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2015), 151-67.

2 John William Wevers, Deuteronomium, Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae
Scientiarum Gottingensis editum 3.2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977). Prior to Wevers’s work, the
most elaborate critical edition was that of Alan England Brooke and Norman McLean, The Old Testament in
Greek, According to the Text of Codex Vaticanus: Supplemented from Other Uncial Manuscripts, with a Critical
Apparatus Containing the Variants of the Chief Ancient Authorities for the Text of the Septuagint, vol. 1,3
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1911). This edition collated the major uncials and many minuscules,
but did not process all of the ancient manuscripts, many of them also coming to light after its publication. Its
reliance on codex B (Vaticanus) as base text also proves problematic for Deuteronomy. Rahlfs’s edition (updated
by Hanhart) uses Alexandrinus (A) as its base text but provides information about the other major uncials (B and
S) and a few other witnesses in its apparatus. It is therefore not a proper critical edition. See Alfred Rahlfs and
Robert Hanhart, eds., Septuaginta: id est Vetus Testamentum Graece iuxta LXX interpretes, Editio altera.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006).

3 Also taking into account the translations of these books into Modern Greek.

4 The letter of Aristeas mentions 72 translators, but this number was shortened to 70. For a discussion of this and
the various uses of LXX, see Peter J. Williams, “The Bible, the Septuagint, and the Apocrypha: A Consideration
of Their Singularity,” in Studies on the Text and Versions of the Hebrew Bible in Honour of Robert Gordon, ed.
Geoffrey Khan and Diana Lipton, VT Sup 149 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2012), 169—80; Leonard Greenspoon, “The
Use and Abuse of the Term ‘LXX’ and Related Terminology in Recent Scholarship,” BIOSCS 20 (1987): 20-29.
5 The now-classic presentation of the chronological development of the Septuagint is found in Dorival, Harl, and
Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante, 83—111. However, as James Barr reminds us, the tentative conclusions

7



already contaminated by several layers of revisional activity and does not represent the
original translations at all points. Since this study consists of an attempt to analyze the Greek
translation at its point of origin, it is preferable to designate this work as Old Greek (OG)
Deuteronomy in order to distinguish it from subsequent revisions and from the book as found

in later Christian codices.
1.2. THE NATURE OF THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE FOR OLD GREEK DEUTERONOMY

OG Deuteronomy claims the most ancient textual evidence of all the books of the
Septuagint corpus. The oldest manuscript of the Greek translation recovered to date is Rylands
458 (Rahlfs 957). Its numerous small fragments contain parts of chapters 23-28.° The
manuscript was found in Egypt and is dated to the 2" century BCE. Roughly contemporary is
a small group of fragments of OG Deuteronomy found among the Dead Sea Scrolls
(4QLXXDeut). The largest of these is the only one that can be confidently identified and
contains 11:4. Its paleographic analysis suggests a date ranging from the mid- to-early second
century BCE.” Both are closely aligned with Wevers’s critical edition although Rhalfs 957
presents a few small differences that would reflect small-scale revisions towards MT.®

These are followed chronologically by P. Fouad, Inv. 266 (Rahlfs 847-848), whose

larger fragments include substantial sections of the text of chapters 17-33. This manuscript has

presented in this volume concerning the order and dating of the translation of various books should not be held
too firmly since the evidence is meager and other configurations are possible. See James Barr, “Did the Greek
Pentateuch Really Serve as a Dictionary for the Translation of the Later Books?” in Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic
and Greek Studies Presented to Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. M. F. J.
Baasten and W. Th. Van Peursen (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 538—40.

® On this manuscript, see E. J. Revell, “The Oldest Evidence for the Hebrew Accent System,” BJRL 54 (1971):
214-22; Colin Henderson Roberts, Two Biblical Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manchester (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1936); John William Wevers, “Earliest Witness to the LXX Deuteronomy,” CBQ
39.2 (1977): 240-44.

7 Such a small sample makes the dating “more than usually uncertain.” See Patrick W. Skehan, Eugene Ulrich,
and Judith E. Sanderson, Qumran Cave 4. IV: Palaeco-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts, DJD 9 (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992), 11-12, 195-97.

8 See the comments in Wevers, “Earliest Witness to the LXX Deuteronomy.”



been dated to ¢. 50 BCE.” Wevers devotes an extended discussion to this manuscript, positing
that it represents a lineal descendant of OG Deuteronomy “with very little revisionary
influence apparent in its text form.”!? It also lacks many of the expansions present by the time
of Origen’s Hexapla.

Another important pre-hexaplaric witness is P. Chester Beatty VI (Rahlfs 963), which
dates to the 2™ century CE.!' It contains large sections of chapters 1-11, a few dispersed
fragments of the central portion of the book, followed by several smaller sections of chapters
27-34. It is an important witness not only because of its size, but also for the fact that it
predates codex B (Vaticanus) by two centuries. The manuscript’s variants also show no
affinity with any of the later text groups. Because of their nature and their predating Origen’s
Hexapla and later codices, these manuscripts were heavily relied upon by Wevers in the
elaboration of his critical text.'?

Editors usually select one of the major uncials as the base text for their critical edition,

since these are often the earliest witnesses to the full text of the Greek version. In the case of

Deuteronomy, Wevers relied mostly on codex A (Alexandrinus), since he describes the text of

% The critical edition of this text is found in Frangoise Dunand, “Papyrus grecs bibliques (Papyrus F. inv. 266)
Volumina de la Genése et du Deutéronome (Texte et planches),” EPap 9 (1966): 81-150. See also the
introduction in Frangoise Dunand, Papyrus grecs bibliques (Papyrus F. inv. 266). Volumina de la Genése et du
Deutéronome (Introduction), Recherches d’archéologie, de philologie et d’histoire 27 (Le Caire: Publications de
I’'TFAO, 1966). Wevers was critical of this edition and preferred to consult the photographs directly. See John
William Wevers, “The Attitude of the Greek Translator of Deuteronomy towards his Parent Text,” in Beitrdge
zur alttestamentlichen Theologie: Festschrift fiir Walther Zimmerli zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Hebert Donner,
Robert Hanhart, and Rudolf Smend (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977), 501, n. 4. These fragments
were published again in Zaki Aly and Ludwig Koenen, Three Rolls of the Early Septuagint : Genesis and
Deuteronomy, Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 27 (Bonn: Habelt, 1980).

19 John William Wevers, Text History of the Greek Deuteronomy (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978),
64-85, here 64.

! This manuscript has been edited by Frederic G Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri: Descriptions and
Texts of Twelve Manuscripts on Papyrus of the Greek Bible (London: Emery Walker, 1935). See also Albert
Pietersma, “F. G. Kenyon’s Text of Papyrus 963: Numbers and Deuteronomy,” V7T 24.1 (1974): 113-18.

12 For an extended discussion of Ralhfs 963, see Wevers, THGD, 52-63.



codex B (Vaticanus) as being plagued with variants attributable to carelessness.!® Other
editions of OG Deuteronomy have relied heavily on codex B in part because of its authority,
but also because it is the earliest of the major uncials. However, Wevers argued on the basis of
the more recent finds (Rahlfs 848 and 963) that codex B’s many unique readings suggest an
effort to bring its text closer to MT via recensional activity.'* As we will see, codex B also
preserves some significant omissions in places, which raises questions as to the origin and
transmission process of part of its underlying Greek text.

As for codex A (Alexandrinus), the fifth century uncial contains only 66 unique variants,
many of which are plainly copying mistakes.'> Overall, Wevers observes that codex A
occasionally amplifies the text. Some of these pluses are hexaplaric in origin or clearly derive
from the influence of MT, but others appear to have arisen out of stylistic concerns.'¢
Noticeably, it rarely contracts the text but will instead add glosses that are epexegetical in
nature. This codex, along with the earlier witnesses mentioned above remain the most reliable
foundation to reconstruct the earliest Greek translation.!” The Deuteronomy portion of Codex
S (Sinaiticus) has been lost.

The repetitive nature of many Deuteronomic formulas has plagued the transmission of

the Greek text as these tended to be harmonized over time. Moreover, many of these

13 Wevers adds that “...readings supported solely by B are seldom to be taken seriously.” See Wevers, THGD,
48. Before Wevers, Gooding had reached a similar conclusion, stating that this codex was “notorious for its
scribal inadvertencies.” See David Willoughby Gooding, Recensions of the Septuagint Pentateuch (London:
Tyndale Press, 1955), §, n. 1.

14 In other words, while codex B remains an ancient and significant witness, its text has been influenced in places
by the Hexapla and must be used critically. See Wevers, THGD, 48-51.

15 Wevers devotes an appendix in his Notes on Deuteronomy to codex A, listing and explaining all of these
variants. See John William Wevers, Nofes on the Greek Text of Deuteronomy, SCS 39 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1995), 565-612, esp. p. 612.

16 Wevers, NGTD, 590.

17 This is also confirmed by the work done on the daughter versions, such as that of Peters on the Coptic
(Bohairic) version of Deuteronomy. This daughter version represents a pre-hexaplaric text closer to codex A than
that of B. See Melvin K. H. Peters, “The Textual Affinities of the Coptic (Bohairic) Version of Genesis,” in V1
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Jerusalem 1986, ed. Claude E.
Cox, SCS 23 (Altanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 233-34.
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harmonizations were most likely already present in the translator’s Hebrew source. Wevers
lists several of these phrases and warns that this state of affairs makes the recovery of the
earliest Greek text (not to speak of the Vorlage) a difficult enterprise in such cases.!'®

In general, Wevers prefers the shorter text. He considers the longer readings to be
secondary despite Origen’s indication that some longer readings were not attested in his
Hebrew text. As Bogaert notes, Rahlfs considered these longer variants to be original, but
Wevers preferred to seek alternate explanations for such pluses. Since revisional activity
towards a Hebrew text was present before Origen and since several forms of the Hebrew text
were probably in circulation, Wevers’s assumption appears warranted.'® White Crawford is
more critical of Wevers’s approach, noting how this position also emerges from Wevers’s bias
towards MT.?° But as noted above, Wevers often attributes variants matching MT to later
revisionary activity or to the influence of MT on the copyists of the Greek manuscripts. The
situation is clearly more nuanced: When the shorter reading is also found in the very early
848, Wevers accepts it despite its agreement with MT. He also states that when codex B shares
the shorter variant with 848 (against MT and/or the Greek tradition), he often accepts this
reading as the OG.?! Nevertheless, a thorough analysis of the translation technique, with the

additional data provided by the manuscripts published since Wevers’s critical edition may at

18 Wevers, THGD, 86-99.

19 P.-M. Bogaert, “Septante,” in Supplément au Dictionnaire de la Bible, vol. X1I (Paris: Letourzey & Ané,
1993), 586. See also C. G. Den Hertog, M. Labahn, and T. Pola, “Deuteronomion,” in Septuaginta Deutsch:
Erlduterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testament. Bd. 1, Genesis bis Makkabder, ed. Wolfgang
Kraus and Martin Karrer (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 524.

20 “However, Wevers admits that he favors readings that reflect MT-Deut; thus, the user should exercise a degree
of caution when consulting Wevers’s edition”. See Sidnie Ann White Crawford, “Primary Translations
(Septuagint, Deuteronomy),” in Textual History of the Bible: The Hebrew Bible, Vol. 1B, ed. Emanuel Tov and
Armin Lange (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2016), 149.

2l See Wevers, “The Attitude of the Greek Translator of Deuteronomy towards his Parent Text,” 501-5. See also
the positive evaluation made of this decision in Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 100—102.
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times lead to modifications in Wevers’s text. These will be discussed in due course throughout

the commentary.

1.3. PROVENANCE

The question of provenance is important as it provides a temporal anchor for the
judicious use of the comparative material, especially in the matter of evaluating the translation
in light of the conventions of the Greek language. The date and origin of OG Deuteronomy
can be tentatively established in a variety of ways.?? First we will examine the external
evidence before turning to internal evidence. The discussion concerning the order of the
translation of the various books of the Pentateuch is not as helpful in this respect but remains
important. It may allow us to extrapolate a relative chronology of the translation of each book
and to identify translations that might have preceded Deuteronomy and perhaps influenced its

translator.

1.3.1.Dating of the Translation

The majority of arguments concerning the dating and origin of OG Deuteronomy rest on
the dating of the Greek Pentateuch as a whole, which is usually situated in the first half of the
3 century BCE.? This is corroborated in part by the textual evidence discussed in section 1.2,
which despite its fragmentary nature, clearly belongs to the same textual tradition and goes

back to the mid-second century BCE. The letter of Aristeas — inasmuch as it can be trusted on

22 Helpful is Dorival’s summary and schematization of the various theories of origin in Gilles Dorival, “New
Light about the Origin of the Septuagint?”’ in Die Septuaginta - Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse: 2. Internationale
Fachtagung Veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 23. - 27.7.2008, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and
Martin Karrer, WUNT 252 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 36—47. Arie van der Kooij takes a different
approach and provides a brief history of research in his Arie van der Kooij, “The Septuagint of the Pentateuch,”
in Law, Prophets, and Wisdom: On the Provenance of Translators and Their Books in the Septuagint Version, ed.
Arie van der Kooij and Johann Cook, CBET 68 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 15-62.

2 See Tov’s summary in Tov, TCHB, 131.
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this point — would indirectly corroborate this data, dating the translation to the reign of
Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285-264 BCE).>* Another important consideration is the witness of a
few texts that refer to the Greek Pentateuch. Five fragments of Demetrius the Chronographer
are preserved in Eusebius’s Praeparatio Evangelica and have been dated to the late 3™ century
BCE (220-210). It appears that Demetrius would have relied on a text very similar to Greek
Genesis and Exodus in his narrative retelling: Variants that are unique to the Greek translation
appear in his retelling of several of the Pentateuch’s narratives, while his orthography of
proper names also matches that of the Old Greek versions of these books.?* In his prologue to
the Greek translation of Ben Sira, dated to the late second century (115 BCE), the grandson
mentions a translation of the Law and the Prophets, suggesting that there was a well-known
corpus of Greek Scriptures in circulation.?® Furthermore, there are probable allusions to OG

Deuteronomy in Wisdom of Solomon (Wis 6:7 — Deut 1:7 and Wis 11:4 — Deut 8:15) and 2

24 On the issue of using Aristeas as a source for reconstructing the origins of the Greek Pentateuch, see Dorival,
Harl, and Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante, 40—43. Cf. Sylvie Honigman, The Septuagint and Homeric
Scholarship in Alexandria: A Study in the Narrative of the Letter of Aristeas (London; New York: Routledge,
2003); Nina L. Collins, The Library in Alexandria and the Bible in Greek, VTSup 82 (Leiden; Boston: Brill,
2000). For a recent criticism of Collins’s almost uncritical approach to Aristeas, see Martin Rosel, “The Letter of
Aristeas to Philocrates, the Temple in Leontopolis, and the Importance of the History of Israelite Religion in the
Hellenistic Period,” in Tradition and Innovation: English and German Studies on the Septuagint, SCS 70
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2018), 3-28. An up-to-date study of the work can be found in Benjamin G. Wright, The
Letter of Aristeas: “Aristeas to Philocrates” or “On the Translation of the Law of the Jews” (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2015).

25 Examples and references to background literature can be found in Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La Bible
grecque des Septante, 57.

26 For the dating of Ben Sira’s translation, see Patrick W. Skehan and Alexander A. Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben
Sira: A New Translation with Notes, Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible 39 (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1987), 8-9. A commentary on this particular excerpt is provided in Folker Siegert, Zwischen
hebrdischer Bibel und Altem Testament: Eine Einfiihrung in die Septuaginta, MJSt 9 (Miinster: LIT, 2001), 34—
35; Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante, 86—90. While one cannot assume that the Greek
translation alluded to by the grandson is the same as what we would designate as the Greek Pentateuch, it does
confirm the existence of such a body of work in the late 2™ century BCE. On this and the grandson’s evaluation
of his work, see Wright, Benjamin G. “Why a Prologue? Ben Sira’s Grandson and His Greek Translation.” in
Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov. Edited by
Shalom M. Paul, Robert A. Kraft, Lawrence H. Schiffman and Weston W. Fields. VT Sup 94. Leiden; Boston:
Brill, 2003, 633-644.
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Maccabees (2 Macc 7 — Deut 32), compositions that are commonly dated to the first century
BCE.”’

The internal evidence is perhaps more helpful, especially given the resurgence of
linguistic research on the Greek Pentateuch in recent years.?® This is particularly true of the
vocabulary, which in many places can provide a terminus ante quem. Wevers notes that éav
following a relative particle is extremely rare prior to and during the 3™ century BCE but
comes to replace &v by the end of the 2™ century BCE. In OG Deuteronomy however, &v is
still the majority reading, and there is never unanimous support in the textual tradition for
¢dv.?” Thus dv appears to be the original reading and would place the translation in the 3™ or
early 2™ century BCE at latest. This is corroborated by the use of specific lexemes, which has
been one of John Lee’s major contributions.*® One example is the frequent use of épdw in the
present or imperfect with the sense of “to see,” which is attested until the 2" century BCE.
The near synonym BAénw is also found with this meaning and finally completely replaces opaw
in such contexts by the 1% century CE. Lee suggests that this provides evidence that the

Pentateuch would not have been translated later than 150 BCE.?! Evans’s analysis of the

27 Larry Perkins, “Deuteronomy,” in The T&T Clark Companion to the Septuagint, ed. James K. Aitken (London;
New Delhi; New York; Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2015), 70-71. For a detailed discussion of 2 Macc borrowing from
OG Greek Deuteronomy, one can consult Jonathan A. Goldstein, I/ Maccabees: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976), 41A:303—4.

28 The studies of John Lee and Trevor Evans have been particularly influential, and a few examples of their
findings pertaining to Deuteronomy will be mentioned here. However, the connection between the language of
the Greek Pentateuch and that of the 3" century Egyptian papyri has long been recognized, and particularly
championed in Adolf Deissmann, Licht vom Osten: das Neue Testament und die neuentdeckten Texte der
hellenistisch-romischen Welt, 4th ed. (Tiibingen: JCB Mohr, 1923).

29 Wevers, THGD, 99-102.

30 John A. L. Lee, 4 Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (Chico: Society of Biblical
Literature, 1983), 129-44. See also John A. L. Lee, “A Lexical Study Thirty Years on, with Observations on
‘Order’ Words in the LXX Pentateuch,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls
in Honor of Emanuel Tov, ed. Shalom M. Paul et al., SVT 94 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2003), 513-24.

31 Lee, “A Lexical Study Thirty Years on, with Observations on ‘Order’ Words in the LXX Pentateuch,” 131-40.
In his latest study, Lee states that “the linguistic evidence points to a date early in the Ptolemaic period but cannot
establish a terminus ante quem earlier than the middle of the second century BC. The incompleteness of our
evidence means that no conclusion can be certain, but as things stand, the many links between the Greek of the
Pentateuch and the Greek of the third century BC documents corroborate a date in that century.” See John A. L.
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verbal syntax of the Greek Pentateuch identifies features, such as particular uses of the
optative and the perfect tense which point to a date very early in the postclassical period,
consistent with the usual dating of 280-250 BCE.*? Moreover, since these observations are

found in all of the Pentateuchal books, it suggests a similar date of origin for each of them.*

1.3.2.Place of Origin

As for its place of origin, the ancient testimonies are nearly unanimous in locating it in
Alexandria.** The oldest witnesses to the text of OG Deuteronomy are also from Egypt, except
for the small fragment of Deut 11:4 found among the Dead Sea Scrolls. Recent studies have
also tended to confirm the Egyptian setting, usually on lexical grounds.?® Particularly telling is
the adaptation of geographical bearings to this location, as well as the translation of Egyptian
proper names which suggests a knowledge of the Egyptian language. In the first instance,
Exod 27:9-13 provides an example where the compass points are translated based on Egyptian
geography. Thus, Ay is employed to denote the West, a common denomination in Egyptian

literature, and Halacoa (translating O, “the sea,” and usually denoting West in the Hebrew

Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch: Grinfield Lectures on the Septuagint 2011-2012 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2018), 273.

32 T. V. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch: Natural Greek Usage and Hebrew Interference (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2001), 262—64.

33 Other evidence is perhaps more circumstantial in nature. For example, Lee notes that the Greek xdprailog
(LSJ: basket with pointed bottom) could be older but is not attested before 3™-century Egyptian papyri. It is found
twice in Deuteronomy (26:2, 4), but also once in Philo and much later in Hesychius. See Lee, A Lexical Study of
the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch, 115-16. The evidence from the papyri should be used with caution in
such cases since the bulk of the surviving documentary evidence is from 3™ and 2™ century Egypt and its
vocabulary could very well have been in use elsewhere.

34 The ancient testimonies are conveniently collected in Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La Bible grecque des
Septante, 56-57.

35 Joosten helpfully summarizes the recent studies which tend to confirm the Egyptian setting of the translation in
Jan Joosten, “The Egyptian Background of the Septuagint,” in The Library of Alexandria: A Cultural Crossroads
of the Ancient World, ed. Christophe Rico and Anca Dan (Jerusalem: Polis Institute Press, 2017), 79-87. These
range from Egyptian loanwords to the proficiency of the translators in Greek, as well as the concordance between
the translation’s Vorlage and textual witnesses that are clearly Egyptian in provenance.
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Bible) designates the north.>® Pfeiffer has also shown that the Greek names of many of the
characters of the Joseph narrative betray the translator’s knowledge of Egyptian names and
conventions.’’ Lee argues that the Egyptian form of Moses (Mwuafis) could single-handedly
prove the translation’s production context since it cannot conceivably have originated outside
Egypt.*® To this we can also add place names that are updated in the translation to the name
they had in the Ptolemaic period, such as On in Gen 41:45 and Exod 1:11, each time rendered

as Heliopolis.*
1.3.3.Sequence and Relative Dating

The sequence in which the books of the Pentateuch were translated is related to the issue
of the number of translators responsible for its translation. There is very little internal evidence
at our disposal, and the situation is not as clear as one would wish. First, the discussion of
provenance so far suggests that the Pentateuch as a whole was most likely translated within a
short period of time and within the same context. This would explain the many similarities in
translation technique and lexical stock, particularly when translating some technical Hebrew

terms.*® At the same time, there are enough differences between each book to conclude that

36 P.-M. Bogaert, “L’orientation du parvis du sanctuaire dans la version grecque de I’Exode,” L Antiquité
classique 50 (1981): 79-85.

37 Stefan Pfeiffer, “Joseph in Agypten. Althistorische Beobachtungen zur griechischen Ubersetzung und
Rezeption von Gen 39-50,” in Die Septuaginta - Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung
veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20-23. Juli 2006, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, Martin Meiser,
and Martin Karrer, WUNT 219 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 317-21.

38 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 272, 1. 17. See also Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre Sandevoir, L Exode, La
Bible d’Alexandrie 2 (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 83.

3 On this and a few other examples, see Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante, 55-56. Den
Hertog argues that the reference to mapahiav, y#iv Xavavaiwy in Deut 1:7 refers to something other than Lebanon
and implies that the Seleucid province of Paralia was not yet known. This would place the translation prior to the
loss of Ptolemaic control in Palestine. But this appears to be rather tenuous as mapaAtog is an adequate translation
of the underlying 071 123, He also suggests that 28:25, 29:28[27MT] and 30:4 also reflect the Diaspora
situation. See Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 529-30.

40 Of note here are the comments by Harl/Dogniez: “Le traducteur du Deutéronome utilise pour une large part le
méme lexique que les traducteurs des autres livres de la Torah : ou bien il a travaillé a leur suite, en utilisant leur
modele ; ou bien plutdt il disposait en méme temps qu’eux du stock de mots en usage dans la diaspora
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each was the work of a different person.*! For example, Evans has argued on syntactic
grounds that each book was translated by a different individual. There are observable
tendencies to favor particular constructions such as the historical present in Exodus, or the
preference for the present infinitive and imperative instead of the aorist in Deuteronomy.*?
Two other elements are generally observed: 1) That Genesis was most likely translated first,
and 2) that there are observable differences in the translation technique of Genesis-Exodus and
that of Leviticus-Numbers-Deuteronomy.* The priority of Genesis stems from the translation
technique, which goes from a “freer” approach in the first half of the book, yet gradually

becoming more rigid and consistent.**

Aejmelaeus’s study of parataxis in the Greek
Pentateuch also revealed that the particle 0¢ is used far less frequently to translate the Hebrew

conjunction 1 in Leviticus-Numbers-Deuteronomy (<3%) than in Genesis (25%) and Exodus

alexandrine au début du 3e siécle avant notre ére.” See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 63. Lee also
comments that “each book is a unity in regard to translation method rather than divisible into parts, and so is
likely to be the work of one translator, not two or more.” See Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 174.

41 “[The Deuteronomy translator] fournit un assez grand nombre de mots que n’utilisent pas les traducteurs des
autres livres.” Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 63. No doubt, as Dogniez and Harl discuss, this is to be
attributed in part to the contents of the book which give rise to the use of different vocabulary. Yet, as we will see
it is also possible to see differences in the way similar expressions are translated from one book to the next. On
this point, see also the bibliography provided in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 174, note 3. Thackeray
speculated long ago that the last few chapters “seem to occupy a position by themselves in the Pentateuch,”
mostly because “some new elements in the vocabulary begin to make their appearance particularly in the closing
chapters.” See Henry St. John Thackeray, 4 Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909), 8, 14. As Lee observes, Thackeray did not provide much by
way of examples besides two new renderings. He also notes that Baumgirtel offered a similar observation but did
not provide additional data. Cf. F. Baumgirtel, “Zur Entstehung der Pentateuchseptuaginta,” in Beitrdge zur
Entstehungsgeschichte der Septuaginta, ed. F. Herrmann and F. Baumgértel, BWAT NF 5 (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1923), 77; Lee, 4 Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch, 139, n. 30.

42 Bvans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch, 264. See also the examples taken from lexical choice of
synonymous terms that vary across the Pentateuch in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 175.

43 This consensus is partly conjectural, given the dearth of evidence, and partly the outcome of intuition and thus
open to critique. James Barr questioned the frequent assumption about the priority of Genesis. He speculated that
perhaps a book like Isaiah, which represents a very uneven translation might have been translated first. He also
argued that it seems plausible that the Greek Pentateuch was not the first attempt at translating the Hebrew
Scriptures into Greek. See Barr, “Did the Greek Pentateuch Really Serve as a Dictionary for the Translation of
the Later Books?”” 538—40.

# See for example the conclusion in Martin Rosel, Ubersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung: Studien zur
Genesis-Septuaginta, BZAW 223 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1994), 257. Siegert also provides an example of the
progressive stabilization of some lexical matches in Siegert, Zwischen Hebrdischer Bibel und Altem Testament,
38.
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(16%).% Similarly, the apodotic 1 is translated by xal in 42% of cases in Deuteronomy
compared to 10% of its occurrences in Exodus.*® It seems a reasonable starting point then to
posit that each translation was produced separately, and that despite overall similarities, there
is a noticeable difference in translation technique between the first two (Genesis-Exodus) and
the last three.*’

In terms of more precise chronology, Den Hertog argues that some renderings in
Deuteronomy show familiarity with Exodus. This appears to be the case in Deut 15:17, where
the more generic (N1, employed to denote the piercing of the slave’s ear against the doorpost,
is translated using a very specific Greek term, tpumaw (“to bore through™). This Greek term is
also found in the parallel law of Exod 21:6, where it is fittingly matched to the Hebrew YX9
(“to pierce through”). Evidence such as this suggests that the Deuteronomy translator had the
passage from Greek Exodus in mind when translating 15:17.%% It is also possible that Num
27:12-14 depends on Deut 32:49-51. Beyond this, it is not clear which of the last three books

of the Pentateuch came first and the question is debated.*’ In 9:12, a passage recalling the

45 Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint: A Study of the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek
Pentateuch, AASF 31 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982), 36. See also Perkins, “Deuteronomy,” 71—
72.

46 Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 145-57. See also Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum as a
Criterion of Translation Technique,” VT 32 (1982): 385-93. More will be said on this in chapter 4.

47 Aejmelaeus’ study confirms the older theory that sees each book as an individual effort as described by
Baumgirtel, who argued the same on lexical ground. See Aejmelacus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 174-81;
Baumgirtel, “Zur Entstehung der Pentateuchseptuaginta,” 53—62. As will be discussed later in this chapter,
Wevers provides more data to illustrate the difference in translation technique between Deuteronomy and
Genesis-Exodus in John William Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” in IX Congress of the
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor, SCS 45 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1997), 56—60. Note, however, that van der Louw has recently argued that the same translator is
responsible for both Genesis and Exodus. See Theo A. W. van der Louw, “The Unity of LXX Genesis and
Exodus,” VT 69.a0p (2019): 1-15.

48 Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 529. See also the list of such dependencies, including
phrases potentially copied from Exodus, Leviticus, and Number in Wevers, “The LXX Translator of
Deuteronomy,” 68—69. It is not clear however that all of these examples are the work of the translator, as Wevers
would imply, since some of these harmonizations could have been present in his source text.

4 Melvin K. H. Peters, “Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose,” in Einleitung in die
Septuaginta, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer, LXX.H 1 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 169.
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golden calf episode, the Greek translation departs in a few places from the usual lexical
matches that are expected in OG Deuteronomy. Wevers suggests that the Deuteronomy
translator was almost certainly acquainted with OG Exodus since in three instances, his
translation mimics that of Exodus 32:7-8a.% According to Perkins, the same phenomenon can
be observed in the Decalogue. In Deut 5:10, the translator uses mpootaypata instead of his
usual évtoAs) to render NIXA, mirroring OG Exodus.’! Another possible explanation is that
portions of these books — particularly those that might have been in use in a liturgical setting —
were already translated into Greek and incorporated into the translation of Greek
Deuteronomy when the entirety of the book was done. This is one way to explain the longer
introduction to the Shema in 6:4, which seems copied from 4:45. In this particular case,
however, a Hebrew text that contained the longer introduction was found in the Nash Papyrus,
juxtaposed to the Decalogue.?

Within the second group of books (Leviticus-Numbers-Deuteronomy), it is much more
difficult to establish whether these were translated together, in the canonical order, or in a
different sequence. Den Hertog has argued that Deuteronomy came first, but the evidence
adduced is on the whole rather inconclusive.’* Two examples will suffice: It is difficult to

admit that the rendering of Ywpa dypia (or Ywpaypiévra) for 273 in Lev 21:20 and 22:22 is

50 See Wevers, NGTD, 163-64. This is mostly obvious in the phrase éx yfj¢ AlyUmtou which does not fully
correspond to the Hebrew 0°7%1n. But this could also be due to the Hebrew Vorlage having been harmonized
with Exodus. He also cites the use of jvéuxnoev to render NN and mapéPnoay to render 110. See our comments on
this passage and other possible borrowings from other Pentateuchal translations under section 1.4.3.

5! Perkins, “Deuteronomy,” 73.

52 Den Hertog posits that the unusual lexical equivalencies in the Shema constitute an additional element pointing
to a translation setting that is different from that of the rest of the book. See Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola,
“Deuteronomion,” 530.

33 C. G. Den Hertog, “Erwiigungen zur relativen Chronologie der Biicher Levitikus und Deuteronomium
innerhalb der Pentateuchiibersetzung,” in /m Brennpunkt: die Septuaginta. Band 2: Studien zur Entstehung und
Bedeutung der griechischen Bibel, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer and Jiirgen Peter Lesch, BWANT 161 (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 2004), 216-28. See also the example provided in Moshe A Zipor, “Primary Translations
(Septuagint, Leviticus),” in Textual History of the Bible: The Hebrew Bible, Vol. 1B, ed. Emanuel Tov and Armin
Lange (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2016), 143.
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dependent on the same rendering in Deut 28:27. The reverse is also possible, and the
propensity of the Leviticus translator to vary his lexical matches could also explain the
different renderings observed in the Leviticus texts.>* Another argument, that the verb
ayxlotevw was used with a genitive (a classical usage) in Deut 19:6,12 but with an accusative
in Numbers, thus demonstrating that Numbers corrected the classical usage to the accusative
more frequent in the later Septuagint corpus, also seems tenuous. Egyptian papyri from the 2"
century BCE attest that this verb was accompanied by a genitive, thus a conventional
postclassical usage.’> That Numbers represents the more common usage and therefore
chronologically later could be disputed using several counterexamples.’® For example,
Dorival has highlighted a series of intertextual connections between Numbers and the other
Pentateuchal books excluding Deuteronomy.’” Résel also pointed out that a number of
neologisms found in Deuteronomy (such as énadixéw for PWY in 24:14 and éumortedw for AR
in 1:32) are not taken up in Leviticus and Numbers as matches for the same Hebrew terms.
This observation militates against the chronological priority of Deuteronomy.*®

In his recently published study on the Greek of the LXX Pentateuch, John Lee argued at

length for the idea that the five books were translated in parallel, and that their translators

54 The breaking up of the sequence of diseases in OG Leviticus 21:20 and use of a participle (which could be a
neologism) in 22:22 do not in themselves provide sufficient evidence to establish dependence on OG
Deuteronomy.

35 See here P.Tebt.3.1.701 = TM 5312 [235; 210 BCE].

36 Deuteronomy contains many stereotypical lexical matches that are also found in later books but not in
Leviticus-Numbers, such as ¥Yw1= doefrs. But this does not imply that Leviticus-Numbers came first, and that
Deuteronomy “corrected” this match. It can simply represent a difference in translation technique. Den Hertog
also assumes that cultic regulations were not so important in the Diaspora and that the many witnesses of
Deuteronomy found at Qumran, along with citations in the New Testament and elsewhere place Deuteronomy in
pride of place. But this need not have influenced the sequence of translation. See Den Hertog, “Erwagungen zur
relativen Chronologie der Biicher Levitikus und Deuteronomium innerhalb der Pentateuchiibersetzung,” 217.

57 Gilles Dorival, “Les phénoménes d’intertextualité dans le livre grec des Nombres,” in Kata tous O’ “Selon les
Septante”: Trente études sur la Bible grecque des Septante, ed. Gilles Dorival and Olivier Munnich (Paris: Cerf,
1995), 253-85.

58 Martin Rosel, “Primary Translations (Septuagint, Numbers),” in Textual History of the Bible: The Hebrew
Bible, Vol. 1B, ed. Emanuel Tov and Armin Lange (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2016), 146.
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collaborated.*® This is supported by two lines of argumentation: First, it would explain the
similarity in approach, as this would presume a similar education and conception of how to
perform the task.®® But more significantly, it would explain the high number of neologisms
that are employed in similar contexts in the various books, the originality of which makes it
unlikely that they would have been created independently by more than one person.®! These
new terms or phrases translate entire semantic fields (that of sacrifice for example) so that
assigning new Greek terms to particular Hebrew terms of a technical nature assumes that some
kind of word list or glossary has been devised to ensure that each Hebrew term has its

t.62

appropriate Greek counterpart.”” Lee concludes that the only way these five translations could

have shared this often technical vocabulary is for the translators to have collaborated and
worked from a common word list.%
This theory has much to commend and would go a long way toward explaining the great

difficulty in determining which of the last three books of the Pentateuch would have been

done first. It also explains some of the similarities and differences between translations,

% Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 173-209. As Lee notes, the scenario of the translators working sequentially
is often mentioned, but without providing a detailed argument. See for example Melvin K. H. Peters, “To the
Reader of Deuteronomion,” in New English Translation of the Septuagint (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2009), 141.

0 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 181.

ol Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 185.

62 Lee designates this list as a fully worked out system of renderings. Some have suggested that these could have
pre-existed the translation (See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 63; Aejmelacus, “The Septuagint and Oral
Translation,” 8—12.) But Lee argues that the size and complexity of the system, the technical nature of these
terms, only encountered in literature discussing very precise terminology, as well as the character of the Greek
equivalents suggest that they were created in the course of translation. See Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch,
199-202.

63 The existence of a written list would be the only way to remember all of the mappings of a particular semantic
field. Lee is quick to qualify that 1) some well-known terms undoubtedly had Greek equivalents before the
translation effort was initiated. The Greek dtzfnxy or vépog might represent some of those. 2) The translators also
had freedom to vary at times depending on a number of factors. The list was therefore only a guide. See Lee, The
Greek of the Pentateuch, 201-4. The existence of a word list is not a novel idea (see Lee, The Greek of the
Pentateuch, 203, note 76.), but Lee’s discussion presents the most sustained and convincing argument in its
favor. A similar argument has also been discussed in the context of the book of Samuel in Sarah Yardney, “The
Use of Glossaries by the Translators of the Septuagint,” Textus 28 (2019): 157-77.
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especially in the number of similarities with respect to the technical vocabulary. Yet one might
postulate that it is not necessarily incompatible with what was said about the differences
observed between Genesis-Exodus and Leviticus-Number-Deuteronomy. Lee’s explanation
could also work in a scenario where the Pentateuch was translated in two stages, with a
refinement in methodology happening between Exodus and Leviticus. Of the nearly 30
neologisms discussed by Lee, all but two are found in Genesis or Exodus.®* One could
therefore argue that the glossary posited by Lee was created in this first stage during the
translation of Genesis and Exodus, while the translators of the second stage consulted this
glossary or the existing translations for help. This would also leave room for the observations
made by Aejmelaeus and others that there seems to be a dependency on the part of the
Deuteronomy translator on OG Exodus.®> Moreover, such similarities must be weighed against
the numerous instances where the Deuteronomy translator went his own way, as we will see.®
One might also further argue that Lee’s examples do not preclude a purely sequential order of

translation as traditionally understood. In any case, it is generally agreed that all five books of

64 These would be Bvyoipaios, found in 19 instances in Leviticus and twice in Deuteronomy (14:8 and 14:21), as
well as mAnupéAeia, found with the sense of “offering for error” in at least five instances in Leviticus, and one in
Numbers. See Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 188, 198.

5 Aejmelaeus briefly entertains the idea that the translations could have been done simultaneously but goes on to
argue that the Deuteronomy translator knew of the Greek text of other Pentateuchal books. In addition to the
examples mentioned above, see further examples provided in Anneli Aejmelacus, “Die Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, CBET 50 (Leuven: Peeters,
2007), 160—61. Deut 16:7 would be one such example, which conflates the command to roast and boil found in
Exod 12:8-9. In Deut 24:7 and 21:14, the translator renders the same Hebrew verb with Greek terms employed in
parallel passages from Exodus, even though his Vorlage contains different Hebrew terms. The rendering of Deut
29:19(18MT) also seems influenced by that of Gen 18:23 and 19:15. She concludes: “Biespiele fiir dieses
Phinomen gibt es richlich im Dtn.” Another possible dependency is that of Deut 1:41 on Numbers. See
Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 166—67.

% Note the comments by Blank who argued that since some of the various terms designating the laws, statutes,
and commandments in the Pentateuch are rendered differently in Deuteronomy, it becomes more difficult to
entertain theories to the effect that the Pentateuch was translated as a unit. Instead, the data would align better
with Baumgirtel’s thesis that Deuteronomy was translated separately, and with Frankel’s, who argued that it was
translated later than the rest of the Pentateuch. See Sheldon H. Blank, “The LXX Renderings of Old Testament
Terms for Law,” HUCA 7 (1930): 267; Baumgirtel, “Zur Entstehung der Pentateuchseptuaginta,” 60—62;
Zacharias Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der paldstinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik (Leipzig:
Barth, 1851), 230-31.
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the Pentateuch were translated in close proximity, both in terms of location and chronology, so
that it is not possible at this time to infer a more precise date or provenance from OG

Deuteronomy based on its relationship with other Pentateuchal books.

1.4. PREVIOUS CHARACTERIZATIONS OF THE TRANSLATION

Having discussed the provenance of OG Deuteronomy, we are now in a position to
survey the studies that have investigated and attempted a description of its characteristics as a
translation. Such characterizations are found as early as Zacharias Frankel, who observed that
the translator does not follow the source text slavishly. Rather, his cleverness is seen in the
modification or introduction of elements where the context requires it, all the while aiming for
faithfulness.®” He later adds that despite his skill, the translator sometimes got carried away in
his precipitation.®® A small number of studies appeared before the publication of Wevers’s
critical edition, but some suffer from both the absence of a critical text of the translation and
the additional data provided by the full publication of the Dead Sea Scroll. Schultz’s study
discusses differences between the Greek text and MT while Gooding attempted to reconstruct

t.% Other studies, though helpful, focus on specific aspects

the textual history of the Greek tex
of its translation technique, sometimes in order to ascertain its use for the textual criticism of

the Hebrew Bible.”® More recently, Antony Khokhar has published a dissertation that

67 Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der paliistinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik, 201-2.

%8 The oft-quoted sentence is as follows: “Deuteronom hatte einen mit ziemlicher Kenntnis begabten Mann zum
Vertenten, der sich mitunter seinen eigenen Weg zu bahnen weiss, aber auch zu mancher Uebereilung sich
hinreissen last.” See Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der paldstinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische
Hermeneutik, 228-29.

% See Samuel Schultz, “The Differences between the Masoretic and Septuagint Texts of Deuteronomy” (Ph.D.
dissertation, Harvard University, 1949); David Willoughby Gooding, “The Greek Deuteronomy” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of Cambridge, 1954). Khokhar provides a helpful summary and criticism of their work in Anthony John
Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain (Deut 32:2): A Translation-Technical Analysis of MT Deut 28:69—
34:12 from the Perspective of Content- and Context Related Criteriology” (Ph.D. diss., Université Catholique de
Louvain, 2018), 37-40.

70 Bernard André Nieuwoudt, “Aspects of the Translation Technique of the Septuagint: The Finite Verb in the
Septuagint of Deuteronomy” (PhD Diss., University of Stellenbosch, 1992); F. Nwachukwu, “The Textual
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examines specific aspects of the translator’s work in the later portion of the book (28:69-
34:12): Numeruswechsel, hapax legomena, parallelismus membrorum, and wordplay.”! These
will be referred to throughout whenever they can contribute to specific discussions.”

Three significant efforts were made at describing the character of OG Deuteronomy in a
more comprehensive manner. Two of these arise from longer treatments of the book by John
Wevers and the team of Marguerite Harl and Cécile Dogniez. We will also consider the
shorter but nonetheless extended survey offered by Anneli Aejmelaeus, which reflects the
methodology and concerns of the so-called Finnish school. These will be addressed in the

following sections more or less in the order of their publication.

1.4.1.Dogniez and Harl

Dogniez and Harl’s commentary was published in 1992 as part of the La Bible
d’Alexandrie series.” In keeping with the character of the series, the commentary focuses on
the translation as a Greek text and its reception by Jewish and Christian interpreters.

The commentary’s extended treatment of the translation’s characteristics sets out their
main findings. The translator is said to be working in a conservative way: “sa version est
moins ‘libre’ vis-a-vis de son modele que ne 1’était, par exemple, la version de la Genese ; elle

est plus ‘littérale’.” That is, the translator follows the style and syntax of his source text quite

Differences Between the MT and the LXX of Deuteronomy,” in Bundesdokument und Gesetz: Studien zum
Deuteronomium, ed. G. Braulik (Freiburg: Herder, 1995), 79-92; Thorne Wittstruck, “The Greek Translators of
Deuteronomy” (PhD diss., Yale University, 1972). Again, the discussion provided by Khokhar helpfully
summarizes these. See Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 40—43. Tov posits that the chief
characteristic of the translation is its harmonizing character. See Emanuel Tov, “Textual Harmonizations in the
Ancient Texts of Deuteronomy,” in Mishneh Toda: Studies in Deuteronomy and Its Cultural Environment in
Honor of Jeffrey H. Tigay, ed. E. Fox, D. A. Glatt-Gilad, and M. J. Williams (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2009), 15-28.

"I Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain.”

72 Also helpful are the introductions to OG Deuteronomy found in the recently published handbooks, as well as
the chapter dedicated to it in the Septuaginta Deutsch commentary volume. See Perkins, “Deuteronomy”; Peters,
“Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose”; Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion.”
3 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome.
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closely.” Dogniez and Harl further observe that when the translator departs from his source
text, it is usually for literary reasons, and only in a punctual, non-systematic manner. This is
clearly seen in the way the second person singular and plural alternate in translation, the
switch occurring earlier or later than MT. Such variations appear to be motivated by the desire
to avoid abrupt changes in grammatical number. While this may indicate an effort towards
consistency within a single passage, it is not executed methodically throughout the book.”

In their evaluation of the nature of the resulting Greek, Dogniez and Harl note that the
translator follows the Hebrew word order very closely, sometimes in opposition to natural
Greek usage.’® Each Hebrew word is usually represented in the source text (one-to-one
representation), including discourse markers such as introductory formulas and linking words.
A particularly striking feature is the high frequency of parataxis (the use of xai to translate the
Hebrew conjunction 1), even in the apodosis, which in Hebrew is often initiated with 1.”
Another characteristic is the use of non-articulated infinitives in succession, so that the
relationship of the infinitives to the main verb is not always clear. Further indications of the

importance of adhering closely to the source text despite the requirements of the target

language are cited:”®

4 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 29.

5 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 30. Wevers notes that while in some cases the translator might have made
the situation worse, he did, on the whole, make the text more consistent, particularly in small units. In such cases,
the changes in number in relation to MT are often observed later in a verse, at times leveling the text. See
Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 65. On this topic, see the important studies by Ausloos in Hans
Ausloos, “LXX’s Rendering of the Numeruswechsel in the Book of Deuteronomy: Deuteronomy 12 as a Test
Case,” in Text — Textgeschichte — Textwirkung. Festschrift zum 65. Geburtstag von Siegfried Kreuzer, ed. J. M.
Robker, F. Ueberschaer, and T. Wagner, AOAT 419 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2014), 303—13; Hans Ausloos,
“One to Three... Some Aspects of the Numeruswechsel within the LXX of Deuteronomy,” in Die Septuaginta —
Geschichte, Wirkung, Relevanz: 6. Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D),
Wuppertal 21.-24. Juli 2016, ed. S. Kreuzer et al., WUNT 405 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2018), 202—14.

76 See the negation in 22:1, which is far removed from the verb. In 29:9-11, the infinitive is quite distant from the
main verb, nearly two verses apart.

"7 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 30-31.This was observed and documented by Aejmelaeus.

"8 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 31.

25



- Words being reproduced in the nominative independently of the syntax of the
sentence (4:11, 5:3).

- The Hebrew genitive of quality being reproduced when an attributive adjective
would have been more appropriate (32:7).

- The use of Greek prepositions that are consistently matched to the same Hebrew
ones. This gives rise to usages that are contrary to conventional Greek, especially
when amé renders the Hebrew ]2 in its comparative or partitive sense.

- The rendering of typical Hebrew phraseology such as its pleonastic use of the
pronoun (or adverbs) at the end of a relative clause: “The land in which you are
entering there to occupy it” = ™y yijy, &ic #v dwaPalvelg exel xAnpovopsjoat adthv

(11:29).7°

A number of similar features are mentioned, which have to do with the word for word
rendering of specifically Hebrew idiom, the result of which is unconventional Greek.*® Many
of these are not unique to Deuteronomy, such as the rendering of the often redundant
introductory speech marker RS (“to say”) with the participle Aéywv, in a case different from
that of the speaker, or using body parts to form prepositions: D131 wWn-HR (“You will
not dread in the face of them”) = u»noe éxxAivyre amd mposwmov adtév (20:3). Other features that
lead to unnatural Greek include the consistent rendering of specific Hebrew terms with the
same Greek ones such as WaIwith Yoy and WY with motéw. The consistency of these

matches appears to be higher than in other translations of the Pentateuch.®! Dogniez and Harl

7 Wevers labels these as recapitulative pronouns/adverbs in relative clauses. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator
of Deuteronomy,” 58. Some of the features described here are actually not problematic from the perspective of
postclassical Greek as we will see.

8 Not all examples are equally convincing. Deut 1:22 does speak in Hebrew of going and “bringing us back a
word (727) concerning the way we should go.” 727 is here translated by dméxpiots, for which LSJ suggests the
meaning “answer, decision”, an appropriate fit in this context.

81 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 31-32. But as we will see, this is only part of the picture.
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conclude: “Le décalque de I’ordre des mots et de la syntaxe de la phrase hébraique aboutit a
un texte souvent étrange et méme rude pour des oreilles grecques.”®? Nevertheless, they
surmise that despite the translation method, the Greek text remains, overall, “compréhensible
pour des hellénophones,” the number of places in which real difficulties in understanding arise
being few.®* Efforts to conform to the conventions of the Greek language include the
deliberate avoidance of certain Hebrew idioms, translated more freely into Greek: j2 DR
YW M7 (“if the guilty is ‘son of lashes’”) = éav &fiog 7§ mAnyév 6 doefrs. In certain cases,
one finds exceptions to consistent lexical matches when the context requires clarification. For
example, WA1is not rendered using Yoxy in 21:14 and 24:15, presumably because the resulting
Greek phrase would not have been understandable in those specific contexts.’* A few features
indicate that the translator aimed at times for a higher register of Greek. These would include
the occasional use of the infinitive absolute, the optative mood, and the breaking up of overly
long sentences (14:23). Some stylistic features can be found in the poetic sections of chapters
32 and 33.%

Quantitative differences are more difficult to evaluate. There are a few instances where
OG Deuteronomy represents the shorter text, and where it is conceivable that the MT plus is a
later addition. But the opposite is usually the case. For example, there are instances where the
Greek has fewer verbs of extermination than the Hebrew text of MT (28:63), but others where

the Greek text contains more such verbs than the Hebrew (27:7, 28:24, 45).3¢ Places where

82 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 32-33. They add : “Malgré notre souci de respecter le style de la Septante,
il ne nous a pas été possible de donner un texte francais parfaitement décalé sur le grec.”

8 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 33. It is noteworthy, as Dogniez and Harl remark, that many similar
constructions thought to be Hebraisms have been found in the language of the papyri of this period.

8 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 33.

8 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 33. It remains to be seen however if those are identified while taking the
translation technique in mind, or if they are simply a by-product of the translation process. See Didier Pralon, Le
Lévitique, La Bible d’Alexandrie 3 (Paris: Cerf, 1988), 47-81 for their methodology.

8 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 34-35. The fact that other ancient witnesses share some of these pluses
strongly suggests that these were in the translator’s source text. Dogniez and Harl also rightly note the frequent
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OG Deuteronomy contains pluses that may safely be attributed to the translator are situations
where linguistic constraints require the additional element(s) in translation.®’” Some double
translations are present, but other instances where the pluses originate in parallel passages,
even outside Deuteronomy should not be accepted without careful analysis. It is just as likely
that they owe their existence to the Hebrew source text.%® Dogniez and Harl identify two
additional reasons for pluses: 1) The desire for precision, explicating an element already
implicit in the text (i.e., the addition of BaciAed Tév Beév in 9:26), and 2) literary or redactional
concerns (31:22 inserted at the beginning of 32:44 to form an inclusio around the song).*’
The analysis of qualitative differences focuses on the exegetically significant renderings
in relation to their corresponding Hebrew terms. These can be attributed to a different Vorlage,
misreadings of the Hebrew text, literary modifications, free interpretations of a difficult text,

t.90

or deliberate modifications of a fact or concept.” Examples are provided in each area,

Dogniez and Harl noting that they may not have sufficiently paid attention to potential

t.91

misreadings of the Hebrew text.”" They nevertheless provide a helpful list of semantic

differences that can be categorized as follows:

harmonizations of Deuteronomy’s often repeated-formulaic phrases, which may also point to scribal activity in
the underlying Hebrew tradition, or even at the level of the Greek transmission history. We will return to this
problem in the next chapter.

87 But as will be discussed below, the majority of these examples are doubtful from a text-critical perspective.
They were most likely present in the translator’s source text and do not represent linguistically motivated
additions.

8 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 36-37.

% Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 37.

%0 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 39.

! Which is understandable given their background and the general thrust of the series. They do note the
possibility of a different vocalization in 13:10 and 15:18. They further remark that such differences sometimes
arise in the Greek text’s transmission history (16:10 and 33:28), which includes the different verse divisions
observed in 4:29-30, 11:15-16, 14:28, 25:2-3, and 33:3-4.
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- Euphemisms: In 18:10, the Greek text has mepixabaipwyv Tov vidv adTol # TV Buyatépa
avtol év mupi (“to purify one’s children by fire”) instead of WR1 10217112 °2Yn
(“passing/sacrificing one’s children through fire”).

- Actualizations: oixos (“house”) translating Pah (“tent”) in 5:30 and ff.; méAes
(“cities”) for DMPW (“gates”).

- Anti-anthropomorphisms: WX (“rock”™) is translated using 6eés (“God”) when
referring to Israel’s or other nations’ gods in chapter 32; épyn (“wrath”) instead of iR
(“nose”) in 33:10; phuata (“words”) instead of N3 (“mouth”).

- Other religiously motivated changes: God is not the subject of verbs of seeing
(32:20), burying (34:7), and disdain (32:19); his name does not dwell, but is invoked
from the place he chooses (12:15 and ff.); he does not dwell but appears on Sinai

(33:16; see also 4:36, 37).%2

Lastly, they note that though some of these divergences produce a different meaning,
they are unevenly distributed in the book: They are rather rare and limited to nuances in
meaning in the narrative and paraenetic chapters (1-11). In the legislative section, they are
rather punctual and technical. A well-known example here is the translation of '['773 (“king”)
by apxy (“ruler”, “magistrate”) in 17:14-20. They further remark that these modifications point
to “le souci de précision, d’actualisation, de mise en accord avec les traditions et les pratiques
juives de I’époque. Les divergences ne semblent pas résulter d’un projet global
d’interprétation théologique.”®® They underscore that in the last part (chapters 27-34), such

differences in meaning are more frequent and share a common theme: “elles correspondent,

semble-t-il, a des intentions du traducteur, notamment pour exprimer 1’amour du Seigneur

92 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 38-39.
3 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 39.
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pour le peuple dispersé.”®* They rightfully note that in many other cases, the rationale for such
differences is difficult to understand and requires further study. Their own comments are also
quite limited due to space constraints.”

Another important contribution of Dogniez and Harl is their thorough study of the
various ways the translator dealt with proper names.’® They also provide an exhaustive list of
words considered to be neologisms as well as a number of technical terms introduced by the
translator.”” Dogniez and Harl should be commended for their attention to the issue of
interference and how the resulting text conforms to the conventions of the Greek language.

While a few of this important study’s shortcomings have already been identified — some
by the authors themselves — a new look at this material is necessary for several reasons, of

which a few are highlighted here:

- In their evaluation of the Greek text, particularly the examination of pluses and
minuses, the commentators did not benefit from a thorough text-critical investigation
based on translation technique and the additional data at our disposal since the full
publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls. In 6:3, the Greek plus of dolivai is said to be
linguistically motivated since it expands on the Hebrew 727 to add the element of
promise.”® But this plus, also present in the Peshitta, is easily explained as an

assimilation to one of Deuteronomy’s stock phrases: The expression '[5 nn% occurs

%4 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 39. Some of these will be discussed in due course as the majority of the
examples identified by Dogniez and Harl are found in chapter 32.

95 “Certaines nécessiteraient plusieurs pages pour que soient montrées a la fois leur origine et leur importance lors
de leur ‘réception’ par les futurs lecteurs. Les études menées par les spécialistes des traditions juives
postbibliques (les textes de Qumran, les Targums, les textes non canoniques...) peuvent signaler les coincidences
entre certaines de ces traditions et les interprétations de la Septante. Nous appelons celles-ci ‘originales’ mais
elles sont, en fait, des signes de contact de nos traducteurs avec les traditions orales prémishniques.” See Dogniez
and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 40.

% Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 91-100.

7 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 64—68.

%8 PR T2 TNAR TOR M 02T WRD = xabdmep EldAnoey xUpog 6 Beds TGV matépwy cou dolval cot yijv.
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in 4:38, 6:10, 7:13, and 28:11.%° Another example is the specification of the subject
(6 mpodnTng) in 18:19, which is absent from MT, as well as the Samaritan Pentateuch
(SamPent), 4QDeut’, and the versions.!°’ But since this plus is also present in
4QTest, one should at least entertain the possibility that it was present in the
translator’s Vorlage. Double translations, especially when both terms are found
independently in the extant witnesses should also not be identified as such, but most
likely stem from the translator’s source text.

- Moreover, some of the characterizations of the translation are made on the basis of
Rahlfs’s text, referring to features rejected by Wevers in his critical edition. !

- Many comments focus on the reception of the text (in keeping with the series’s
orientation) or on the differences in meaning between the Greek and underlying
Hebrew text without sufficiently taking translation technique or text-critical issues
into consideration.!?? In some cases (32:20), a different vocalization of the Hebrew
word may be the cause of the divergence.

- In other cases, their analysis of the differences in meaning between the Hebrew and
Greek text sometimes blurs the distinction between the translation’s context of

production and how it came to be read later in its reception history. In other words,

9 See the similar evaluation in Carmel McCarthy, Deuteronomy, Biblia Hebraica Quinta 5 (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2007), 22. Alternatively, the word nn% could have been dropped from MT due to parablepsis.
Dogniez and Harl acknowledge the problematic nature of these phrases elsewhere, but do not always take this
into account in their evaluation. See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 88—89.

100 993 927 WK 279K YAWITRY = i dxoloy TEY Adywv adTol, Soa dv Aalien 6 mpodiTng éml T dvduati pov.
Here, Targum Jonathan (T°) has “the words of my prophecy.”

101 See their comment on pleonastic use of the pronoun in 6:1 in Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 31, 153.

102 This is especially true in their more extensive discussions of particular themes in Dogniez and Harl, Le
Deuteronome, 40—63. Another area where this becomes problematic is when the commentary highlights a number
of renderings that are problematic from a Greek point of view, in part because these are consistent matches to
specific Hebrew terms. But these observations are not related to a more systematic characterization of the
translation technique and set in contrast with the fact that in other situations, OG Deuteronomy provides a great
variety in lexical matches for individual Hebrew terms.
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the comments alternate between the translator’s use of specific vocabulary and the
message of the book when read as a whole, independently from its source text. This
analysis tends to pass over the reasons why this particular vocabulary was employed,
the resulting reading having nothing to do with the translator or his context, but how

later readers might have understood it.!%

It must be noted, however, that a multifaceted characterization of the translation which
pays closer attention to text-critical and translation technical issues was beyond the scope of
this commentary. Yet, such elements are necessary even in situations where the focus is on the
quality of the translation as a Greek text. Their study is nevertheless the most thorough and
systematic treatment of Deuteronomy’s character as a Greek text and remains very useful in

many respects. It will be referred to throughout this study.
1.4.2. Aejmelaeus

In her article-length study of OG Deuteronomy, Aejmelacus states that the translators
did not hold to “dynamic equivalency” as an ideal in translation, yet resorted to what we may
identify as such in a few formulations.'® With the help of translation technical analysis,
Aejmelaeus identifies ways in which the translator deviates from his usual practice of word-
for-word renderings and consistent matching of Hebrew and Greek terms (the
Konkordanzprinzip). As a baseline, she shows that OG Deuteronomy employs the particle o¢

to translate the Hebrew conjunction 1only 2.7% of the time, a number that is in line with

103 See for example the discussion on the topic of the importance of “remembering” in the book, which raises the
issue of the use of words of remembering in Greek and discusses such emphasis in the message of the book.
Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 45—46. The fact that dodevtos is found in the plural in 6:8 and 11:18, for
example, is probably not to link back to the previously mentioned pripata but because the underlying Hebrew
term is in the plural. It is also likely that the translator did not understand this rare Hebrew term. See Perkins,
“Deuteronomy,” 78.

104 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 163.
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Leviticus and Numbers, but much lower than Genesis and Exodus.'> A similar pattern is
observable for the translation of "2 by ydp instead the 67t causale, which also points to a desire
for more consistency in lexical matches in the later books of the Pentateuch.'% A third
example is the number of instances where the Hebrew 11is left untranslated. Again,
Deuteronomy is last in this group, demonstrating the propensity to render every item of the
source.!” Other examples of this kind are cited, such as the position of the enclitic personal
pronoun, which is often positioned before the main word in Greek, contrary to Hebrew usage.
This positioning is found in only 25 out of 1080 times in Deuteronomy, in contrast with
Genesis and Exodus.'”® She concludes: “Diese kleinen sprachlichen Einzelheiten sind
Indikatoren dafiir, dass der Ubersetzer des Dtn nicht leichten Sinnes von Wortlaut und
Wortfolge des Originals abwich, auch wenn der Stil, die grammatische Korrektheit und der
Inhalt des Textes es erfordert hétten.”!%

After establishing a baseline of literalness, Aejmelaeus then discusses indications of
freedom. Contrary to expectations, the participium coniunctum (part. coni.) and the genitive
absolute are two devices employed by the OG Deuteronomy translator more frequently than

any other book in the Pentateuch. These deviate from the standard pattern of word-for-word

translation, instead favoring conventional Greek idiom.!!° Such constructions are employed to

105 The exact numbers are Gen: 25.5%; Exod: 26.4%; Lev: 2.4%; Num: 2.1%; Deut: 2.7%. See Aejmelaeus, “Die
Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 164—65, note 19 for more information. See also note 45 above.

106 The Greek ydp employed in Gen: 55%; Exod 85%; Lev 35%; Num 27%; Deut 26%. See Aejmelaeus, “Die
Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 165.

197 Gen: 55%; Ex 78%; Lev 39%; Num 36%; Dt 30%. These numbers are taken from Aejmelaeus’ previous
studies on translation technique of particular syntactic elements in the Pentateuch. See Aejmelaeus, “Die
Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 165; Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 140.

108 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 165. For comparison, the enclitic pronoun is placed
before the head noun in 65 out about 850 instances in Genesis, and 30 out of 350 instances in Exodus.

109 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 165.

110 Aejmelaeus discusses in this context the translation of Deut 4:45, 6:7, and 8:12-14 in Aejmelaeus, “Die
Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 165-67; Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum as a Criterion of Translation
Technique.” It is noteworthy that the word order of the Hebrew source is preserved via this translation strategy.
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avoid excessive parataxis, or in order to render the 1 + infinitive Hebrew construction as in

6:7:

TIP3y 7223w 7773 jm'vm T0'21 7RAwa 03 N73aM '[’J:lz7 oniawy

xal TpoftPacels adta Tovg viols Tou xal AaANTEls v adTols xabuevos &v oixw xal
Topeubuevos &v 606 xai xortalduevos xal SlavioTduevos:

The use of the unarticulated infinitive is striking, particularly in instances where the
underlying Hebrew prefixes the infinitive with the % preposition.''" Nevertheless, Aejmelacus
concludes that quantitative correspondence remains a high priority for this translator. The

translator’s freedom is apparent mostly at the level of qualitative matches:

In der quantitativen Hinsicht ist der Ubersetzer sehr vorsichtig. Er bearbeitet den
Text in kleinen Abschnitten und gibt am liebsten jedem Wort und jedem Element
des Textes ein griechisches Aquivalent. In der qualitativer Hinsicht ist er relativ
frei. Er hat keinen Zwang nach dem Konkordanzprinzip vorzugehen...es scheint
aber, dass der Inhalt des Textes den Ubersetzer inspiriert hat.!!?

This qualitative freedom is illustrated by the various ways the Deuteronomy translator
translates the Greek verb &yw, which demonstrates sensitivity to the literary context of the
word. Sporadic free renderings do occur, and these cannot be statistically weighted.'!?

Motivations for these qualitative differences are many and the examples provided

overlap with those discussed by Dogniez and Harl. Aejmelaeus attributes some of these to:!'*

1 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 167. See the similar comments in Peters,
“Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das flinfte Buch Mose,” 165. Wevers adds that while the articular infinitive
is found in great number elsewhere in the translations of the Septuagint, there are only 5 occurrences in OG
Deuteronomy. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 63—64.

12 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 169—70. (Emphasis original) She further states: “Er hat
keine Schwierigtkeit, die Form des Verbs oder das lexikalische Aquivalent zu variieren. Er scheint in dieser
Hinsicht sogar etwas ldssig zu sein, indem er fiir seltene Vokabeln durchaus inkorrekte Wortdquivalente
verwendet.” See Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 167—68.

113 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 168. Another example is the translation of the verb P27,
for which there are at least four Greek equivalents with no discernable motivation for the variation.

114 The examples here cited are taken from Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 168-71.
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- Sensitivity to literary context: An example here is the above-mentioned translation
of WAl (“life/soul”) by é\mis (“hope”) in 24:15.

- Adaptations to the context of the translation (Alexandrian Diaspora): The translation
of TH1 (“king”) by épx (“ruler”) in 17:14-20.11

- The avoidance of certain expressions, such as euphemisms: oxAnpoxapdic
(“hardheartedness”) instead of 22% N51Y (“uncircumcision of heart™) in 10:16.'6

- Theological conceptions: Forgiveness of sins being promised instead of return from

exile in 30:3.'""7 The expression of God’s care for his people is emphasized in 30:9.!'®

Aejmelaeus also discusses the phenomenon of double translation, a few examples often
being cited in OG Deuteronomy. She notes that it is very difficult to determine whether such
features are from the translator’s hand or already present in his Vorlage.''® She suggests that
the double translation of 1571 by ™) ioxv gou xal T)v dvvapiv cov when speaking of God in
3:24 and 9:26 might be attributable to a desire to avoid speaking of God as large in size. Other
cases, especially the longer double translation of 23:17(18MT), are attributed to modifications
introduced in the transmission of the Greek text.!?’ Aejmelaeus is therefore reluctant to

attribute the Greek text’s pluses or minuses to the translator, especially in light of the overall

115 As Wevers adds, this particular rendering is only found when 7?1 refers to an Israelite king. Otherwise, the
more usual match of Baaileds is found. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 87. Aejmelaeus
also cites as example the translation of YW (“gates”) by méAeis (“cities”).

116 She also mentions God’s name not dwelling (12%) but being invoked (émixdAéw) from the place he chooses
(See Dogniez-Harl above). Wevers adds that in 30:6, the command to circumcize one’s heart in Hebrew has also
been explained as mepidfipi{w (purifying/purging) it. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 70.
N7 9maw=nR PaoR M 201 = xal idoetar xOpiog Tés Guaptiag gou.

HE 10K 0 7MiM = xal molvwpijoet ae xpiog 6 Beds oov.

119 Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 171.

120 Aejmelaeus contradicts Wevers on this point, instead pointing to Schleusner’s observation that one of the
translated phrases comes from Theodotion and was later inserted in the text before the phrase produced by the
original translator. See the extended discussion in Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 172-73.

Wevers identifies six instances of double translation in OG Deuteronomy, including the two discussed here. See
Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 69—70.
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translation technique observed throughout the book. Such instances must be examined with
great care before this conclusion can be reached.'?!

As is apparent from this overview, Aejmelaeus’s approach is centered on the translation
process and therefore very attentive to the way the translator works in light of his source text.
The data provided by the various translation-technical studies is very helpful in terms of
defining an initial baseline by which to characterize OG Deuteronomy. This is necessary when
one seeks to identify differences that are introduced by the translator (as opposed to his
Vorlage) and when using the translation for text-critical work on its Hebrew source. The
various examples demonstrating the type of freedom exercised by the translator are also quite
useful, but not as extensive as that those noted by Dogniez and Harl. This is no doubt partly
due to a more robust methodology, but also because of the limited scope of the article. In a
way, Aejmelaeus’s approach is an important corrective to Dogniez and Harl, despite the
overlap in their remarks. However, because the focus of Aejmelacus’s study is on translation
technique, little attention is paid to the resultant Greek text and its character.'?? Such

limitations are to be expected given the limited space allotted to her essay.
1.4.3. Wevers

Wevers’s discussion of OG Deuteronomy is found throughout his extensive work on this
text, which followed the publication of his major critical edition. His Notes on the Greek Text
of Deuteronomy are the main reference in terms of comments on the Greek text.'** At over

600 pages, they cover the entire book. Yet, most of the discussions are very brief and usually

121 See Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 173. We will return to this issue in chapter 2. The
rest of Aejmelaeus’s discussion in this article revolves around that topic.

122 Note, however, the usefulness of translation technical studies in comparing the various translations in order to
bring out their particularities.

123 Wevers, NGTD.
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focus on unusual translation renderings or issues concerning the textual transmission of the
Greek text.!?* Except for a few pages in the introduction, the book lacks a synthesis that would
provide a description of the translation process, on the one hand, and of the character of the
Greek text on the other. It is nevertheless a treasure trove of observations and, along with the
Dogniez and Harl volume, the only work commenting extensively on the Greek text. We will
therefore refer to it throughout.

In a 1997 article, Wevers provides a description of several features of the translation
process, with a focus on the translator as interpreter.'?® He begins by citing several metrics
collected by Aejmelaeus (and discussed above) to illustrate the type of literalness that
characterizes this translation. A few details are supplemented, showing that the use of the d¢
particle is marked. In contrast with Genesis and Exodus where it is used as a paratactic
conjunction, 65 of its 97 instances in OG Deuteronomy introduce a protasis, while the
remaining 32 almost always indicate contrast.'?® Other examples of the “more literalistic
approach” of the translator include in the larger number of “Hebraisms” found in OG
Deuteronomy in relation to Genesis or Exodus. Besides those discussed above in Dogniez and
Harl, and Aejmelacus’s work,'?” Wevers highlights a number of other features, citing them as
examples “illustrative of the Hebraic character of the Greek throughout the book.” These

are:128

124 Note, however, the target readership envisioned by Wevers: “The professional Greek scholar will probably
find my Notes overly elementary and repetitive, but they are not intended for the professional. I have written
these Notes to help serious students of the Pentateuch who want to use the LXX text with some confidence, but
who are neither specialists in LXX studies nor in Hellenistic Greek. Such students might well need help in
understanding the LXX text over against the Hebrew, and it is hoped that such students might find these Notes a
useful guide.” See Wevers, NGTD, xv.

125 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy.” Wevers also provided some comments in a much earlier, but
short article, to which we will refer to in due course. See Wevers, “The Attitude of the Greek Translator of
Deuteronomy towards his Parent Text.”

126 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 57; Wevers, NGTD, x.

127 Wevers often provides additional details on the discussion in Harl/Dogniez and Aejlemaleus, and those have
been indicated in the appropriate footnotes above.

128 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 58—59.
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- The rendering of T ...f0IN by mposbiic &r1 in 3:26.
- That of 1NN by i dwvoet in 5:29.
- Translating 9 0" by xai goy év in 28:25, 37.

- The asseverative 2 by &7t in 32:52.

For Wevers, these and the many other similar renderings demonstrate the “obsession
with faithfulness to the parent text, sometimes to the point of obscurity.”'?* Another helpful
discussion on this theme is that of the grammatical incongruities found in the book, as well as

other renderings which he attributes to carelessness:'°

- Grammatical incongruities: Masculine relative pronouns referring back to a neuter
noun: xal wév matdiov véov, datis (1:39); ta Ebvn, eis ol oU eiomopety éxel xAnpovoudioat Ty
yijv adtév (12:29).

- Carelessness: A relative pronoun has the case of the wrong referent (the enemies
instead of their spoils): xai ddyy méoav v mpovouny Tév éxBpdv cou, wv xptog 6 Beds gou
didwaiv got. (20:14); In 29:21(20MT), DR "W is rendered with @y vidy TopanA,
which suggests that the translator had the more common SR "33 in mind. In

33:5, DRI VAW s correctly rendered as ¢uAais Topan.

Examining differences between the Greek text and its Hebrew source, Wevers identifies
specific tendencies in the translation technique: formulaic patterns, expressions always
rendered the same way despite differences with the underlying Hebrew text, the compression

of accounts, and changes towards greater consistency:

129 Wevers, “The Attitude of the Greek Translator of Deuteronomy towards his Parent Text,” 499-501, here 501.
130 The following examples are taken from Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 61.
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- Formulaic patterns: The Hebrew 72731, which has a singular pronominal suffix, is
always rendered in the plural with & dué&v or something similar.'®!

- Compressions of accounts: The best example of this is probably found in 31:8,
where TRY 77" 8177 77385 7500 R0 MM is compressed into xal xptog 6
TUWTOopEUbUEVOS MeTd ToD. 132

- Consistency in person and number:'3* In 5:2-3, MT has the first-person plural,
switching to the second person in v.4. The Greek text consistently uses the second
person. The same can be said about 11:13-15, where MT’s first-person pronouns

referring to God seem out of place inside a Mosaic speech. OG Deuteronomy has

those in the third person.!34

Other potential differences with the source text are part and parcel of translation work as
the translator clarifies or disambiguates elements the source text. These are sometimes
occasioned by the inevitable differences between Hebrew and Greek syntax, and therefore not
exegetically significant. They nevertheless provide additional information concerning the

translator’s preferences:

131 ' Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 61-62.

132 This is most clear, argues Wevers, because the translation combines both ideas of 777177 and 1Y in
oupmopevopevos. However, this example is not as felicitous as Wevers would see it, since the Greek adds peta
oo, which must correspond to Y. The participle cupmopeuépevos could simply refer to °197 77777, See Wevers,
“The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 65. Laberge argues that MT is expansive here and that the Greek text
represents the earlier version. See Léo Laberge, “Le texte de Deutéronome 31 (Dt 31,1-29; 32,44-47),” in
Pentateuchal and Deuteronomistic Studies. Papers Read at the XIIIth IOSOT Congress Leuven 1989, ed. Johan
Lust and C. Brekelmans, BETL 94 (Leuven: Peters, 1990), 149-50. The example provided in 31:5 (xaféTt
gvetetdduyy Oulv = DIONR NIX MWK MI¥NI~22) is also unconvincing. It depends in part on how one interprets the
translation pattern for the underlying expression WX 933 throughout Deuteronomy. Wevers’s rationale that this
“makes for a smoother text” requires more justification since this doesn’t appear to be a frequent concern. The
reverse is usually the case. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 65.

133 The tendency to smooth out smaller sections of text by delaying the Numeruswechsel has been discussed already
in Dogniez and Harl’s analysis.

134 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 66. However, the fact that SamPent and a few other
witnesses share these variants makes it less plausible that this effort towards consistency is attributable to the
translator. Other examples are discussed in Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 75, 79-80, 87.
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- Passive voice turned to active: In 22:6, the indefinite passive AX™P RIAP* "D is
translated by Eav 8¢ cuvavtieyg vooaiéd dpvéwv (2™ person). A similar example is found
in 24:6.1%

- Figurative language: In 9:18 and 25, Moses intercedes for the people and is said (in
MT) to prostate himself ('75311&1) before God. This is translated by déopat (“to beg”,
“pray”’) which is what the figure intends.'3¢

- Clarifications and disambiguation:'3” These may be the clarification of ambiguous
Hebrew syntax, such as whether a preposition governs one or two objects (as in 1:7).
In other instances, the syntax of the sentence is understood differently from the
Masoretic accent system (3:4); or the verb’s subject, ambiguous in Hebrew, is
clarified in translation (7:4).138 Clarifications may include the addition of dedtepov in
9:18, where the text repeats a second time that Moses was on the mountain for 40

days and 40 nights. MT might be implying that Moses is referring in both instances

to the same event and the Greek text clarifies that these are two distinct

135 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 72. Wevers cites 16:16 as a further example, but in this
instance, the change towards the passive voice is already present in the vocalization of MT and shared by
SamPent and the Vulgate. See McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 52.

136 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 70-71. Wevers includes in this category renderings
otherwise labeled euphemisms. Also under this heading is the use of méAeig (“cities”), which recognizes the
metonymic use of O YW (“gates”) in Hebrew. In contrast, Dogniez and Harl categorize it as an actualization.

137 Under this heading, Wevers discusses “the large number of instances in which the translator reveals himself as
exegete, interpreter, or theologian. These involve cases where he presumes to clarify the parent text, even to
change it to make it say what it ought to say, to make it more precise, or even to update it to his own times. On
occasion these may well be theological or exegetical in nature; at times they involve distinctions which are part of
the Greek language code but which clarify what may well have been intended by the Hebrew writer(s).” See
Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 72. This is indeed a very broad category, and some examples
provided by Wevers are discussed here under the separate headings.

138 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 73. A little later, Wevers provides several examples where
the translator did not make the same syntactic cuts as MT, which is not surprising given the complexity of some
syntactic structures in the book. An example of this is 18:6-8 where the division between the protasis and
apodosis is located at the beginning of v. 7 instead of v. 8. The result is a different interpretation of that particular
law. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 76—78. In some examples cited by Wevers, one could
argue that the different verse divisions might rather be attributed to later scribes copying the Greek text. This will
be discussed in chapter 4, at 25:3.

40



139 Other clarifications are also found when several Greek terms

occurrences.
translate a single Hebrew word, sometimes to avoid misunderstandings. An example
of this is the various Greek terms employed to translate 7.3 (“stranger”), each attuned
to context and usually exegetically significant.}*° Finally, some clarifications are

simply the translator doing his best when dealing a difficult Hebrew phrase, such as

in 29:18(17MT).141

A smaller number of differences introduced in the translation reflect the cultural and

religious milieu of its production:

- Aramaisms: In 2:10-11, the Hebrew plural noun ending D is transcribed using its
Aramaic counterpart [*. Thus 'RX87 becomes ‘Paguiv. Elsewhere, D173 becomes
Tapiliv. Another example would be the translation of 1901 T in 15:8 by 8oov &v
¢mogntat. In this example, the translator probably understood *T as the Aramaic
relative pronoun.?42

- Updating of geographical place names: In 3:9, the Sidonians (D*J7X) are identified
as Phoenicians (of ®oivixeg), another designation contemporary with the translation.43

- Designations referring to an Egyptian context: The command in 14:1 not to make

incisions on oneself in the context of forbidden funerary practices is translated by

doBdw “to [not] cleanse/purify”, a term employed only here in the Septuagint.**

139 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 74.

140 See the discussion and examples in Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 75-76.

141 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 82.

142 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 83.

143 In 2:23, the place name Caphtor (11193) from which the eponymous Caphtorim emerged is identified as
Cappadocia (Kanmadoxia) in Asia Minor, although it probably corresponded to modern day Crete. See Wevers,
“The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 83—84. Whether this reflects a desire to update place names or simply
the translator’s mistaken notion of the location of these places can be debated.

144977300 R = 00 doifrigere. BrDAG also suggests the meaning of « prophesying » for this verb. See Wevers,
“The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 84.
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Wevers suggests this may be a reference to Egyptian funerary rites in which the

purification of the corpse is customary. The Hebrew DIPT (“elders”) is translated by

yepouaia (“council of elders” or “senate”).14>

- Theological conceptions: At 1:33, God is said to choose the land (éxAéyw) for Israel
instead of searching/spying it out (71). Wevers argues that the idea of God spying
would sound 0dd.**¢ A similar case is found in 32:20, where in the Hebrew text of
MT, God says, “I will see what their latter end will be.”**” Perhaps owing to a
conflict with the translator’s notion of divine omniscience, the translation

understands the verb as a hiphil, translating “He will show....”148

Wevers mentions another important element of the translation technique almost in
passing, that of the matching of verbal forms. He notes that the default inflection for past
references in the book is the Greek aorist, while the Hebrew prefix form is usually translated
using the Greek future indicative. The participial predicate (of nominal clauses) is typically

rendered using the present tense. Wevers argues that variations from these default are

145 This match is found in 16 instances in OG Deuteronomy, which Wevers attributes to the social conditions in
the Jewish quarter of Alexandria. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 84. Other examples
include 25:13, where the Hebrew 72X (“stone”, here as a weight) is rendered as otafuiov, a standard weight
specifically used for balance scales. The 719°X (epha), typically employed to measure liquids in biblical times is
translated using pétpov (metron), a more generic term for measurement. Interesting in this case is the fact that in
OG Leviticus and OG Numbers, the Hebrew 119°X is translated as oidt (oiphi), while here the translator found a
more culturally appropriate equivalent. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 85. Note, however,
that oidi is probably an Aramaic loanword that entered the Greek language in Egypt prior to the translation. See
Jan Joosten, “The Aramaic Background of the Seventy: Language, Culture and History,” BIOSCS 43 (2010): 3.
146 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 73.

47 a0 InR 0 AR,

148 OG has xal etéw Tl Eotar avTois ém éoydtwy. The fact that the translator most likely had an unvocalized
Hebrew text before him undoubtedly facilitated this variant reading. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of
Deuteronomy,” 82. At 34:6, the Hebrew text could be understood as implying that God buried Moses (1NX 72p),
since he is the last agent referred to in v. 5. This is translated by an indefinite plural (xai 8ayav adtdv), “He was
buried.” Wevers states that “such action on God’s part was too much for the translator.” Wevers, “The LXX
Translator of Deuteronomy,” 88. Wevers provides a few more similar examples, to which we will return later.

42



intentional.!*’ He also points out that certain Hebrew prefix forms are interpreted as old
preterites, especially the Song of Moses (ch. 32).!°° He concludes that “on the whole, the
translator shows real sensitivity with regard to aspect/tense”.!>!

Finally, Wevers discusses a number of parallel passages that seem to have influenced
the translator and from which he borrowed. In some cases, the passage comes from another
book of the Pentateuch. In 12:3, the third and fourth clauses of MT are not translated as such,
but the Greek text follows the order of the similar text in 7:5. In 11:8, an entire clause
following iva does not translate MT but a similar clause from 8:1. Both Greek texts are
identical.'>?> Wevers identifies seven instances of borrowing from the Greek versions of
Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers. An intriguing example not mentioned under section 1.3.3 is
found in 2:26, where the Hebrew ©"2851 is translated by mpéafeis. It is interesting because
except for Num 21:21 and 22:5, the Hebrew term is usually translated using &yyeor.
Moreover, Num 21:21 relates the same events that are described in Deuteronomy 2:26. For

Wevers, this unusual match is a confirmation that the Deuteronomy translator borrowed from

OG Numbers or was influenced by it.!>* The other examples see OG Deuteronomy copy OG

149 “Thus when a nominal clause containing a participle as predicate occurs in an obviously past tense setting, the
imperfect is invariably used. In any event the translator insists correctly on viewing participial predication as a
process.” See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 71.

150 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 71. Wevers identifies two other places earlier in the book
where the Hebrew prefix form was also recognized as a preterite and rendered by an aorist: 2:12 and 3:9. On
2:12, see Jan Joosten, The Verbal System of Biblical Hebrew: A New Synthesis Elaborated on the Basis of
Classical Prose, JBS 10 (Jerusalem: Simor, 2012), 287.

151 An example cited by Wevers is the use of the imperfect to render past tense actions that are understood as a
process. In 1:45, the Israelites are said to return and weep (1220 12wN7). Note how in translation, the first verb is
rendered as a participle (participium coniunctum), to circumvent parataxis, and the second as an imperfect, which
fits perfectly in the narrative as a background action: xai xabicavres éxlaiete. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator
of Deuteronomy,” 71-72.

152 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 67.

153 See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 68. On the other hand, 2:26 is the only instance of the
root X771 in Deuteronomy, so that there are no translation patterns available to ascertain what the translator
might otherwise have done. The situation is different for another example cited by Wevers in the next paragraph,
where the translation of the piel N by dvopéw in 9:12 is said to be influenced by the similar rendering in the
parallel account of Exod 32:7. But this ignores the fact that whenever the translator interprets the Hebrew verbal
root in the sense of moral corruption (five out of ten instances in Deuteronomy), he translates it as dvopéw (twice
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Exodus (and once OG Leviticus) in parallel passages where MT Deuteronomy is different and
usually shorter.!>*

That Wevers focused on the Greek translator as interpreter is helpful in that he was able
to extract from his extended study of the text much data that would characterize various
aspects of his approach. His long catalogue of features of the translation technique is
unparalleled and provides the most exhaustive source of data available to understand the ways
in which the translator worked. At the same time, much of the analysis suffers from two
significant deficiencies:

1) As can be surmised from the above comments, Wevers tends to attribute many of the
differences between OG Deuteronomy and MT to the translator. This default is
much more difficult to justify in a context where new textual evidence has come to
light, bringing about significant adjustments to the methodologies employed in the
study of translation technique and textual criticism. It is now more common to
attribute such differences to the underlying Vorlage. In any case, this posture is
methodologically problematic, and part of chapter 2 will be addressing this issue in
more detail. Another reason for Wevers’s generous attribution of apparent
translational differences to the translator is his tendency to look at specific cases in
isolation and not in light of the overall translation technique. One glaring example in

this respect is his discussion of the supposed compressions of accounts, most of

from the piel form, three times from the Aiphil). The similar rendering in Exodus is probably therefore no more
than a coincidence. See also the discussion in Wevers, NGTD, 163—64.

154 These examples cited by Wevers are found in 7:22, 9:27, and 16:8. In 16:8, Wevers argues that the borrowing
from Lev 23:15 took place at the level of the Greek text. But the underlying Hebrew in Deut 16:8, N 10, is what
one would expect for 6AoxAnpous. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 69.
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which are not only problematic on text-critical grounds'>> but also raise the question
as to why the translator would compress a particular narrative or phrase and not a
similar one elsewhere in the book. In some cases, the Greek even adds an expression
omitted elsewhere.!>® The same can be said of what he identifies as borrowing from
other parts of the book.!*’

2) Another difficulty is Wevers’s propensity to resort to exegetical or interpretative
motivations when the reasons for a particular difference are linguistically induced or
when the precise motivation difficult to ascertain.!>® One example is the frequent
modifications introduced to clarify the referent of pronouns, by changing the person
or number. In 7:19, Moses speaks of “your God” (defeating the nations before
Israel), but this is apparently changed to “our God” in Greek, a better contextual fit.

Wevers attributes this modification to “an avowal of full involvement by Israel, as a

155 One example is 17:5, where a large omission in the Greek text is shared with the Temple Scroll (11QT?),
while Wevers argues this represents a compression in the wording of the narrative. See Wevers, “The LXX
Translator of Deuteronomy,” 64—65.

156 See the example of 9:10 discussed in chapter 2.

157 In the example of 11:8, several extant Hebrew witnesses contain similar attempts to harmonize the text with
8:1. While no one Hebrew text shares all the harmonizing characteristics found in OG Deuteronomy, their
presence at least raises the possibility that the Greek text might witness another such Hebrew variant. Obviously,
one cannot expect translators to be fully consistent in their choices, but the existence of many alternate
explanations renders arguments in favor of borrowings or compressions more difficult to accept.

158 This is most apparent when Wevers traces motivations for the great care in translation back to the translator’s
awareness that he was translating a canonical text. Therefore, “he wanted to produce a trustworthy text which
would correctly and clearly say what he believed the divine author intended. And so, he approached this task
rationally, often making slight changes, so that the contemporary reader would not misunderstand what it was
that God was really saying.” See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 78. This may very well be one
of the factors involved, but how can we know? How would this motivation influence both the great care in
adhering to the source text and the occasional deviations from it? Surely a more nuanced and multifaceted
explanation must be found. In 2:6, Wevers explains the omission in Greek of 7032 (“with money”) following
172wn (“to buy” — usually grain/food) by the fact that “to an Alexandrian this was tautological; how else could
one buy something?” Another explanation provided by McCarthy is that this omission is due to the fact that the
Hebrew verb is rendered by dyopdlw (“to buy” — in the market), which makes the “with money” unnecessary. In
any case, it is difficult to abstract a motivation related to the text’s sacred status from this omission. See Wevers,
“The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 80. McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 7.
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communal acceptance of the covenantal recognition of the Lord as ‘our God’.”*>°
Even if this modification is to be attributed to the translator, one wonders how
Wevers can place so much theological weight on a change so insignificant. Within
the translation-technical analysis, the focus is very much on the individual and his
motivations, as can be seen from his frequent appeals to psychological states. For
example, he states that “this [seemingly barbaric practice] apparently made little
sense to a civilized Alexandrian....”%° Resorting repeatedly to such explanations not
only assumes more than what can reasonably be inferred from these renderings, but
also short-circuits the investigative process by flattening out the translator’s

motivations, resorting to explanations that cannot be verified.!6?

One could also mention shortcomings in the evaluation of the conventionality of the
Greek syntax'®?, or some mistakes in comparing the Greek and Hebrew texts.!®* But for our
purposes, another element is missing. Because the focus of his investigation is on the

translation process, there is very little attention directed to the translation as text, in the way

159 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 85.

160 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 84. This comment is made in light of Deut 14:1 and its
command (in Hebrew) not to cut oneself during funerary rites.

161 In the passage just cited, the translator is assumed to be in Alexandria, “civilized,” and ignorant of or repulsed
by the practice mentioned in the Hebrew text. These are not given. Moreover, even if all of these statements were
true, how would it explain the resort to a Greek term that is not plainly related to funerary rites?

162 The phrase xatd pixpdy in 7:22 is cited as a Hebraism, but is actually found in Greek compositional texts. See
Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 58. More interesting is the fact that it is followed by another
wixpdv: xata wxpdy wixpdy, undoubtedly triggered by the underlying Byn vyn. But puxpdy pixpdy is also found in
compositional Greek, so that we may conclude that the translator skillfully converted the Hebrew idiom to a
Greek one. For other examples, see the review by John A. L. Lee, “review of Notes on the Greek Text of
Deuteronomy, by John William Wevers,” JSS 45.1 (2000): 177-79.

163 In 11:19, Wevers states that the infinitive Aaigiv was added by the translator to clarify the preceding “You
shall teach them to your children,” since in Near Eastern cultures, children were taught by recitation. However,
the Hebrew text of MT has 1277 in this position, which is the expected equivalent. It was therefore not an
addition by the translator. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 74.
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that Doginez and Harl, for example, attempt to evaluate its character.'®® Interestingly, Wevers
does attempt a characterization of OG Deuteronomy in an earlier article, but this is limited to
the comparison of three verses with the Vulgate to highlight their differences in approach.
Unfortunately, he does not attempt any kind of detailed analysis of their characteristics in
terms of norms or tendencies, only noting that Jerome had a freer attitude towards his text. He
does briefly allude to the constant tension between the desire to render all elements of the
parent language and the demands of the target language, noting that the translators of the
Greek Pentateuch did not always deal with this tension in the same way.!®®> Exploring this

tension — the mixing of so-called Hebraistic renderings and freer ones — deserves further

inquiry.
1.5. CONCLUSION

The studies surveyed in this chapter underscore the need for a project that will rely on an
updated text-critical methodology and a thorough translation-technical analysis, while paying
close attention to the characteristics of the resulting Greek text. This requires focusing not
only on the differences between the translation and its source text, but on the translation as a
text, in order to provide a “thicker” characterization of OG Deuteronomy, one that goes
beyond references to its “Hebraistic” character or the commonly employed terminology of
“faithful,” “literal,” or “free.” Much like Aejmelaecus’s and Wevers’s contributions, such a

study will be firmly anchored in OG Deuteronomy’s production context and not its reception

164 Wevers does catalog some of the most obvious examples of interference when dealing with syntax, as
mentioned above, but refrains from analyzing these.

165 Wevers, “The Attitude of the Greek Translator of Deuteronomy towards his Parent Text,” 499. On this basis,
Wevers states that no absolute rules for translation even within the work of a single translator can be found.
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history. Yet, like Dogniez and Harl, it will be interested in characterizing the resulting text in
light of contemporary Greek text production. Chapter 2 will discuss such a methodology, and

how it will be deployed to analyze and characterize three sections of OG Deuteronomy.
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Having discussed the need for a more comprehensive description of the character of OG
Deuteronomy, it is now necessary to discuss how such an investigation might proceed. This
study’s aim is to explore how to characterize OG Deuteronomy properly as a translation, that
is, to determine what type of translation it is, and therefore how it may be best approached as a
source of information concerning its originating context. Such a goal immediately raises
questions. What context is in view? In relation to what should such a characterization to be
done? What can we know of the translation process? This chapter will therefore address three

different areas that are foundational to this study:

1) We will first examine whether it is methodologically appropriate to distinguish the
production and reception of a translation and whether this precludes analyzing OG
Deuteronomy not only as a translation but also as a text. Such an approach has
important ramifications for the question of the semantics of the translated text.

2) This will be followed by a discussion of the issues surrounding the study of the
translation process, the translation as a text, and a methodology that will account not
only for deviations from the source text, but provide a more comprehensive
characterization of the translation’s features.

3) Finally, after outlining how we will deal with the extant Hebrew textual evidence for
Deuteronomy, we will address the thorny question of whether it is possible to attribute
apparent deviations from the Masoretic Text (MT) to the translator or his Vorlage in
the context of OG Deuteronomy, where the precise nature of the translator’s source

text is sometimes difficult to ascertain.



The chapter will conclude with a description of the process by which the various
characteristics of OG Deuteronomy will be investigated in this study, and the passages that

will be studied.

2.1. PRODUCTION AND RECEPTION: SEPTUAGINT HERMENEUTICS

Distinguishing between production and reception has become axiomatic in many circles
within Septuagint studies.! That is to say, how one approaches the Greek translation will
depend on whether one wishes to analyze the context of its production, or some subsequent
stage of its rich history. Interpretation of the translation can therefore focus on any stage, but
one should not confuse them since the way later readers came to interpret the Greek text is
often very different from the process by which the translator derived the same text from his
Hebrew source.? As Pietersma has shown, this distinction has a long history in the discipline

and is in fact fundamental to many areas within biblical studies, or any literary study for that

! Albert Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” in The
SBL Commentary on the Septuagint: An Introduction, ed. Dirk Biichner, SCS 67 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 2.
See also James A. E. Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk: Methodological Advancement in
Interpretative Studies of the Septuagint, FAT 2. Reihe 86 (Tilibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 57.

2 “The issue is clearly not that research into the production phenomenon of the Septuagint is a worthwhile
scientific undertaking, while research into its reception history is somehow suspect—or vice-versa. Rather, it is
that, although both are legitimate objects of enquiry in their own right, it is highly questionable that the same
methodology can be applied to both. And when the same methodology is applied, short-circuiting tends to occur
and darkness may follow.” Albert Pietersma, “Messianism and the Greek Psalter,” in The Septuagint and
Messianism, ed. Michael A. Knibb, BETL 195 (Leuven: Peeters, 2006), 51. Barr also criticized Hill on the
grounds that “he does not make the obvious and necessary distinction between two sets of mental processes,
those of the translators themselves, whose decisions about meaning were reached from the Hebrew text, and
those of later readers, most of whom did not know the original.” See James Barr, “Common Sense and Biblical
Language,” Biblica 49.3 (1968): 379. See also Albert Pietersma, “Text-Production and Text-Reception: Psalm 8
in Greek,” in Die Septuaginta - Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von
Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20-23. Juli 2006, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, Martin Karrer, and Martin
Meiser, WUNT 219 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 487—89; Benjamin G. Wright, “The Septuagint and Its
Modern Translators,” in Die Septuaginta - Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung
veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20-23. Juli 2006, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang
Kraus, WUNT 219 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 110-11.
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matter: One has to distinguish between the semantics of the context of production of a work
and how later readers came to understand it.?

Nevertheless, a sharp distinction between production and reception has been criticized
on the grounds that by definition, whoever is responsible for a translation is also part of a
receiving community. The translator’s work forms a bridge between the tradition he sets out to
transmit and his prospective readers. The translator himself is also generally aware of the type
of work he is creating as a text, so that he could theoretically have an eye on both the source
text and the semantics or style of the resulting text.* Nevertheless, arguing that production and
reception are merged in the person of the translator runs the danger of confusing once more
the methodologies to be employed in interpreting the Greek text and consequently, what can
be inferred from it. This is exemplified in the way the German Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D)
project is described as forging a middle way between what it perceives to be a project based
on what occurred behind the translation (the NETS principles) and a project based on the
Greek text as a freestanding text (La Bible d’Alexandrie).” The former is characterized as
translator-focused (production) while the latter is reader-focused (reception), both constituting

valid and complimentary areas of inquiry. But defining what exactly constitutes a middle

3 See Albert Pietersma, “LXX and DTS: A New Archimedean Point for Septuagint Studies?” BIOSCS 36 (2006):
4-5; Pietersma, “Text-Production and Text-Reception,” 488—89.

4 An argument along those lines is made in James K. Aitken, “The Origins of KAI TE,” in Biblical Greek in
Context: Essays in Honour of John A.L. Lee, ed. Trevor V. Evans and James K. Aitken, BTS 22 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2015), 40. The phenomenon of multi-causality invoked by Aitken will be briefly discussed under section
2.2.4.

5 These have been labeled the upstream and downstream perspectives, although, as Kraus remarks, the later
volumes in the La Bible d’Alexandrie project have shifted their perspective from this stated goal and also spent
time comparing the Greek and Hebrew texts in addition to their usual inquiries. See Wolfgang Kraus,
“Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint,” in Septuagint Research: Issues and Challenges in the Study of
the Greek Jewish Scriptures, ed. R. Glenn Wooden and Wolfgang Kraus, SCS 53 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2006), 68—69. The upstream-downstream metaphor was introduced by Marguerite Harl (“en amont” vs
“en aval”) in Marguerite Harl, “Traduire la Septante en francais: pourquoi et comment?” in La langue de Japhet.
Quinze études sur la Septante et le grec des chrétiens, ed. Marguerite Harl (Paris: Cerf, 1992), 33-42.
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position has proved difficult. Kraus has argued that such a middle position conceives of the
translator as mediating between the tradition and the contemporary situation. Such a mediation
would imply that in some cases one can find “conscious modifications and attempts to bring

99 ¢

things up-to-date.”® This is devised as translating “auf Augenhdhe mit dem Text,” “the text in

its present outlook.””’

But as Wright judiciously points out, the examples provided demonstrate
the fundamental issues with such an approach.® In many cases, several features that stand in
contrast to MT, such as the thematic structure of a book, should not be attributed to the
translator but to his source text. And even in cases where one can plausibly argue that such
features were introduced in the translation process, the reasons for such features are usually
the expected outcome of the “technique” employed by the translator, such as the preference
for consistency in lexical matches.” Moreover, this positioning reveals a conception of the

translator-focused approach that is too narrow, as if this approach limited the translator to the

influence of his Hebrew source text.!? Therefore, it sees all other factors as outside influences

¢ Kraus, “Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint,” 70. Kraus adds: “And these examples bring me to the
conclusion that the LXX is in the first instance a translation, but it is more. The translators wanted to mediate
between the tradition and the contemporary situation.” Kraus, “Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint,”
78.

7 Kraus borrows the phrase and analysis found in Helmut Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhdhe mit dem Text:
Uberlegungen zum Wissenschaftlichen Standort einer Ubersetzung der Septuaginta ins Deutsche,” in Im
Brennpunkt: die Septuaginta. Band 1. Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung der griechischen Bibel, ed. Heinz-
Josef Fabry, BWANT 153 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2001), 11-50.

8 Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,” 111-14.

% See Wright’s discussion of Kraus’ analysis of Isa 56:3-8 in Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern
Translators,” 113.

19 In context, Kraus is responding to Hanhart’s claim that the LXX was for the most part an attempt to faithfully
render the Hebrew original and avoid Hellenistic reinterpretations, a claim made against those who argued that
the LXX was “...a form of independent Judeo-Hellenistic re-interpretation of the original text.” See Kraus,
“Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint,” 65. However, Kraus appears to conceive of the translator-
focused approached represented by the NETS project as “taking the LXX as a means to achieve earlier variants
for the MT.” Kraus, “Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint,” 78. But as Wright argues, all translation is
interpretation in a sense, so that attempting to separate the two is to set up a false dichotomy. What matters is
identifying which interpretation plausibly represents exegesis, something that is done deliberately, systematically,
and purposefully. See Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,” 111-12. Here Wright is citing
Pietersma’s definition of exegesis from Albert Pietersma, “Exegesis in the Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits
(The Psalter as a Case in Point),” in Septuagint Research: Issues and Challenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish

52



which are understood as a type of reception and creation of new traditions.'! But surely we are
still discussing the translation process, which implies the input of the source text, but also of
other factors and influences.!? Abandoning the distinction between the study of the translation
within the translation process (its production) and as a standalone text (its reception) only
makes it more difficult to evaluate whether particular features of the translation should be
attributed to the translator’s context, or that of its later readers.'? It is one thing to identify a
significant feature in the translated text, but relating it to the proper context remains the most
important step.!* This, in a nutshell, is the problem of Septuagint hermeneutics.

The approach taken here does not deny that the translators can be conceived as a bridge
between tradition and their communities. It will also argue that a proper assessment of a
translation’s character requires careful analysis in light of the linguistic and literary

conventions of the target language in its production context. But approaching OG

Scriptures, ed. R. Glenn Wooden and Wolfgang Kraus, SCS 53 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006),
35.

! Kraus, “Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint,” 72. Here the term “reception” seems to be employed in
relation to the Hebrew source, in which case it would be appropriate to speak of a translation as both the
reception of its Hebrew source and the production of a new text. This shift in referent is unfortunate.

12 Misunderstandings as to the NETS project’s framework is perhaps in part due to some of Pietersma’s sharp
contrasts, which may imply a rather restricted role for the translator. For example, he states that according to the
NETS paradigm, the Greek translator is viewed “as a mere medium (a conduit) of the source text,” meaning that
“he does not add to nor subtract from the text being transmitted, nor are alterations made to it.” This is in
opposition to the view that “the Greek translator is ... elevated to the status of an author, whose work becomes a
substitute or replacement for the source text.” See Pietersma, “Exegesis in the Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits
(The Psalter as a Case in Point),” 35-36. Broad-ranging statements such as this undermine his otherwise helpful
distinctions.

13 In the words for Ferndndez Marcos, there is then “a danger of mixing or confusing the level of translation with
the different levels of the history of interpretation. In other words, the limits between translation and
interpretation risk being blurred.” See Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “Reactions to the Panel on Modern
Translations,” in X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998,
ed. Bernard A. Taylor, SCS 51 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 239.

14 Wright’s comment is aptly put: “That the translators of the LXX sometimes engaged in exegesis of their source
texts is not at all the issue. Any claim, however, that a LXX/OG translator exegeted his source must be
demonstrated for that translation at the point of its production in relation to the Hebrew, not at some possible
moment in the later reception/reading history of the text.” Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,”
113. Failure to do so 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.” Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature
Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 3.
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Deuteronomy from the angle of its production (the text-as-produced) recognizes that it is
chronologically and logically secondary with respect to its source.'® It was created from an
antecedent discourse, thus produced under some concept of equivalence, whatever other
influences were part of the translation process.'¢ This relationship accounts for many of its
formal and linguistic features, so that studying it as a translation will entail a different set of
questions and methods.!”

By way of illustration, Ngunga follows Kraus’s proposal in order to provide “a method
that mingles or combines both synchronic and diachronic approaches to the text.”!® The
project aims to delineate not only how the translator produced his text, in relation to the source

text, but also how he would have wanted his reader to understand his text.!” Ngunga thus

15 One should add that a translation’s source text is not always available. Moreover, some compositions are
written in a way that imitates the style of a translation, so that it becomes difficult to differentiate them.
Therefore, how to determine what constitutes a translation is more complicated than it appears. Toury states that
“translation is not one homogeneous category that can be captured by an essentialist definition of any kind.” For
this reason, Toury prefers to speak of assumed translations. See Gideon Toury, “A Handful of Methodological
Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?”” BIOSCS 36
(2006): 14.

16 See Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint
as an Assumed Translation?” 20. Pietersma describes this relationship as one of dependency (in contrast to a
freestanding text), a term which must quickly be qualified unless it leads to further misunderstandings. See
Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 2, 6. Equally
open to misrepresentation is the language of “subservience”, which is another way of expressing the translated
text’s derived nature in contrast to that of a composition. Yet, some compositions are also derived from other
compositions (such as Chronicles from Samuel-Kings), so that this terminology is not exclusive to translation as
such.

17 Pietersma states for example that “the distinction applies to all translations, whether that be an English
translation of a novel by Dostoevky(sic] or a Dutch translation of one of Shakespeare’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 created.” See Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature
Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 3, n. 3. We may note that studying a translation “for
interference” does not exhaust what can be analyzed even in this context, as will be later discussed.

18 Abi T. Ngunga, Messianism in the Old Greek of Isaiah: An Intertextual Analysis, FRLANT 245 (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2012), 49.

19 “These two enquiries portray what we mean by diachronic and synchronic readings of the LXX-Isaiah.”
Ngunga, Messianism in the Old Greek of Isaiah, 49. The inquiry into how an author or translator would have
wanted readers to read his text seems a very daunting (if not impossible) task since we only have access to the
text and not its author’s mind.
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employs a “synchronic” approach to identify intertextual links that a reader would have picked
up within the messianic passages and allusions found throughout OG Isaiah. That one would
analyze larger patterns of translation is certainly desirable. But to state that one intends to
identify the translation’s “unique semantic fields and structure” by reading it as an
independent text divorces it from the context of its production.?’ It is as if one employed a
synchronic approach to the study of the King James Version to highlight intertextual links,
arguing that such links were meant to be read this way by their translators, all the while
ignoring variants in the source text, issues of translation technique, mistakes on the translators’
part, instances where they were ignorant of the source language, and attributing coincidental
instances of literary flourishes to them.?! While one can certainly analyze a translation as a
freestanding text, these findings cannot be tied back to the translator or his milieu unless such
semantic fields and structures are identified by taking into consideration the study of the
translation process, the constraints and operating norms that guided it, and the vicissitudes of
translation.?? What is at issue here is not whether the translation incorporates interpretations or

elements from the translator’s cultural context, but the extent to which these features of the

20 Ngunga, Messianism in the Old Greek of Isaiah, 51. As Pietersma reminds us, intertextuality that is tied to the
translator and his context can only be demonstrated when such connections exist in the translated texts despite
their respective source texts. Otherwise, the intertextual link does not belong to the translation as such, but to its
source. See Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 4.
2! Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 4.

22 For similar points, see esp. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Von Sprache zur Theologie: Methodologische Uberlegungen
zur Theologie der Septuaginta,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, CBET 50
(Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 293; Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation
Technique,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, CBET 50 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007),
219. This issue is also prominent in the essay by the Brill Septuagint Commentary Series editor Richard Hess, a
series where each commentary is based on one of the major uncials (usually Codex Vaticanus). He concludes by
stating that “[it] attempts to provide a window into the translators and their own understanding of the biblical
books.” See Richard S. Hess, “Setting Scholarship Back a Hundred Years? Method in the Septuagint
Commentary Series,” in The Language and Literature of the New Testament: Essays in Honor of Stanley E.
Porter’s 60th Birthday, ed. Lois Fuller Dow, Craig A. Evans, and Andrew W. Pitts, BiBInt 150 (Leiden; Boston:
Brill, 2016), 68. How this can be done in a principled manner without attempting to reconstruct the text as it left
the translator’s hand, as well as his Vorlage, is difficult to understand.
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translation are deliberate.?® The Saussurian categories of synchrony and diachrony are
employed by analogy but stretched to the limit of their usefulness.**

A study of OG Deuteronomy as a translation will not only aim to recover the earliest
Greek text, but also study it in the context of its production.?® Such an enterprise is greatly
aided by the fact that by and large, the source text is available to us.?° In this scenario, the
target text is studied both in relationship to its source, to ascertain what type of translation it is,
and in relationship to the conventions governing textual production of the period, in order to
evaluate the type of text that it is.?’ This is our text-as-produced, from which we can draw

information concerning the context of its production.”®

23 In other words, whether they are non-trivial. To be sure, some clues pointing to the translation’s cultural
context can be found in the translation regardless of whether they were introduced deliberately or not. Specific
vocabulary items (such as loanwords) are one such example. But generally speaking, the analysis of the
translation process remains the sine qua non of such a study.

24 One might suggest another use of the diachronic-synchronic categories, where OG Deuteronomy (for example)
would be studied at a particular stage of its existence, just as one would perform the synchronic study of a
language at a specific moment in time. One might study Deutoronomy in Codex Vaticanus in the context of the
4™ century, its scribal practices, interpreters, insofar as these can be properly assessed with the limited data at our
disposal. This type of synchronic study is in fact necessary to better understand the history of the text and the
compilation of critical editions. It is by nature compatible with a diachronic approach as the various stages of the
text helps one to move backward to the earliest recoverable text. In this sense, the succession of synchronic
studies, as in layer, end up producing a diachronic analysis. This is the way the two terms are described in
Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, 51. A reader-focused approach is not without value,
despite the challenges that accompany the task of imagining the world of the reader for an ancient text. Unless
one takes as a starting point interpretations that have come down to us (Philo or Josephus, for example), it is
difficult to reconstruct an ancient reading based solely on that text. More importantly, it would no longer be a
purely synchronic approach, since it would imply reconstructing the text as it was read by Philo or another. In the
end, it would seem that the diachronic-synchronic categories are not particularly suited for describing the
historical study of the Septuagint.

25 With the caveat that in translation, the limitations of human cognition imply that the source text is usually
processed in segments, decomposed and then recomposed in the target language. In other words, while it is
common to say that a “text” is translated, the activity usually occurs at lower levels of discourse. See Toury, “A
Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed
Translation?” 24.

26 In opposition to diachronic exegesis of biblical literature in general, which in a vast majority of cases does not
have access to the underlying sources. See Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines: The Interlinear
Paradigm for Septuagint Studies, BTS 8 (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 432.

%7 Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 7-8. We will
return to these two dimensions of a translated text below.

28 Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 6—7.
Pietersma also designates the text-as-produced as the “text between texts”, although this designation could also
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One of the consequences of this approach is the way in which the semantics of particular
words and constructions are interpreted, particularly in instances of stereotyping.?’ Contrary to
a so-called synchronic approach — or one that would simply amalgamate all contexts — the
meaning of a given word or construction is not to be found primarily in the context of the
Greek sentence, or even in the accumulation of such contexts.* It can clearly be shown that in
many instances, the choice of a particular Greek term or grammatical form is triggered by the
underlying Hebrew one and not the appropriateness of the Greek term for the given context.!
This should not be interpreted as saying that the meaning of the Greek term is to be found in
the underlying Hebrew word.?? In fact, it is the interpretation of Greek terms solely in light of

the context of the Greek sentence that often results in importing into Greek the meaning of the

underlying Hebrew.*? Rather, the meaning of particular Greek terms employed in translation,

benefit from further disambiguation. He at times intimates that the text-as-produced is not a text (i.e., a
composition), yet argues that it should be compared to contemporary Greek compositional literature.

29 Stereotyping refers to the feature common in many books of the Septuagint where Hebrew terms or
grammatical constructions are consistently rendered using the same Greek equivalent regardless of the context.
The nuances of the Hebrew construction are lost, and the Greek equivalent sometimes appears to be used in an
unconventional way. See James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 310. The degree of consistency or stereotyping varies as some translators are
more sensitive to context, but this practice is nevertheless a defining characteristic of this corpus. Here we must
be careful, however, in distinguishing historically between the translations that came first (i.e., the Pentateuch)
and those that came later and were perhaps under the influence of the style of the earlier translations.

30 Arguments for such an approach are found in Marguerite Harl, “La Bible d’Alexandrie 1. The Translation
Principles,” in X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A.
Taylor, SCS 51 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 186. See the helpful comments and criticism of
this approach in J. Ross Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and the Problem of Septuagint
Hermeneutics (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2013), 4, and esp. note 20.

31 Given the derived nature of translations and the role of linguistic transfer in lexical choice, it would be
misguided to argue that context should solely determine meaning. See Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical
Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 12.

32See for example the portrayal of this position painted by Dorival which picks up on this misunderstanding in
Gilles Dorival, “La lexicographie de la Septante,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons and Jan
Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 296. Wright discusses how this misconception is
widespread, and tied to a faulty understanding of the so-called interlinear model. He states: “The interlinear
model developed as a way of understanding the character of the LXX/OG as Greek texts — their intelligibility
together with their unintelligibility...though interlinearity does not demand unusual use of the receptor language,
it does render it understandable.” Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,” 109.

33 As will be shown in chapter 6 when discussing the use of ¢oéfeia terms to translate words of the ¥ family.

57



when interpreted in light of the translation process, should be derived from their conventional
linguistic usage as witnessed in contemporary koine (or postclassical) Greek.** This is the
linguistic pool from which the translator drew.>> When Greek lexemes are consistently
matched to the same Hebrew terms, in some contexts contrary to its conventional usage, it
becomes possible to infer a preference for consistency in lexical matches over that of
providing a contextually appropriate equivalent.*® In a situation where more than one meaning
of the Greek term is possible, recourse to the underlying Hebrew can help the interpreter
determine which of the attested meanings in Greek is most likely to be one in view.>” In

consulting the Hebrew, one is only trying to retrace the translator’s steps, and not to import

34 For a more extensive discussion of this principle and the use of conventional language as the point of reference,
see Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 9—12. Dhont
would rather use the term “natural Greek” to denote “the language as it is used conventionally within the broader
Hellenistic Greek world.” This is determined by the extent evidence, literary or not, that does not depend on the
Septuagint. “Unnatural Greek” consists of “lexical uses or syntactic constructions” that are unattested. See Dhont,
Style and Context of Old Greek Job, 43. 1t could be argued, however, that the “conventional/unconventional”
terminology is better suited to the study of language in a specific cultural context as it relates more directly to
social conventions. “Conventional/unconventional” also lends itself more easily to a spectrum since such
categories tend to be fluid. After all, not all attested language uses can be deemed conventional as this term
presumes shared cultural assumptions, some uses (such as some of those found in the Septuagint) falling outside
such conventions. Therefore, it appears ill-advised to resort indiscriminately to any extent evidence (despite the
variety of register they may represent) and in turn label it “conventional” or “natural” Greek.

35 As Caird observed, many of the “unnatural” usages found in the Septuagint “never became part of current
speech” and therefore “have no place in a dictionary of the Greek language”. See G. B. Caird, “Towards a
Lexicon of the Septuagint. I,” JTS 19.2 (1968): 455. It is in this sense, I believe, that Pietersma can affirm that “it
is a basic principle of LXX lexicography that, in order to establish the existence of a new sense of a given word,
incontrovertible examples of that sense must be found, and one must be able to exclude the source text from
being the de facto context.” Albert Pietersma, “Context Is King in Septuagint Lexicography - Or Is 1t?” 2012, 9,
http://homes.chass.utoronto.ca/~pietersm/ContextisKing(2012).pdf.

36 In other words, it may only manifest the intention of the translator to tolerate the ensuing linguistic transfer.
Such an inference would obviously require descriptive analysis of the translation technique in order to ascertain
that stereotyping is responsible for the word’s selection, and linguistic analysis of this term in contemporary
Greek usage.

37 This process has been described as using the Hebrew text as arbiter of meaning. “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.” See Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 13.
See also Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,” 109—-10.
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into the Greek term a Hebrew meaning it did not previously have.*® The same is true of
grammatical constructions, although in both cases, one has to be open to the possibility that
over time some of these usages may have become conventional. What represents an instance
of interference in the Pentateuch could be a case of intertextuality or plain conventional usage
in Ecclesiastes.*’

In sum, approaching OG Deuteronomy as text-as-produced implies that the nature of the
text as translation as well as the translational norms that have guided its production will be

determinative in terms of the meaning that can be exegeted from the text.*’

Departures from
the usually operative norms may provide a window for exegesis but must be analyzed in light

of the text’s overall characteristics.*! The more a translation reflects norms of quantitative and

3% One can refer here to the debate between Pietersma and Muraoka on this very topic in Takamitsu Muraoka,
“Recent Discussions on the Septuagint Lexicography with Special Reference to the So-called Interlinear Model,”
in Die Septuaginta - Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta
Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20-23. Juli 2006, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer, WUNT 219 (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 221-35; Albert Pietersma, “A Response to Muraoka’s Critique of Interlinearity,” in 4
Question of Methodology: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, ed. Cameron Boyd-Taylor, BTS 14 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2013), 315-37. See also the helpful discussion in John A. L. Lee, “review of A Greek-English Lexicon of
the Septuagint (2009), by T. Muraoka,” BIOSCS 43 (2010): 115-25. Cf. Wright, Benjamin G. “Review Article: T.
Muraoka. A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint.” Studia Philonica Annual 23 (2011): 161-69.

39 This has important repercussions on various aspects of the study of the LXX, such as lexicography. When the
sense of a Greek word is studied, to which point in the development of postclassical Greek does it belong? How
much of its use dictated by the constraints of the source text and translational norms, and how much by the
context or other considerations? This is one of the main issues with Muraoka’s lexicon, which imagines the
meaning a Greek reader of the 3™ century BCE — 2nd century CE would have inferred. Various linguistic
phenomena are bundled together without distinction as to their place in the diachronic development of language.
There is no diachronic distinction between the meaning the word might have had in the world of the translator,
the reasons why it was employed in specific situations, and the meaning it might have taken on later because of
its usage in new contexts within the translation. As is well known, some of these new usages persisted while
others did not.

40 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 437.

41 For example, determining the typical unit of replacement in the translation process will guide the interpreter in
terms of what it is possible to infer from the translator’s interpretation of the source text. A very atomistic unit of
replacement may preclude certain interpretations which would attribute exegesis at a higher level of discourse.
See Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as
an Assumed Translation?” 24. To quote Boyd-Taylor: “But where [the path of exegesis] leads is determined by
the unit of replacement. In [cases where the unit of replacement is typically atomistic], it operates at the level of
the word or phrase. In such cases, the context of interpretation is simply the selection of the item in question as a
translation equivalent. Only to the extent that the textual linguistic character of the translation points to a higher
order context, e.g. at the level of the clause or verse, does the exegete possess a warrant for pursuing the line of
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serial fidelity, lexical and syntactic consistency, the less likely it becomes that specific
renderings can exhibit these features as well as reflect other (theological, stylistic)
motivations.** To be sure, each rendering is the outcome of a variety of factors, with
translational preferences being manifested in specific ways. Consequently, one has to be open
to the possibility that even a translation deemed “literal” can, in specific contexts and often
quite restricted ways (usually at the level of individual words), reflect a desire to introduce
stylistic features or a particular ideology.* This is the approach that will be adopted in this
study, with a view firmly set on the production of this text but also in the context of existing

literary and linguistic conventions.

2.2. THE CHARACTERIZATION OF A TRANSLATION

In the last half-century, considerable effort has been deployed to characterize Septuagint
translations and to improve the summary descriptions provided long ago by scholars such

Frankel and Thackeray.** Much work has been done to better understand the translation

interpretation accordingly. Quite simply, exegesis follows the lead of the translation.” Boyd-Taylor, Reading
Between the Lines, 438. That is not to say that translators working atomistically are unaware of context or
connections to other texts. However, as Boyd-Taylor adds, “Marked renderings may well point beyond their
immediate context, perhaps to other texts; but here again, the context of interpretation is dictated by the unit of
replacement.”

42 Obviously, even a translation reflecting a very strict application of such norms can provide indications of
special motivations in individual cases. In such contexts, however, the burden of proof is rather on those would
show that such features can be found. For an argument on a similar note, see Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical
Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 3.

43 As will be seen in our study of Deuteronomy 32, such features can be found, though limited in number and
scope. James Aitken and John Lee have written extensively on stylistic elements introduced in the translation.
While some examples are more convincing than others, they do confirm that this was an occasional concern of
the translators, despite its variable manifestation. See for example James K. Aitken, “Rhetoric and Poetry in
Greek Ecclesiastes,” BIOSCS 38 (2005): 55-77; James K. Aitken, “The Significance of Rhetoric in the Greek
Pentateuch,” in On Stone and Scroll: Essays in Honour of Graham Ivor Davies, ed. J. K Aitken et al. (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2011), 507-21; Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 41-122.

4 Zacharias Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta (Leipzig: Vogel, 1841), 201-27; Thackeray, 4 Grammar of
the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, 12—16. For references to other attempts from the middle
of the 20" century, see Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?”
in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, CBET 50 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 77, note 14.
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process (or technique), with studies attempting to retrace the translator’s steps.* Other efforts
have aimed to characterize its language in relation to texts from the same period, including
papyri and inscriptions.*® Others have attempted to describe the ensuing character of each

b 13

translation, which has led to the use of labels such as “literal” and “free,” “slavish” or
“faithful” translations, “good” or “bad,” “natural” or “unnatural” Greek. Our focus in this

section will be to determine how to best characterize OG Deuteronomy as a translation, that is,

both the translation process and the ensuing product.

2.2.1. Translation Technique Studies

The study of translation technique is an essential component to the proper identification
not only the translation’s source text, its Vorlage, but the Old Greek text itself.*’ The term
“translation technique” should not be understood to imply that the Septuagint translators
consciously adopted a particular theory of translation, but rather refers to the way they went
about their work.*® In fact, Soisalon-Soininen preferred the term Ubersetzungsweise, which

focuses on the mode of translation, but English language scholarship stuck with “technique.”*’

4 Which Aejmelaeus describes as being on the trail of the translators, for example in Aejmelaeus, “Von Sprache
zur Theologie: Methodologische Uberlegungen zur Theologie der Septuaginta,” 275—77. Admittedly, much more
remains to be done on individual books.

46 See for example the comprehensive study of verbal syntax in Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch.
More recently, the publication of John Lee’s important comparative study of the Greek of the Pentateuch in Lee,
The Greek of the Pentateuch. For an evaluation of Evans’s contribution, see Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the
Lines, 369-71.

47 See for example the study by Olofsson and his introductory comments to this effect in Staffan Olofsson, 4s a
Deer Longs for Flowing Streams: A Study of the Septuagint Version of Ps 42-43 in Its Relation to the Hebrew
Text., DSI 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), here 11-13. For a discussion of the interrelatedness of
these areas of research, see Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?”
72-78.

48 Sollamo describes it as both a research object and method: “The study of translation technique seeks to
describe how translators customarily work when they translate Hebrew into Greek™. Raija Sollamo, “The Study
of Translation Technique,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3
(Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 144.

4 Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation Technique,” 205.The term
Ubersetzungstechnik was coined by Soisalon-Soininen in his doctoral thesis published as Ilmari Soisalon-
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Reflecting on the reception of this term, Aejmelaeus proposed to refine its definition by
describing it as “simply designating the relationship between the text of the translation and its
Vorlage.”™° It denotes “the activity of the translator or the process of translation which led
from the Vorlage to the translation.”!

As described by Lemmelijn, such studies developed along two trajectories.’ The first
focuses on metrics that can be employed to measure the various features of literalness. The
methodology employed to characterize the translator’s technique generally builds on the study
of literalism published by James Barr nearly half a century ago.’* Refining Barr’s taxonomy of
literalism, Tov and Wright attempted to provide categories by which these could be

quantified.>* This approach, especially in its more recent formulation, attempts to go beyond

statistical analyses, seeking to evaluate the translation based on quantitative and qualitative

Soininen, Die Textformen der Septuaginta-Ubersetzung des Richterbuches, AASF Series B 72.1 (Helsinki:
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1951). See the more recent discussion of this terminology in Ilmari Soisalon-
Soininen, “Zuriick zur Hebraismenfrage,” in Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren: aus Anlass
seines 65. Geburtstages, ed. Detlef Fraenkel, Udo Quast, and John William Wevers, AAWG; MSU 20
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 35.

0 Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation Technique,” 205.

5L Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation Technique,” 205-6. Aejmelaeus is careful
to qualify that “translation technique” should not be imagined as “a system acquired, developed or resorted to by
the translator.” See also Bénédicte Lemmelijn, 4 Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called
“Plagues Narrative” in Exodus 7:14-11:10, OtSt 56 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2009), 104-5. Nevertheless, as we
will argue, the translation reflects some norms and expectations from the target culture which must be taken into
account, even when describing how the translators normally operated.

52 Bénédicte Lemmelijn, “Two Methodological Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the
Septuagint,” in Helsinki Perspectives on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint: Proceedings of the IOSCS
Congress in Helsinki 1999, ed. Raija Sollamo and Seppo Sipilé, Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society 82
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 43—63. See also the more recent treatment of the material in Hans
Ausloos and Bénédicte Lemmelijn, “Content-Related Criteria in Characterizing the LXX Translation Technique,”
in Die Septuaginta - Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2010), 36—47.

33 Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, 294-323.

54 See for example, Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, Third edition.
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 20-26; Benjamin G. Wright, No Small Difference: Sirach’s Relationship
to Its Hebrew Parent Text, SCS 26 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989). See their collaborative effort in Emanuel Tov
and Benjamin Wright, “Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria for Assessing the Literalness of Translation
Units in the LXX,” Textus 12 (1985): 149-87.
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criteria.>® The quantitative factors are concerned with segmentation, the representation of all
constituents of Hebrew phrases by corresponding Greek elements, as well as word order,
additions, omissions, and the like. Qualitative factors, however, pertain to consistency in the
choice of equivalents for specific grammatical forms and lexemes, as well as the linguistic
accuracy of lexical choices. These criteria can be deployed to establish a baseline of literalness
and broadly characterize a given translation.’® This approach has been quite influential.®’

The second approach seeks to evaluate the level of freedom exercised by the translators
in their translation work. Here, the concern is to “identify variant renderings and propose
explanations for these choices.”*® This has been the approach associated with the so-called
Finnish school and it has produced many important findings.>® An offshoot of the Finnish
approach is the development of the content and context-related methodology under Ausloos
and Lemmelijn.®® Here again, the focus is on describing how translators worked when faced
with specific issues, by examining how they dealt with proper names, toponyms, hapax

legomena, wordplay and parallelism. Focusing on the translation of specific Hebrew idioms

55 The initial focus was indeed to provide more objective, large-scale data-based criteria for the evaluation of the
degree of literalness of various books or book sections. But the reliance on statistics was severely criticized, as it
does not account for many of the factors that go into translation, such as context, the resources of both languages,
and the translator’s competency. See Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation
Technique,” 208—17.

3 Tov is working pragmatically, since he argues it is much simpler to define criteria for literalness and therefore
evaluate translation from that baseline. Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 21-22.
57 A recent survey and evaluation of Barr, Tov and Wright’s categories and general methodology can be found in
Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” in Die Sprache
der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 147—
53; Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, 26-33.

38 Sollamo, “The Study of Translation Technique,” 146.

%9 For a history of the development of this school, which primarily focused on Septuagint syntax, see the helpful
survey in Sollamo, “The Study of Translation Technique.” Studies have focused on a number of aspects including
Hebrew coordinate clauses, paranomastic constructions, participles, semi-prepositions, clause connectors, and
several others. Many of these will be consulted throughout our study.

60 See Ausloos and Lemmelijn, “Content-Related Criteria in Characterizing the LXX Translation Technique,”
368-76. A more extensive bibliography of the research done under this program can be found in Khokhar, “May
My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 19, n. 72.
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also allows one to compare how a particular translator resolved difficulties in contrast with
other translators of this corpus. It is also in these circumstances that some of the translator’s
mental processes, tendencies, and other influences are most often reflected.®' They have
provided solid arguments concerning many features of the translation such as the translators’
proficiency in Greek, their theology, or even the number of translators responsible for a
particular book.%? This approach is in a way complimentary to the previous one since, in
addition to broad characterizations, a more comprehensive description requires the thorough
and contextual analysis of a translation’s specific features.®® Both of these approaches have

proved valuable and will be built on in the present study.

2.2.2. Interference and Transformations: Striving for Comprehensive Criteria

Studies on the translation process have necessarily attempted to categorize translations

in terms of literalness or freedom.®* To be sure, the limited usefulness and descriptive potential

81 Tt has also proved useful for the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. See Lemmelijn, “Two Methodological
Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,” 50.

62 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 142. Pietersma adds:
“Septuagintalists hardly need to be told that the study of ‘translation technique,” championed especially by the so-
called Finnish School, has a long and productive history of identifying and studying equivalencies between
source text and target text—hence engaging the vertical dimension of the latter. The focus is thus clearly on the
text as produced. Though ‘the Finnish School” has come in for criticism for failing to see the woods for the trees,
it has at the same time been acknowledged that the study of translation technique is propaedeutic to the exegesis
of the text as produced. Indeed, it bears emphasizing that the detailed engagement with the relationship that holds
target text and source text together, practiced by the Finnish School, is a sine qua non for hermeneutics of the text
as produced.” Pietersma, “LXX and DTS: A New Archimedean Point for Septuagint Studies?” 6.

8 Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 28. Aejmelacus states: “Translation
technique cannot be measured. It is too complex an entity to be measured. It must be described, instead, and
described from as many angles as possible, with as many criteria as possible.” See Aejmelacus, “What We Talk
about when We Talk about Translation Technique,” 217. The criteria of “freedom” is also complex and must be
analyzed from various angles. Both approaches are therefore complimentary. See Lemmelijn, “Two
Methodological Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,” 50. Cf. Ausloos and
Lemmelijn, “Content-Related Criteria in Characterizing the LXX Translation Technique,” 367-68.

64 See Lemmelijn, “Two Methodological Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the
Septuagint,” 43—45, note 1 for a comprehensive list of Septuagint studies that rely on the literal-free polarity.
Ausloos and Lemmelijn have attempted to shift the discussion away from literalness and speak of “faithfulness”
instead. See Lemmelijn, “Two Methodological Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the
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of these categories has been noted in studies representing both of these approaches, though
they remain in a sense unavoidable. Even in situations where one was to attempt grading these
two opposites on a scale, exactly how to define and measure literalness or freedom has proved
elusive.®® This was exactly the point problematized by Barr, showing how multifaceted
literalism 1s, and how the different aspects of literalism often interact in opposing ways within
the same translation.®® Thus, what is considered literal on one level, such as representing all
elements of the source text, can be otherwise at another, such as the consistency in the
matching of Hebrew and Greek terms. This does not invalidate the usefulness of the
descriptors of literalness identified by Tov, but rather raises the issue of how they should be
related in order to properly characterize a translation. Moreover, evaluating the consistency of
lexical matches has proved to be the most controversial of Tov’s features, since assessing the
appropriateness of lexical equivalents involves a great deal of subjectivity. Consistency in and
of itself is not a measure of literalness.®’ This has important ramifications for the

characterization of a translation such as OG Deuteronomy, as will be discussed below.

Septuagint,” 51-52. “Faithful” is illustrated by a reliance on various strategies, even transliteration when the
translator apparently does not know the meaning of the underlying Hebrew. See the examples in Ausloos and
Lemmelijn, “Content-Related Criteria in Characterizing the LXX Translation Technique,” 371-73. But one could
argue that all LXX translators were attempting to be faithful, and that this faithfulness was deployed in a variety
of ways. Moreover, which criteria are to be used to define faithfulness? For all we know, ancient translators may
have had a very different set of criteria than ours. See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 434. A more
extensive criticism of the use of the term “faithfulness” can be found in Jean Maurais, ‘“Peut-on traduire sans
trahir ? Vérités alternatives dans la Septante de Deutéronome,” ScEs (forthcoming).

% For a helpful survey of the use of these terms in recent research, see Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of
Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 139-53.

6 Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, 279-84. See also the discussion criticizing
literalism as an object of study in Tim McLay, The Use of the Septuagint in New Testament Research (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 55-61.

7 Translation equivalence is very much a slippery concept, and it has engendered considerable discussions. See
for example the extended effort by Olofsson to further refine Tov’s qualitative evaluation in Staffan Olofsson,
“Consistency as a Translation Technique,” in Translation Technique and Theological Exegesis: Collected Essays
on the Septuagint Version (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 50—66, esp. 60. See also Lemmelijn, “Two
Methodological Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,” 59-63, esp. note 64. It
is not clear whether Tov recognizes that consistency (and stereotyping) and the adequacy of lexical choices are
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The same is true of the approach focusing on the relative freedom of the translators
when encountering specific features of the Hebrew text. The limitations of this approach can
be seen in the otherwise very insightful study by van der Louw. Renderings are analyzed
against a baseline of literalness and departures from what could be construed as a default
rendering (thus non-obligatory in nature) are identified as transformations.®® These
transformations are then grouped into various categories. These categories are not limited to
the Septuagint or ancient translations but relate to the practice of translation in general.*® This
type of analysis, though important, can be improved upon for at least three reasons: 1) While
focusing on freedom, the point of comparison remains the imagined literal alternative.”® Since
literalism is a slippery concept, its use as a baseline from which to evaluate deviations or

transformations is problematic.”! 2) The focus tends to remain on the smallest units of

inseparable. He argues the first can be measured statistically but admits that the latter cannot be statistically
quantified. See Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 22-26.

% Van der Louw defines transformations as “changes (linguistic or other) with respect to an invariant core that
occur in translation from source text to target text.” Theo A. W. van der Louw, Transformations in the
Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies, CBET 47 (Leuven: Peeters,
2007), 383. Key in the identification of these transformations is the difficulties or problems that these
transformations are designed to solve, assuming a reason can be discerned (grammatical or stylistic for example).
See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 91.

% This is one of the significant contributions of van der Louw’s study, in that it brings the field of translation
studies in dialogue with Septuagint studies.

70 In the words of van der Louw, “Behind each transformation stands a literal rendering that has been rejected.”
See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 57. This is in a way similar to the position that Soisalon-
Soininen rejected, that of Marquis for whom literalness could be measured relative to a “perfectly literal
translation.” See Galen Marquis, “Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Criterion for the Evaluation of
Translation Technique as Exemplified in the LXX of Ezekiel,” in VI Congress of the International Organization
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Jerusalem 1986, ed. Claude E. Cox, SCS 23 (Altanta: Scholars Press, 1987),
405. Contrary to what van der Louw seems to be arguing, Soisalon-Soininen would rather take freedom (later
designated as “idiomatic translations”) as a starting point. These are identified as renderings that are
undistinguishable from idiomatic use of the target language. They may or may not coincide with what is often
labeled a literal translation. Unidiomatic renderings (from the perspective of the TL) are identified as “slavish
translations.” See Soisalon-Soininen, “Zuriick zur Hebraismenfrage,” 37. De Crom recommends the approach of
comparing what other translators of the same text have done, so as to avoid the type of prescriptive jugdments
that an “ideal” literal rendering would entail. See Dries De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive
Translation Studies, DSI 11 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019), 251.

" Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 155. See for example
van der Louw’s description of the character of Genesis 2, where various characteristics (quantitative
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discourse, and therefore potentially misses transformations that occur at a higher level of
discourse.”” The analysis of the rendering of various constructions is therefore insufficient to
characterize a translation.”® This is not only because of the paucity of such studies so far, but
because of the complexity in combining the results to form an adequate picture.”
Furthermore, a focus on the lowest level of discourse precludes one from dealing adequately
with the phenomenon of interference.”” 3) More importantly, translational norms oversee not
only the transformations one can observe in the translation, as van der Louw acknowledges,
but the non-transformed elements (i.e., the literalism) as well.”® A focus on transformations
remains source oriented and overlooks the fact that a translation should also be interpreted in

relation to the expectations of the target culture, its language and translational norms.”” This is

representation) are attributed to the translator’s “strong adherence to the form of the source text” or “a very literal
translation strategy”. See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 150-51.

72 Thus, elements potentially introduced at the level of discourse, such as contextualization, are de facto
methodologically excluded. See the comments by Boyd-Taylor to this effect in Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “review
of On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, by Anneli Aejmelaeus,” BIOSCS 42 (2009): 126.
Van der Louw does state that one of the steps of his analysis is to understand the passage in light of the book, but
as Wagner surmises, “van der Louw’s concentration on the ‘linguistic’ level of the translation leads him to
minimize the significance of the ‘textual” and ‘literary’ levels for the OG translator.” Wagner, Reading the Sealed
Book, 36; van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 91-92.

73 As has been acknowledged by Aejmelaeus and others. See references in Lemmelijn, “Two Methodological
Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,” 55.

74 See the criticism along those lines in Olofsson, “Consistency as a Translation Technique,” 65.

75 This point is important in terms of evaluation the type of Greek one encounters in the Septuagint. Responding
to Evans’s claim that the verbal syntax of the Pentateuch reflex contemporary koine and that examples of Hebrew
interference are few, Boyd-Taylor reminds us that interference operates not only at the level of syntax. The Greek
Pentateuch is still very different from compositional literature, even with respect to the koine of its day. See
Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 371.

76 Although, to be fair, van der Louw also adds that “one could argue that literal translation is a transformation,
because also in literal translation something is transformed.” But since these literal translations form his
“Greenwich meridian,” they are not identified as proper transformations. See van der Louw, Transformations in
the Septuagint, 64.

"7 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 433-34. Here Boyd-Taylor addresses Aejmelaeus’s work, which
shares methodological traits with that of van der Louw’s. He further adds: “What she tends to lose sight of is the
normative dimension of translation. By this [ mean the nexus of conventions, practices, and models — linguistic,
literary, and cultural — in which the production of a translation is imbedded. To adequately describe a translation,
it is not enough to conceptualize the process in terms of obligatory and non-obligatory shifts away from the
source. Quite simply, there is more to be said about the target text.” He goes on: “Like all socially significant
behavior, the work of the translators was informed by shared expectations as to what the task entailed and what
would constitute success or failure...one, of course, begins with a description of the linguistic evidence. Yet,
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another context where interference is present. That is, interference is measured not only in
relation to the source text at various levels of discourse, but also in relation to the linguistic
and cultural context of the translation. Both relationships form the locus of interpretation. For,
as Boyd-Taylor reminds us, “What distinguishes translation as a cultural practice is the
phenomenon of interference, that is, its tension with the linguistic, textual-linguistic and
literary cultural norms of the target culture.”’®

What is needed then is a framework that can account for the features of the translation
process of OG Deuteronomy as well as its character as a culturally situated text. This
framework will focus on the examination of the linguistic relationship between the translation
and its source text, since it is only through the comparison of the translation with its source

t.79

text that we can understand the process by which it came about.”” But it will also provide the

means to describe the translation’s linguistic makeup, the only reliable source of information

once finished, the researcher may find herself to hypothesize an underlying model of translation. That will
account for the relationship between source and target text. A. rules out such a move categorically (though she
often works with an implicit model).” (Emphasis original) See Boyd-Taylor, “review of On the Trail of the
Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, by Anneli Aejmelaeus,” 126. It must be said, however, that van der
Louw does perform, as a first step in his analysis, a reading of the Greek text with the goal of locating it within
target language literature, in relation to standards of Greek style. This aspect, though thoughtfully executed, is
undertheorized, and it is not clear how it relates to the analysis of transformations. See van der Louw,
Transformations in the Septuagint, 90. This is precisely where a framework such as Toury’s would have been
useful. Van der Louw comes close to the approach argued below when he briefly states that “the relationship
between the motives behind the transformations will reveal something about the (unconscious) hierarchy of
norms in the mind of the translator.” Van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 91. It is not clear,
however, whether these norms oversee only the transformations or the character of the text as a whole, and
whether they issue from the translator’s mind or are also culturally conditioned. See here Theo A. W. van der
Louw, “Did the Septuagint Translators Really Intend the Greek Text as it Is?” in Die Septuaginta - Orte und
Intentionen: 5. Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 24.-27. Juli
2014, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer, Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund, WUNT 361 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2016), 463—64.

8 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 156.

7 This is not to say that research into ancient translation practices is unnecessary or cannot shed light on the
translation process of the LXX. See for example the essay by James K. Aitken, “The Septuagint and Egyptian
Translation Methods,” in XV Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies,
Munich, 2013, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, Michaél N. van der Meer, and Martin Meiser, SCS 64 (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2016), 269—94. But in order to measure the extent to which the various translated books of the
Septuagint conform or not to these Egyptian practices, one should begin with a thorough analysis of the
Septuagint’s own translation processes.
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available to us concerning the norms that governed its production, and the strategies deployed
to arrive at the present product.®’ The goal of this study is to achieve a more comprehensive
characterization of the translation that will, for example, take into account both the occasional

instances of unintelligibility and the perfectly conventional Greek found within it.%!

2.2.3. DTS and Translational Norms

The framework provided by Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS), particularly as it
was developed by Gideon Toury, is particularly suited for this type of inquiry.*? Since DTS is
target-oriented, translations are analyzed as “a fact of the culture that would host them” and
not predominantly as a representation of the source text by the translator.®* Consequently, a
translation is studied “in relation to the conventional practices of the literary system within
which it was produced.”* This relationship, the translation’s “slot” within a literary system is
described as its function.®® Boyd-Taylor further describes the three interrelated elements of a

translation within this descriptive framework, which must be part of any descriptive study:

80 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 311.

81 As Pietersma states, “the Greek of the text-as-produced must be taken seriously as Greek, whether it be
standard or stilted usage, literary nuggets or linguistic warts, instances of intelligibility and unintelligibility, it is
all Greek!” (Italics original) See Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint:
Basic Principles,” 8-9. See also Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, Revised edition,
Benjamins Translation Library 100 (Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2012), 20-23.

82 Toury’s main contribution is found in the now updated edition of Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and
Beyond. Of course, as De Crom reminds us, the field of Translation Studies has evolved since Toury’s first edition
(1995) and some of this will be reflected in the discussion below and our own tweaking of his approach. For a
survey of how DTS has been integrated in the field of Septuagint studies so far, see De Crom, LXX Song of Songs
and Descriptive Translation Studies, 18-20.

8 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 18. In other words, translations are a type of cultural
product. For a discussion of the “cultural turn” in translation studies, see Jacobus Naud¢, “It’s All Greek: The
Septuagint and Recent Developments in Translation Studies,” in Translating a Translation: The LXX and Its
Modern Translations in the Context of Early Judaism, BETL 213 (Leuven: Peters, 2008), 231. That the linguistic
and social context of the translators is important has long been recognized. See for example McLay, The Use of
the Septuagint in New Testament Research, 60—61. But this has not been theorized in LXX studies until very
recently.

8 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 156.

8 This is in contrast to its actual function. Toury states: “I use the term ‘function’ in its semiotic sense, as the
‘value’ assigned to an item belonging in a certain system by virtue of the network of relations it enters into, with
other constituents as well as the system as a whole. As such, it is not tantamount to the mere “use’ made of the
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1) The position or function of the text within the target culture (function); 2) the
process through which it is derived from the parent (process); and 3) the textual-
linguistic make-up of the product (product).3

The importance of the translation’s function lies in the fact that the activity of translation
is socially located and constrained with respect to its aims and methods through shared
cultural expectations.®” These expectations determine what sort of text a translation is and
what makes it acceptable as such. Therefore, a translation will be undertaken under a set of
shared assumptions that will govern what the ensuing product should look like. These are

labeled translational norms as they guide the translation process and the strategies deployed to
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achieve the desired product.® The three aspects of a translation interrelate in that:

The prospective location of a translation within the target culture...will prove a
strong governing factor in its surface realization or textual linguistic make-up. The
translator will aim at producing a text with the make-up requisite to its intended
location, and will be thus working from a sort of paradigm. This in turn will
govern the relationship between the target text and its source. For it is with
reference to such a paradigm that the translator will select the linguistic strategies
by which the translation is produced [i.e., the process]. In this way, the process of
translation is itself conditioned by the prospective function of the product.®’

end product, as seems to be the case with Skopostheorie.” See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and
Beyond, 6, note 7.

8 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 39. (emphasis ours) These are synthesized from Toury, Descriptive
Translation Studies - and Beyond, 6-7.

87 Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 7. Wagner is here expounding on Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines,
34.

88 According to Toury, norms are “the translation of general values or ideas shared by a community — as to what
is right or wrong, adequate or inadequate — into performance instructions appropriate for and applicable to
particular situations.” For a discussion of the nature of translational norms, see Toury, Descriptive Translation
Studies - and Beyond, 62—67, here 63. A strategy can be understood as “a group of coordinated decisions that link
the goals of the translation assignment with the necessary procedures to attain those goals in a given translational
context.” See Naudé, “Translating a Translation,” 248. Boyd-Taylor also referred to a similar definition offered
by Chesterman: “...linguistic strategies or shifts, at the level of the textlinguistic profile of the translation (such as
transposition, paraphrase)...these can be seen as textproducing processes or as the results of such processes.” See
Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 72.

% Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 56.
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A number of challenges present themselves when applying this framework to the study
of individual translations of the Septuagint corpus. The first is that since we are constrained to
work backwards, from product to process to function, such an approach will necessarily not
account for the multitude of factors that are part of the translation process and play a role in
the shaping the product. The line from function to process to product is not a direct one since
many factors are involved in the act of translation.”® Furthermore, while working within a
framework that is target-oriented, translational norms are here deduced entirely on the basis of
textual-linguistic evidence and therefore “underexpose the impact of sociocultural factors.”!
This is compounded by the fact that we have very little information concerning the shared
cultural assumptions of 3™ century BCE Judaism, and therefore of the “slot” that the product

was to occupy in its literary system. Positing a particular function for this translation is

therefore problematic.”? Nevertheless, the following remarks can be offered:

1) While taking into account that a translation (or any text) is not a perfect mirror of its
social context, a careful analysis of the textual linguistic make-up of the translation

can shed light on some of these shared cultural expectations, the model of translation

% See van der Louw’s criticism which lays out a number of factors and constraints, some personal or biological
that have a bearing on the product. These are actual deviations from norms and strategies. In other words, a
translation is more than a product conceived with teleological aims. It implies a person at work, who may be
operating within norms he has set for himself (or that have been imposed upon him), but will also experiment,
demonstrate inconsistent choices, and often imprint his own idiosyncrasies. He may consciously or
subconsciously align texts with his theology and in fact produce a work different than what was initially intended.
See van der Louw, “Did the Septuagint Translators Really Intend the Greek Text as it Is?”” 452—60. For further
criticism along those lines, see Jeremy Munday, Introducing Translation Studies: Theories and Applications, 4th
ed. (London ; New York: Routledge, 2016), 184; Marieke Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, SISJ 183
(Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2018), 58.

! Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, 55. See also Munday, Introducing Translation Studies, 183.

92 Note van der Louw’s observation on this point: “Simple as it sounds, [analyzing a book’s acceptability in light
of the target culture] presupposes an extensive knowledge of the target culture that enables one to determine
which standards a translated text had to meet in order to be considered ‘acceptable’...the main drawback of
[Toury’s] model for LXX studies is that it presupposes an intricate knowledge of both source and target culture.”
Van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 20-21. Note, however, the effort by Wagner to address this
issue by an appeal to Eco’s concept of the “cultural encyclopedia” in Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 37-45.
See also our discussion below on the use of terms such as “adequacy” and “acceptability”.
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that was employed and the set of translational norms that were applied.”®> That such
norms can be derived from the analysis of the process and product is not impossible
in that the process is similar to that of deducing the translation process via the
comparison of the product with its source text. Translational norms are
“reconstructed from observables” by examining the strategies deployed and the

character of the ensuing product.”

They are to be conceived as a “descriptive
analytical category to be studied through the regularity of behavior.””> However,
since “a translator’s behaviour cannot be expected to be fully systematic,”

translational norms should be regarded as a “graded notion,” many of which interact

in a complex way.”® This complexity is due in part to “the active negotiation of those

93 “The concept of translational norms allows one to describe in a systematic way the principles guiding the
translator as he navigates the challenges of re-presenting the source text in a form that will be ‘acceptable’ to the
target culture (or particular sub-culture thereof) as a translation.” Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 8. Van der
Louw also recognizes the value of such an inductive approach: “Toury’s model features also a stage of bottom-up
analysis that less[sic] presupposes such prior knowledge.” See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint,
21. Cf. De Crom’s similar observation that DTS offers “several entry points for studying translation as a textual,
literary and social phenomenon...we should start our investigation from the most solid data we have and work
our way from there.” See De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 21.

%4 Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as an
Assumed Translation?” 22-23. One of the criticisms leveled by Dhont relates more particularly to the book of
Job, where the relationship between the translation and its source text is decidedly more complex and very
difficult to assess even from a textual perspective. This, coupled with the absence of informants, makes it very
difficult to infer norms from translational strategies. See Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, 57. But as
we will see below, the situation is not so bleak in the context of Deuteronomy.

%5 This formulation is by Munday in Munday, Introducing Translation Studies, 177. He stresses the importance of
“regularities” for Toury’s model, despite the idiosyncrasies, errors and other similar features characteristic of all
human endeavors. See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 70-71. These are the “options that
translators in a given socio-historical context select on a regular basis.” Mona Baker, ed., Translation Studies:
Critical Concepts in Linguistics (London: Routledge, 2009), 190.

% Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 67. “Toury speaks of three types of norms: a ‘basic’ or
‘primary norm’ governs behavior that is ‘more or less mandatory for all instances of a certain phenomenon’; a
‘secondary norm’ or ‘tendency’ represents ‘common, but not mandatory’ behavior; and what we might call a
‘tertiary norm,” which Toury describes as ‘other tolerated (permitted) behaviour.” Wagner, Reading the Sealed
Book, 7, note 31. Here the reference is to Gideon Toury, “The Nature and Role of Norms in Literary Translation,”
in Literature and Translation: New Perspectives in Literary Studies, ed. James S. Holmes (Leuven: Acco, 1978),
95. One can debate the extent to which such norms were formalized or consciously employed, but the existence
of a particular model of translation, whether implicit or not, seems obvious in light of the similarities between OG
Deuteronomy and other Pentateuchal translations. De Crom develops an insightful description of norms in De
Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 238-51.
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who deal in them,” thus reflecting the active role of the translator in the process.’’
Under this modified descriptive approach, the translator is not the passive subject of
invisible forces, but an active agent working in a particular social context.”® Boyd-
Taylor also makes the helpful distinctions between regulative norms, which guide
the translator in his choice of strategies to resolve a particular issue in an acceptable
way, and constitutive norms, which reflect what a particular community finds
acceptable as a translation.”” Regulative norms (in situation X, Y should be rendered
by Z) may or may not coincide with regularities because they are tied to the
translator’s preference values, that is, his negotiation of various competing norms.'%
By analyzing the translation in this way, one can work in the near absence of
historical evidence, based on the assumption that the product (here OG

Deuteronomy) does reflect albeit imperfectly a specific model of translation and its

underlying norms.!°!

97 This point is underscored by Boyd-Taylor, who reflects on the development in Toury’s thought, and a move
away from conceiving of norms as “inert constraints on behaviour” (a kind of social determinism) towards a
more dynamic notion where these are negotiated. See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 65.

% In a way, this anticipates van der Louw’s call to move away from a model where “the translator...barely
exists,” to “incorporate the human factor, be it individual or social.” See van der Louw, “Did the Septuagint
Translators Really Intend the Greek Text as it Is? 453—54. This movement also follows the so-called sociological
turn in translation studies, recognizing that translators operate in a social context. For a discussion of the
implications for Toury’s project, see Reine Meylaerts, “Translators and (Their) Norms: Towards a Sociological
Construction of the Individual,” in Beyond Descriptive Translation Studies: Investigations in Homage to Gideon
Toury, ed. Anthony Pym, Miriam Shlesinger, and Daniel Simeoni, Benjamins Translation Library 75
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2008), 91-102.

9 See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 71-72. Hermans also provides a helpful description of this
distinction in Theo Hermans, “Norms and the Determination of Translation: A Theoretical Framework,” in
Translation, Power, Subversion, ed. R. Alvarez and M. Vidal (Clevedon; Philadelphia: Multilingual Matters,
1996), 42-43.

100 «“Regulative norms of translation distinguish, within the domain called translation, between optional forms of
behaviour. Particular options may be regarded as appropriate in certain types of cases, and the translator’s
perceived success or failure in adhering to this or that norm may be deemed to have resulted in ‘good’ or ‘bad’
translations. The regulative norms of translation are therefore subordinated to the constitutive norms.” Hermans,
“Norms and the Determination of Translation,” 43.

101 The product of the translation is always more observable than anything else, even in the presence of
informants, and should be dealt with first, perhaps even exclusively. See Toury, “A Handful of Methodological
Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?” 22. Moreover,
even if we had reliable statements about the aims and normative principles of the translations, these might be
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2) It is a valid observation that the individual style and idiosyncrasies of each translator
should be taken into account.'? But this observation does not preclude the type of
analysis that DTS can provide. In fact, a comprehensive description of the
translation may be able to identify stylistic preferences and other idiosyncrasies
when contrasted with a similar translation.!*> Moreover, an important contribution of
DTS is its focus away from the psychology of the translator towards norms or
preferences governing the translation process.!* By focusing on strategies and
translational norms, our attention is not limited to the translator’s cognitive
processes in his interaction with his source text. These are subsumed to the

expectations of the target culture which must be negotiated.'% In this way, the

tainted by propaganda or an attempt to persuade. DTS would therefore treat those as secondary evidence. See
Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 88. See also the discussion of this issue in the context of
LXX studies in Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 40; De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive
Translation Studies, 239-40.

102 A translator’s work has unique recurrent patterns independent of the style of the author. Translators are
writers, and like other writers may have their particular favoured expressions, their preferred choices.
Translators’ style must be acknowledged in the analysis of the Septuagint as translation.” See Naudé,
“Translating a Translation,” 250. For a criticism of DTS along these lines, see Dhont, Style and Context of Old
Greek Job, 58. But see Marieke Dhont, “Towards a Comprehensive Explanation for the Stylistic Diversity of the
Septuagint Corpus,” V'T 69.3 (2019): 394.

103 Thus, norms do not always manifest themselves via the same strategies. As we will see, while working under
very similar norms, translators of the Pentateuch sometimes opt for different strategies to render specific Hebrew
idiom. Others have favorite words, etc. This does not invalidate that there are translational norms at work, but
rather the way they manifest themselves, or in some cases, their weight in relation to other norms. Toury speaks
of cognitive and sociocultural approaches to translation needing to work in complementarity instead of
opposition. See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 67.

104This is not to deny that a human agent was at work, and we will indeed often refer to “the translator”
throughout. But the reality is that all that we have at our disposal are the traces of his work. Yet, what DTS
provides is a principled way to validate interpretations of particular renderings in light of the whole. For a more
extensive discussion on this point, see Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 43-45.

105 “No one would deny that translation involves the activity of a translator or that the cognitive, psycholinguistic
and interpretative processes underlying translation are legitimate objects of study...but as Toury stresses, an act
of translation is at the same time an event embedded within a specific literary culture.” See Boyd-Taylor,
Reading Between the Lines, 62—63. As van der Louw notes, such approaches “still leave ample room for
renderings that reveal the translator’s personality.” Moreover, interpretative renderings can only with great
difficulty be attributed to any single individual. They are best seen as “typical for the community from which the
translator sprang”. See van der Louw, “Did the Septuagint Translators Really Intend the Greek Text as it Is?”
455. Within the framework of DTS, such renderings would be the manifestation of a particular norm governing
the translation process: In the case of anti-anthropomorphisms, one governing appropriate discourse about God.
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interpreter refrains from theories about the translator’s mental state or other
dispositions, theories that cannot be verified.!%

3) Since we know very little about the prospective function of this particular type of
text (a biblical translation) in the context of its production, our observations will
remain focused on a descriptive analysis at the level of the text’s linguistic make-up.
Thus, the teleological orientation of DTS should not be understood as constraining
one to posit a particular set of assumptions concerning the product’s social
location.'%” That the translation is target-oriented simply recognizes that one should
attempt to infer from the analysis of the textual-linguistic data the translational
norms that governed the translation process. These are the bridge between the
translation and its socio-cultural context, and in our case, perhaps the sole source of

information concerning the translators and their milieu.!® Such translational norms

106 As Boyd-Taylor argues, attention to the constitutive character of the text provides more reliable information
since it appeals instead to the cultural assumptions under which the translator worked instead of his mental states.
See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 53. This may be disputed in the sense that in both cases, the
translated text (and an approximation of its source) is our only source of information. Yet, one may argue that the
cumulative description provided by norms is more easily verifiable (and falsifiable) than theories about the
translator’s mental states. Note also van der Louw’s conclusion to the effect that intentionality is in fact quite
difficult to demonstrate and thus of limited usefulness. See van der Louw, “Did the Septuagint Translators Really
Intend the Greek Text as it 1s?” 464—66.

197 Qur discussion so far has eschewed the term “interlinear” or references to the interlinear paradigm (IP) for two
reasons: The first is that the term has engendered considerable misunderstandings, some of which were already
alluded to. For a discussion of the reception of the IP and clarifications on the nature of its use, see Albert
Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,” in Translation Is Required: The Septuagint in
Retrospect and Prospect, ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, SCS 56, 2010, 3-21; Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern
Translators.” The second reason is that according to its own principles, what can be inferred from the Greek text,
whether it be norms of quantitative and serial fidelity, high tolerance for interference from the source text,
unintelligibility of the Greek, or any other characteristic of the translation, should be determined inductively
based on our study of the translation process and the resulting product. It may very well be that its characteristics
resemble those suggested within the context of the IP. Yet, the use of DTS as a framework should not be
understood as making assumptions in terms of the type of translation we are dealing with, nor a wholesale
adoption of the IP for this particular translation. Unfortunately, DTS and the IP have often been addressed as one,
such as in Randall X. Gauthier, Psalms 38 and 145 of the Old Greek Version, VI Sup 166 (Leiden; Boston: Brill,
2014), 41-62; Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, 51-56.

108 Thus, the criticism that we need more insight into the way the translators internalized the various social norms
is well taken, but at the same time leaves us no alternative. The translation (and its source text) is the only source
of information at our disposal. Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, 58, 60. The polysystem theory also
faces the same issue if it seeks to perform precise evaluations of the cultural context.
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may suggest a particular context where they would have been operative, for example
a setting where isomorphism or a lower register of Greek is desirable. As Boyd-
Taylor reminds us, “Much can be learned about the function of a text from linguistic
analysis; the two phenomena are more closely bound up than one might realize.”!®
But given the state of our knowledge, such theories will obviously be tentative. Our
objective is therefore more modest and constrained by the linguistic data at our
disposal, as is any theory that would attempt to use translated texts of the Septuagint
to uncover their originating milieu. A further step would be to perform the same
exercise on other translations of the Septuagint with the goal of comparing the
results.!!? In this sense, our study is but a preliminary step, in that assessing the

character of OG Deuteronomy is to be followed by a comparison with other

translations of the Septuagint or others more generally.

2.2.4. Characterizing OG Deuteronomy

Turning now to our analysis, a more comprehensive description of OG Deuteronomy
character must take into account the aforementioned combination of translational norms,

strategies, and the ensuing product, so that we are provided with a multi-dimensional picture

199 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 85-86.

119 One of the objectives of DTS is to analyze several translations and eventually compare them in order to
highlight differences but also abstract translation universals. This also circumvents the problem of
overgeneralization, which some have accused Toury of doing. See Munday, Introducing Translation Studies,
184. In conjunction with similar studies on other translated scriptures of this period, we could eventually posit a
more specific context for the creation of these early Jewish translations. An important step in that direction would
be the publication of the commentaries in the SBLCS series. For further remarks along those lines, see Boyd-
Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 86.
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of the translation.!!! Consequently, the translation should be approached from two

complimentary vantage points:'!?

1) As the study of the text qua translation

2) As the study of the translation gua text

The first is source-oriented, in that it focuses on the translation as a representation of its
source text, while the second approaches the translation as a text designed for a specific socio-
linguistic context. Both are interwoven characteristics of a translation and serve as a check on
the other.!'> Within the framework of DTS, these have been labeled as the description of a
translation’s adequacy in relation to the source text, and acceptability in relation to the target
language or culture.''* It should be noted that these terms are meant to be non-prescriptive

descriptors of the translation’s relationship to both its source text and target conventions.'!

" The term “constitutive character” is sometimes employed to designate this correlation of social and linguistic
facts, an integration of the function and process of translation, and, of course, the product itself. As such, the
notion of a text’s constitutive character is essential in governing the type of questions which can legitimately be
asked when performing historical exegesis. See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 35-36.

112 Adapted from Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 432. Toury further defines these two principles (in
reverse order) as 1) “the production of a text in a particular culture/language which is designed to occupy a
certain position, or fill a certain slot, in the host culture”; and 2) “constituting a representation in that
language/culture of a text already existing in some other language, belonging to a different culture and occupying
a definable position within it.” See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 69.

113 “Whereas the analysis of translational strategy leads naturally into a discussion of regulative norms, textual
linguistic analysis bears directly on the question of relative acceptability and constitutive norms. Yet, the two
sorts of analysis are not only inter-dependent, they are intertwined.” See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the
Lines, 71-72.

114 For a discussion of the difference between acceptability and acceptance of a feature of the translation, see
Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as an
Assumed Translation?” 15. See also Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 69—70. Boyd-Taylor
has refined this aspect of DTS by acknowledging the problematic nature of the adequacy-acceptability continuum
implied in Toury’s early work, coupled with the notion of initial norm. These, as well as the concept of adequacy
have been justly criticized. As Dhont recently stated, “there is no such thing as a perfectly adequate translation”.
The adequacy-acceptability polarity is but one other continuum, no more nuanced than the literal-free axis. See
Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, 53—54. Boyd-Taylor suggested in his monograph that the initial norm
of adequacy should be abandoned, as well as the continuum, a change that he sees as easily accommodated within
DTS given its target-oriented nature. See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 69—70. See also the similar
criticism in De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 249-50.

115 As was pointed out by Hermans, the use of these terms has engendered confusion because of their evaluative
connotation in other contexts. He would rather use “TT-oriented” and “ST-oriented.” See Theo Hermans,
Translation in Systems: Descriptive and Systemic Approaches Explained (Manchester: St. Jerome, 1999), 77. In
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They designate two interwoven principles that are intrinsic to the production of any
translation, their purpose being to identify how operative norms are negotiated and to
determine “what is recognized as translation.”''® Those terms thus represent two
complementary angles from which the translation should be described.!!” Consequently, the
focus is not on prescriptive judgments concerning equivalency, but equivalency is rather seen
as realized and a tool for uncovering “the underlying concept of translation...and the factors
that have constrained it.”!'® In other words, equivalence can be defined in terms of the relative
acceptability of the translation, that is, “that by which the text is judged to be acceptable as a

translation (or not) within the target culture.”'"’

his 2016 article, Boyd-Taylor reintroduces “adequacy” as a way of speaking of the analytical category which is
concerned with the analysis of translational strategies (translation technique) and their regulative norms, thus in
relation to the source text. See Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek
Translation,” 157. This is the way in which we will be using this term throughout, and not as a category by which
we can judge whether a translation is adequate. “Acceptability” is conceived here as a way of describing the
translation in relation to the textual and linguistic conventions of the target culture, those that typically govern
non-translational compositions. What is “acceptable” in reality will vary according to the context: Aquila’s
translation was surely acceptable despite its high degree of interference. Thus, actual acceptability relates to the
concept of equivalence adopted for the translation, and not the text’s relationship to target language conventions.
116 Hermans, “Norms and the Determination of Translation,” 42. See also the discussion about these two
principles in Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 69—70. “Moreover, since adequacy and
acceptability are measured on different bases, and hence separately and independently of each other, their total
should not be expected to yield 100 either, no more than it can amount to 200 (a hypothetical result of being fully
adequate and fully acceptable at the same time). At the end of the dayj, it is the compromise between the two
which will reflect the overall influence of the norms.”

7 Toury can therefore speak of the necessity of a double (or “schizophrenic™) reading: “A translation always
enters two sets of relationships: one between the target text and the hosting culture/language (in terms of
acceptability), the other one between the assumed translation and another text in another language/culture (in
terms of so-called equivalence).” (Emphasis original) See Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS:
Are They Applicable to the Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?” 19.

18 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 86. Toury suggests that texts be compared in a series of
ad hoc coupled pairs, where segments are not predetermined but vary according to the context. See Toury,
Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 103. While this approach is flexible and a non-prescriptive method
of comparing the translation and its source text, it has been criticized for lacking consistency and reproducability.
Working from a checklist of features that require attention has proved a useful complementary approach. See
Munday, Introducing Translation Studies, 176, 183. (Here Munday refers to James S. Holmes, Translated!
Papers on Literary Translation and Translation Studies, Approaches to Translation Studies 7 (Amsterdam:
Rodopi, 1988), 80.).

119 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 70. In a different context, Lee justly criticizes previous studies that
employed pejorative language to describe translation methods. Concerning consistency in translation technique,
he states: “[Their inconsistency in lexical choices] is a fact to be accepted, whether we approve of it or not. It
helps us to understand how the translators actually worked rather than be distracted by their failure to do what we
expect. It also offers food for thought on the larger question of how the translators saw their project.” See Lee,
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Therefore, our primary object of descriptive study focuses on these two aspects of OG
Deuteronomy. Our task is, on the one hand, to analyze “which equivalencies are characteristic
of the translator (e.g. ‘match word-for-word’, ‘match word order’, ‘match consistently”).”!?°
Here, the focus is not only on characterizing his translational strategies and methodology (his
translation technique), but to identify what constraints were operative. The outcome of this
line of inquiry is “to account for these results by reference to translational norms and so
determine the concept of equivalence underlying them.”'?! On the other hand, the
accompanying task is that of weighing these equivalences against what is known of the
conventions of the target language in terms of well-formedness, which may include its
grammar, stylistic norms, and literary features.'??> One outcome of this line of inquiry is the
identification of indices of relative acceptability within the translation, such as the tolerance

for linguistic interference.'?® For this purpose, Boyd-Taylor suggests that the following two

questions form the basis of our inquiry:

First, to what extent and in what manner does a given translator favor formal
equivalency over linguistic, textual and literary well-formedness? Second, under
what conditions does he favor such well-formedness over formal equivalency? '**

The Greek of the Pentateuch, 184. The importance of a descriptive approach and terminology is discussed further
in Maurais, “Peut-on traduire sans trahir ? Vérités alternatives dans la Septante de Deutéronome.”

120 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 156.

121 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 70.

122 This is comparable to the analysis done according to “T-universals” by Chesterman (2004), which characterize
the translated language in relation to naturally occurring language, without reference to the source text. See the
comments in Munday, Introducing Translation Studies, 185; Andrew Chesterman, “Beyond the Particular,” in
Translation Universals: Do They Exist? ed. Anna Mauranen and Pekka Kujaméki, Benjamins Translation Library
48 (Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 2004), 33-50.

123 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 70. Focusing on linguistic well-formedness when evaluating the
relative acceptability of the text may appear to be methodologically limiting. Boyd-Taylor offers the following
remark: “...relative acceptability is a difficult thing to gauge in any text. In the case of an ancient text, the
problem is near insuperable. There are so many factors underlying the phenomenon, and so little relevant
evidence, that any benchmark we propose is bound to be somewhat arbitrary. But by focusing on an aspect of
acceptability over which we do have some degree of methodological control, namely textual linguistic well-
formedness (i.e., conformity to the norms of the target language), and by adopting a comparative approach, the
likelihood that our assessment will prove meaningful, if not assured, is at least much greater.” Boyd-Taylor,
Reading Between the Lines, 118—19.

124 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157.
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The answers to these questions enable one to characterize the translation in light of the
two aforementioned aspects, that of its adequacy and acceptability. The description of each is
advantageously performed at the levels of linguistic, textual-linguistic, and literary-cultural
features.!?® Analyzing each of these levels separately proves useful for the purposes of this
study despite the fact that there is some overlap between them.'?® Linguistic adequacy or
acceptability pertains to the grammar and lexicon, while textual-linguistic adequacy or
acceptability deals with the coherence and cohesion of the text.'?” Finally, literary and cultural
adequacy or acceptability is concerned with literary conventions and thematic or ideological
values of the target culture. As Boyd-Taylor surmises, this higher level of analysis is “highly
conjectural,” but it is possible in some instances to identify particular strategies that belong to
this level.!?® So-called theological renderings and intertextuality, insofar as it belongs to an
expected literary convention, would belong to this level of analysis. The following table

illustrates the interplay of both aspects and the three levels of analysis:'?’

125 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157. These levels of
analysis are adapted from Toury’s own linguistic, textual, and literary modes of translation. See Toury,
Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 201-3. Cf. Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational
Norms: A Sighting Shot,” 37.

126 Compare for example how Biichner analyzes the translator’s work in his commentary on Leviticus by using
three categories: The cultural, syntactic and semantic levels. Biichner is concerned with an analysis at the level of
individual renderings. Boyd-Taylor’s taxonomy is more flexible, however, in providing for ways to account for
features that occur at the level of discourse as well as individual renderings. See Dirk Biichner, “Writing a
Commentary on the Septuagint,” in XIV Congress of the IOSCS, Helsinki, 2010, ed. Melvin K. H. Peters (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 525-37, here 526.

127 See the examples provided by Boyd-Taylor of each category in his Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of
Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157-58. Cf. Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 58-59.
128 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 158-59.

129 The table summarizes the various observations made in Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in
Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157-59.
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Level of

Adequacy analysis

Acceptability

Features of the source text brought in

Tension with literary conventions |Literary and . 11
v Y compliance with literary and

and ideological values cultural . .

ideological norms
Disruptions to the coherence and Textual- Features of discourse and style
cohesion of the target text Linguistic | introduced by the translator

Interference at the level of S .
. Linguistic | Grammatical well-formedness
grammar, syntax, and the lexicon

From the standpoint of adequacy, OG Deuteronomy is examined as a translation to
determine the extent of the accommodation of the target conventions to formal features of the
source text.'** Toury introduces a distinction between two types of interference: The first is
labeled positive transfer and refers to the occurrence of linguistic features in translation that
are not unknown but occur in much greater frequency than in non-translational literature. A
good example of this is the rendering of the Hebrew infinitive absolute accompanied by the
cognate finite verb, for example N"INWN TNW, which is usually understood as intensifying
the idea conveyed by the verbal root. The Greek language has no direct equivalent to this
construction, so that it is most frequently rendered using a related noun or participle and
cognate verb: dvddoowy dpurdEy. This construction is not unknown in Greek but infrequent. !
The frequency of this Hebrew construction, however, multiplies the occurrences of this

marginal Greek construction so that it becomes much more frequent than in contemporary

Greek literature. Negative transfer occurs when the ensuing linguistic feature does not

130 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157.

131 For a recent discussion of this construction and the various ways it was translated in the Pentateuch, see Lee,
The Greek of the Pentateuch, 231-39. See also. Raija Sollamo, “The LXX Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute
Used with a Paronymous Finite Verb in the Pentateuch,” in La Septuaginta en la investigacion contemporanea (V
Congreso de la I0SCS), ed. Natalio Fernandez Marcos, Textos y estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” 34 (Madrid:
Insituto “Arias Montano,” 1985), 101—13. See also our comments in chapter 3 at 6:17.
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normally occur in the target language.'*? As Boyd-Taylor reminds us, “The burden of proof
lies with the investigator, i.e. he or she must make a case for transfer.”!

From the standpoint of acceptability, OG Deuteronomy is examined as a text to establish
its linguistic profile and the way in which features of the source text were assimilated to target
conventions. Here one will examine features at all levels of the text to determine the extent to
which the transformations of the formal features of the source were made to conform to
models of textual production in the target language.'** This implies amongst other things the
evaluation of the translator’s degree of tolerance of interference from the source text. For
example, the translator of OG Deuteronomy regularly employs the participle to render a
conjunction + finite verb, which implies a lower degree of tolerance for paratactic
constructions and the transfer it entails.!*> Moreover, other items of interest in this category of
analysis would be structural changes and stylistic or rhetorical features insofar as they appear
to be deliberate and non-obligatory.'*®* When analyzing the text from the perspective of
acceptability, the burden of proof shifts accordingly: “Assimilation to target conventions must

be demonstrated against the background of transfer.”!*” In the end, features classified

according to both sets of relationships are expected to paint a multifaceted picture.

132 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157. See also
Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 9.

133 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 157.

134 SBLCS Guidelines §3.2.3.1(i).

135 See especially the study by Aejmelaeus, which shows that in some respects, OG Deuteronomy is more tolerant
of the interference of its source text, especially in the representation of 1- xal and causal 3 - §71. In other respects,
however, such as the use of the participium coniunctum and the genitive absolute, OG Deuteronomy exhibits less
tolerance than the other translators of the Pentateuch. See Aejmelacus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,”
164-66.

136 SBLCS Guidelines §3.2.5(i). Furthermore, this would obviously exclude purely grammatical changes caused
by the differences between the grammatical structures of each language. See here for example, Takamitsu
Muraoka, “Limitations of Greek in Representing Hebrew,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons
and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 129-38.

137 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 158.
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Translations are the product of a number of norms which interact in a complex manner, often
displaying contradictory tendencies. This to be expected as they are the outcome of complex
social conditions.'*® But they also manifest the translator’s preference values, the classification
of which allows us to better understand how he operated. !>

Each textual analysis will be followed by a summary of the regulative norms at work
and indications of relative acceptability to the conventions of the target language. A general
profile of the constitutive norms, the model of translation underlying OG Deuteronomy will

also be presented. The relative status of norms is weighted based on their regularity, for

138 “Thanks to [Toury’s] probabilistic formulations, it becomes quite reasonable to have contradictory tendencies
on the level of linguistic variables. If social conditions A apply, then we might expect more standardization. If
social conditions B are in evidence, expect interference.” See Anthony Pym, “On Toury’s Laws of How
Translators Translate,” in Beyond Descriptive Translation Studies: Investigations in Homage to Gideon Toury,
ed. Anthony Pym, Miriam Shlesinger, and Daniel Simeoni, Benjamins Translation Library 75 (Amsterdam: John
Benjamins, 2008), 321. An example of this is that despite the high level of interference at the level of the clause
in OG Deuteronomy, there is a remarkably high level of conformity to the conventions of the Greek language at
the level of syntax, so that one may conclude that the translator has “full competence in Greek.” See Lee, The
Greek of the Pentateuch, 259.

139 As Boyd-Taylor states, following Barr, “The dilemma presents itself in distinct modalities: there is not one
either/or but many, and their resolution will depend upon the translator’s preference values.” See Boyd-Taylor,
“The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 159. Here one may also refer to the
recent appeals to multi-causality (or multiple explanations), which recognizes that one translational phenomenon
can have multiple explanations. In specific renderings, one could argue that the translator was concerned with
both faithfully rendering his source text (via an unmarked rendering) and creating a stylistic effect. Some studies
on the style of the LXX argue along these lines. See Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, 59 and
references cited in note 75. Here one must be careful to distinguish between complementary and mutually
exclusive causes, as Toury argues in Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable
to the Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?”” 22. For example, explaining a particular rendering as
a misreading of the source text and a desire to produce a stylistic effect would constitute complementary
hypotheses. Two factors (at least) lay behind this rendering, the former providing opportunity for the latter. The
same level of confidence cannot be achieved when a rendering is the expected one in a given context in light of
the translator’s usual technique. Stating that it also constitutes a stylistic device becomes a competing hypothesis.
What on the surface appears to be a desire to introduce stylistic elements in the translation may be nothing more
than a lexeme or form triggered by the source text. Of course, such a match may be a happy one, but speaking in
terms of causes, it may tell us nothing more than the translator’s desire to accurately translate his source text
under the constraints of his predominant translational norm of lexical consistency. While multi-causality is
certainly present in translation as in many human activities, the identification of such causes in our situation
should stem from our observation of the translation process and the character of the translation. Moreover, as
Mulroney cautions, “The use of multiple-causation is not meant to overcomplicate the reasoning behind the
decision-making process.” See Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, 44. Multiple
explanations for particular features will be raised throughout our commentary on OG Deuteronomy, many of
which are not mutually exclusive. DTS is not opposed to this in principle, since working with strategies and
norms is in itself a multi-causal way of looking at the data.
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example whether particular deviations from formal features of the source text are systematic
(primary), typical (secondary) or frequent but sporadic or localized (tertiary).'*° This

information will be organized in a table such as the one below:

Regulative Norms Indices of Relative Acceptability
1) 1),

etc. etc.

Relative Degree of Accommodation of Target Conventions to the Features of the Source
Text

Relative Degree of Assimilation of Features of Source Text to Target Conventions

Constitutive Norms

D),

etc.

Approaching OG Deuteronomy from both of these angles, the DTS framework provides
a way to account for features that are part of the translation’s regulating norms as well as those
that represent departures from them.!'#! As such, it can account for a multiplicity of factors that
come into play within the translation process, and as Mulroney suggests, provide not only an

account of what happened, but explain why a particular rendering was achieved.'*? Factors

140 Adapted from Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 74-75. In light of the complexity of translational
norms, Toury speaks of the importance of avoiding a checklist approach and have an ordered list instead. See
Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 63. De Crom has a helpful discussion on the potency of
norms, and the factors that may explain the frequency of their application in De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and
Descriptive Translation Studies, 243-52.

141 Toury, for example, states that “freedom of choice is at play not only when one’s behavior involves deviations
from prevailing patterns. It is no less present when one’s commitment to the norms is reaffirmed.” (Emphasis
original) See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 68.

142 Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, 43. One must obviously qualify this statement by
noting that it is often not possible to come to a precise determination of the motivations, factors, or norms behind
individual renderings. Furthermore, as van der Louw observed in his review of Boyd-Taylor, not all features of
the translation reflect a precise motivation on the translator’s part. Yet, we may form a good idea about patterns
and habits. Mulroney’s resort to a Greek reading tradition which is reproduced before us to explain some features
is also problematic. While it is a tempting solution, there is little evidence for it. And the numerous places where
the translators appear to be struggling with the Hebrew militate against this. Moreover, how can we determine
whether a particular difficulty is solved ad hoc by the translator or a reflection of the Greek reading tradition
which he is simply relaying? See Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, 69—70. That is not to
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explaining particular renderings may include the linguistic background of the translator
(including his familiarity with other languages such as Aramaic), his reading tradition of the
said book, interference from the source text, linguistic challenges in the target language,
theological/ideological tendencies, and many others. These all come into scope as one
examines the strategies employed. Nevertheless, apparent departures from the source text need
to be understood in the broader context of the verbal make-up of the translation and the overall
norms governing it, insofar as they can be inferred.'* In this respect, interference is key, both
in locating the product within its cultural context, but also in the way the translated text is

exegeted by its modern interpreters. As Boyd-Taylor surmises,

If the primary aim of our analysis is to characterize the process of translation
underlying the Greek text, then we will not want to lose sight of how the formal
features of its source are manipulated by the translator. This dimension of the
translation not only has a decisive role in linguistic analysis, which must take the
phenomenon of interference into consideration, but also in our interpretation of the
text as a fact of the culture that produced it, both as the rendering of a Hebrew
source and as a work in its own right.!#4

The outcome of this analysis is the ability to further refine our understanding of how the
translator worked by examining the many strategies that he adopts in specific contexts and
taking steps towards identifying his overall norms and preference values. In this way,
departures from the source text are interpreted in an appropriate context, that of the

constitutive character of the text. And this provides the interpreter a useful grid with which to

say that no translation efforts had taken place before then. See for example Aejmelaeus, “The Septuagint and
Oral Translation.”

143 In this sense, van der Louw’s argument that it is better to start with the micro-level (inductively) instead of
hypotheses concerning the prospective function is a false dilemma. Both approaches work descriptively and
inductively, but DTS seeks to go a step further in its analysis and infer something of the cultural context based on
this data. See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 17.

144 Boyd-Taylor, “The Classification of Literalism in Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” 159-60. See also his
comments in Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 70-71.
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analyze particular renderings.'*® In this way, DTS can act as both a descriptive and

hermeneutical framework.'4¢

Negotiation Character of

Descriptive '
p Strategies — of Norms the Translation

Analysis
of the Text
%

2.3. THE PROBLEM OF THE SOURCE TEXT: TRANSLATOR OR VORLAGE?

An additional challenge presents itself in the process of outlining the characteristics of
OG Deuteronomy, which relates to the nature of the textual evidence surrounding its Hebrew
source text. Though the ancient Hebrew witnesses to the book of Deuteronomy are many and
varied, they cannot be expected to perfectly reflect the Hebrew source that the translator had in
hand. One of the earliest complete Hebrew manuscripts of Deuteronomy is that preserved in
codex B19a, commonly referred to as the Masoretic Text (MT). Though this codex dates from
the 10™ century CE, several older Hebrew witnesses are available to us: Deuteronomy is one

of the best represented books among the Dead Sea Scrolls with 29 manuscripts or

145 See the comments to this effect in Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 31. Boyd-Taylor adds that differences
from the source text must be contextualized appropriately: “It is the translation as an event within a literary
system that interests us. Here then we must acknowledge the exegetical priority of the textual linguistic
dimension of the text over the study of either its translation technique or cultural background. The norms
underlying the verbal make-up of the text (and hence its relative acceptability as a text of a particular sort) are
determining factors in what we can say about its meaning. Historical exegesis must rest squarely on the character
of the translation as a literary product.” Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 434.

146 Though DTS implies a descriptive approach to the translation instead of prescriptive judgments or
preconceived definitions of what a translation should look like, one can eventually form hypotheses and test them
against the result of such an analysis. See De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies,
242.
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fragments.'*” Moreover, OG Deuteronomy shares many variants with the Samaritan
Pentateuch (SamPent), another significant witness to the Hebrew text of this period.'*3

Our analysis will draw upon all of the extant Hebrew witnesses where appropriate in
order to come to the best possible estimation of the translator’s source text. Since this
translation reflects for the most part a Hebrew source very similar to MT, we will proceed by
comparing it to Wevers’s critical text.'* This is not to say that MT was the translator’s source
text, but simply that it acts here as our provisional Hebrew source.!*® Differences between OG
Deuteronomy and MT are evaluated in order to determine whether they issue from a Hebrew
source different from MT, or were introduced by the translator. Our analysis of the translation
patterns — those based on instances where OG Deuteronomy and MT concur — is a great help
in this respect. Throughout, a number of possibilities are explored in order to provide an
explanation for these differences.!>! But given the nature of the textual evidence at our

disposal, it is not always possible to come to firm conclusions. In practice, the problem of

147 In this respect, Deuteronomy is second only to Psalms, of which 39 manuscripts were found. See Sidnie Ann
White Crawford, “Reading Deuteronomy in the Second Temple Period,” in Reading the Present in the Qumran
Library: The Perception of the Contemporary by Means of Scriptural Interpretations, ed. Kristin De Troyer and
Armin Lange, SBLSS 30 (Leiden ; Boston: Brill, 2005), 127-40. These, as well as other witnesses such as
SamPent and the targumim are referred to throughout McCarthy’s textual notes. Though some of these scroll
fragments share variants with the presumed Vorlage of OG Deuteronomy, none are identical to it. They remain
useful nonetheless to improve our understanding of the book’s textual history. See Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical
Texts from the Judean Desert - An Overview and Analysis,” in Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible, and Qumran:
Collected Essays, ed. E. Tov (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 128—54.

148 The most recent and reliable edition of the Samaritan Pentateuch of Deuteronomy as of this writing is found in
Abraham Tal and Moshe Florentin, The Pentateuch: The Samaritan Version and the Masoretic Version (Tel
Aviv: Tel Aviv University Press, 2010). This diplomatic edition is a significant improvement over von Gall’s.
For further discussion, see Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 46—47.

149 McCarthy’s BHQ edition with its copious notes will be referred to throughout. See McCarthy, Deuteronomy.
150 This is not incompatible with DTS since it works with an assumed source text, whose relationship to the target
text must be discovered. “[The possibility of a different Vorlage (ST)] reveals a fundamental similarity shared by
the study of translation technique and DTS, viz. the provisional status of the ST at the outset of textual study.
Both DTS and translation technique work with assumed source texts, meaning that the nature and extent of ST-
TT relations are not given but have to be discovered during textual study.” See De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and
Descriptive Translation Studies, 23.

151 See a non-exhaustive list in Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 43-61.
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determining whether differences in relation to MT should be understood as the work of the
translator or evidence for a different source text is approached in contrasting ways. In the
context of OG Deuteronomy, two stand out in particular and will be described here. We will

then outline our own approach.

2.3.1. Wevers

In his various publications, Wevers argues that one should approach such differences by
first examining the translation process in light of the unvocalized MT. Since in principle the
translation’s source text could not have been wildly different from MT, only in last resort
should a different Vorlage be posited.'*? In his Notes published almost 20 years after the
Gottingen Septuaginta volume, Wevers reiterates that his work was “...based on the
presupposition that the parent text being translated was in the main much like the consonantal
text of MT.” His main concern is to proscribe “rampant retroversion” and the “wild
emendations” so common in previous scholarship, so that the extant witnesses are taken

seriously.!>*> Moreover, Wevers was also preoccupied with redressing perceptions such as

152 Wevers, NGTD, xii. Wevers goes on to add: “Furthermore, it makes sense to conclude that the Hebrew text
which the Jewish community of Alexandria had in the third century B.C. could not have been as wildly different
from MT as earlier scholars of Deuteronomy sometimes maintained. After all, it was a canonical text; it was
divine law, God’s instruction; it was special, and it had to be approached with reverence.” Aejmelaeus states the
same basic proposition, in that MT consists of an appropriate starting point for such an inquiry but does not delay
the investigation of a variant Vorlage in the way Wevers does. See Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know about the
Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?”’ 73. See also Wevers, “The Use of Versions for Text Criticism. The
Septuagint,” in La Septuaginta en la investigacion contemporanea (V Congreso de la IOSCS) (ed. Natalio
Fernandez Marcos; Textos y estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” 34; Madrid: Instituto “Arias Montano,” 1985), 20— 21;
James Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament: With Additions and Corrections (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 245.

153 Wevers, NGTD, xi.
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those found in Frankel, who stated that in many formulaic passages, the translator was simply
led astray in his haste.!>*

This does not imply that Wevers sought to reconcile the Greek text with MT at all costs.
He does at times suggest that the translation was based on a Hebrew variant, especially when
supported by the Samaritan Pentateuch. But a thorough analysis of the translators’ work habits
and other considerations such as cultural, stylistic and theological factors should be performed
before reconstructing a different source text.!>> In a context where we now have access to the
Qumran texts and the many Hebrew variants they attest, this reluctance to posit a variant
Vorlage may seem overcautious.!>® Nevertheless, it remains methodologically sound to
proceed first with an analysis of the translation technique before initiating potential
reconstructions. '’

In practice, however, the text often present situations that undermine neat principles. In
particular, it is not clear how Wevers weighs alternative Hebrew textual evidence in relation to
the various elements of the translation technique. In some cases, he will argue at length in

favor of a translation-technical explanation to reconcile the differences between the Greek text

154 Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der paldistinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik, 228-29. In
contrast, Wevers thinks that the Greek text presupposes a “studied procedure,” and not something done in
passing. See p. xi.

155 Wevers, NGTD, xxii. Cf. Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 9, 44. “However,
cautious scholarship attempts to delay the assumption of underlying variants as long as possible. When analyzing
the LXX translation for text-critical purposes, one should first attempt to view deviations as the result of the
inner-translational factors described here. Only after all possible translational explanations have been dismissed
should one address the assumption that the translation represents a Hebrew reading different from MT. Tov, The
Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 44.

156 See the similar comment regarding Wevers’s approach in Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” 173.

157 “For text-critical purposes, it is not enough to point to exegetical elements in the translation; one should
attempt to determine whether this exegesis derived from the translator or his Vorlage. Lists of differences
between MT and the LXX that do not distinguish between inner-translational deviations and possible underlying
variants therefore are of little value for textual criticism.” Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical
Research, 48, n. 1. The same is true — we would argue — of anything that would be attributed to the translator or
his background.
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and MT, when a variant Vorlage seems obvious. In 32:15, the Greek text has a significant plus

in relation to MT — an extra line at the beginning of the verse:

MT OG Deuteronomy (Wevers)

xal Ebayev TaxwP xal évemAnodn,
VYA W 1NV xal amedaxTioey 6 Hyanynuévos,
DWI DAY NINW  éumdvly, émayvviy, émhativiy-
1wy MOR WO xal gyxatélimey Bedv TOV Tovjoavta adToy,

MPY N D2 xal améoty) amo Beol cwtiipos adTol.

That the Greek’s Vorlage contained a longer Hebrew version of this verse is almost
certain, especially since the Samaritan Pentateuch and 4QPhyl" both attest to the existence of
an additional stich.'*® Here Wevers does not discuss the textual evidence. Instead, he attempts
to reconcile this difference with MT by positing that the Greek translator made two lines out
of a single Hebrew stich. Not surprisingly, he has much difficulty explaining how the
translator got from JAW™ to xai épayev Taxwp xai évemrAnady. He finally confesses his complete
bafflement.!>
The reverse is also true. While OG Deuteronomy tends to be expansionistic in relation to

MT, Tov has identified some instances where it represents the shorter text.!®® In many of these

situations, Wevers will state that “...the translator compresses an account by omitting words

158 Paul Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, OtSt 37 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 1996), 178. However,
while these ancient witnesses agree as to the wording of the first stich, they differ as to the exact wording of the
second one. Here OG Deuteronomy seems to follow the word order of 4QPhil”, placing the verb u¥2" before
ARl7al

159 Wevers, NGTD, 518.

160 T refer here to Tov’s helpful inventory and summary of such occurrences, found in Tov, “Textual
Harmonizations in the Ancient Texts of Deuteronomy.”
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or phrases which are unessential to the narrative.”'®! This is said for example of 9:10, where
Moses recalls the giving of the law on the two stone tablets. The Greek text does not have the
two adverbial phrases that conclude the MT verse. In this verse, OG Deuteronomy is the only

witness to the shorter text, but the MT plus is also found in several parallel passages:

OG (Wevers) MT Parallel Passages
xal Edwxey xUpog éuol Tas  mmH MW= YOR MY NN WRA TINN present in both MT
0vo mAdxag Tag Mbiva I . &
; S ,Q ” S y:gx: Dq:n: D’Jl&ﬂ and OG in 412, 15, 33, 36, 54,
YEYPOUUEVAS EV TW 22,24, 26; 10:4.
SaxtOA ToT Beol, xal ém "33 DO DAOR 5P OPA present in both MT
avTals éyéypamTo TAVTES of 7Y 927 WK DT and OG in 18:16.

Adyot, ol éranaey xUptog

T D 5nnn ora tin MT but
epds Duedis & 76 Bper- WA TI0N 902 DoAY [ present in u

not in OG in 10:4.
TH Nuépa Tis éxxAnaiag present
in OG but not in MT in 4:10.

bapn ora

Given the number of times that the first of these phrases (WX TINN) is repeated in
close proximity in chapters 4 and 5 — each occurrence represented in the Greek text —
Wevers’s argument that the heavy, repetitious style led to an omission doesn’t appear to be a
plausible explanation for the shorter Greek text. Perhaps one could argue that it is a case of
carelessness, but again, we should seriously consider whether at least the first of these phrases
was absent from the translator’s Vorlage, with MT and SamPent both representing the

harmonizing text.!6?

161 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 64. Cf. Wevers, NGTD, 163. For other examples of possible
compression, see chapter 1, section 1.4.3.

162 This is the decision made by McCarthy in her BHQ notes. See McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 144. Tov also argues
that by default, harmonizations such as those found in Deuteronomy should be attributed to the Vorlage and not
the translator. See Tov, “Textual Harmonizations in the Ancient Texts of Deuteronomy,” 27, esp. note 22.
Interestingly, Tov uses this very example at the end of his article to illustrate the random character of
harmonizations. They can be found in any textual tradition, at any moment. They do not appear to be motivated
by any overall guiding principles.
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In matters of small-scale changes, such as word-variants, or small departures from one-
to-one representation (isomorphism), Wevers is usually attentive to translation technical
tendencies and generally astute in his comments. However, as already discussed, he also
displays the same propensity to attribute variants to the translator’s theological preferences or
other concerns when other options might be preferable. The consequences of such an approach

for his work as editor of the Gottingen volumes has been documented elsewhere. !¢

2.3.2. Peters

The analysis of such small-scale differences represents the most troubling aspect of the
other approach under examination, that represented by Melvin Peters. While generally
agreeing that the translator worked with a source text similar to but not identical with MT,
Peters notes how the translator appears to be controlled by his source text, occasionally
introducing nuances via the common processes of semantic leveling and differentiation.'** For
example, the Hebrew A is translated as mpoonAutos or mapoxos depending on whether it refers
to an outsider who lives with the community and enjoys many of its privileges, or someone

simply sojourning.'® Peters rarely ventures outside of this type of example to attribute a

163 See White Crawford’s comment to this effect in White Crawford, “Primary Translations (Septuagint,
Deuteronomy),” 149. Screnock also documents a few of these cases in the critical edition of OG Exodus. See
John Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” Textus 27 (2018):
247, note 76.

164 Peters notes that the translator was “...competent and faithful...generally maintaining a close relationship to
his source but occasionally engaging in some interpretation of it.” According to Peters, indicators of such
attention to the Hebrew source are features such as calques, stereotypes, the close adherence to the Hebrew word
order at the expense of conventional Greek style, and one-to-one representation of Hebrew and Greek words
(isomorphism). This is particularly true of features such as the rendering of the infinitive absolute followed by the
cognate finite verb and that of the pleonastic expressions often found in Deuteronomy. See Melvin K. H. Peters,
“Translating a Translation: Some Final Reflections on the Production of the New English Translation of Greek
Deuteronomy,” in Translation Is Required: The Septuagint in Retrospect and Prospect, ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert,
SCS 56 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), 120; Peters, “To the Reader of Deuteronomion,” 142.

165 Peters, “Translating a Translation: Some Final Reflections on the Production of the New English Translation
of Greek Deuteronomy,” 121. Cf. Peters, “Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das flinfte Buch Mose,” 168;
Peters, “To the Reader of Deuteronomion,” 143.
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semantic shift to the translator, observing instead that renderings of a theological nature are
always identified in relation to MT, a practice that he strongly opposes.'%® He also dismisses
suggestions that the translator occasionally filled in gaps, i.e., normalizing some Hebrew
constructions or borrowing from other parts of the Pentateuch.'®’

Instead, he would more readily attribute such differences to the parent text, citing the
pluriformity of the Hebrew text in this period.'®® A number of variants previously thought to
be the work of the translator were found in Qumran texts so that arguments from silence — that
no other witnesses support the unique Greek variant — are no longer sufficient.'® A similar
case has been argued in a recent article by John Screnock, where he points out that the scribal
practices inventoried in the Scrolls and those attributed to the Septuagint translators are
essentially the same.!”® He cites Tov’s well-known description of variant readings created in
the course of textual transmission to argue that scholars have too easily attributed many

variants of a similar nature to the Septuagint translators when they could equally have been

attributed to a scribe working in Hebrew.!”! Thus, even while allowing that some divergences

166 Peters opposes this practice on two counts: On the one hand it presumes that the translator did more than
translating. On the other, it presumes that we have access to the translator’s Vorlage. See Peters, “Deuteronomion
/ Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose,” 169.

167 Note Peters’s strong words: “This paints a rather dismal picture of the translator of Deuteronomy. He is a
cavalier, irresponsible figure, prone to normalize, eliminate, and borrow from other parts of the Pentateuch on a
whim. This is not the translator I have come to know.” Peters, “Translating a Translation: Some Final Reflections
on the Production of the New English Translation of Greek Deuteronomy,” 131. Equally problematic is his
portrayal of the position of those who, by describing the translator as taking liberties or interpreting freely,
portray him as dishonest in Melvin K. H. Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a Translation of Elohim in
Deuteronomy and Beyond,” in Text-Critical and Hermeneutical Studies in the Septuagint, ed. J. Cook and H.-J.
Stipp, VTSup 157 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2012), 41.

168 See for example his comments at the beginning of his article, Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a Translation
of Elohim in Deuteronomy and Beyond,” 37, n. 2.

169 See the quotes that Peters marshals at the end of his article, in Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a
Translation of Elohim in Deuteronomy and Beyond,” 50.

170 Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 230-31. See also
his monograph, John Screnock, Traductor Scriptor: The Old Greek Translation of Exodus 1-14 as Scribal
Activity, VTSup 174 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2017).

171 See the list of such variants described in Tov, TCHB, 240—62. Also of import to this discussion is a similar list
in Teeter’s study, David Andrew Teeter, Scribal Laws: Exegetical Variation in the Textual Transmission of
Biblical Law in the Late Second Temple Period (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), esp. 34-172.
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can be attributed to the translator, Screnock argues that the default assumption should be that
an isomorphic translation represents a Hebrew Vorlage.'!”

This is an important corrective given the current state of our knowledge about textual
plurality and scribal habits. Nevertheless, this approach also raises some questions. In most
situations, MT and translation technique based on MT are all that we have. Moreover, the key
is in the identification of those translation patterns, the translation technique, and what is done
with this information. To insist on a strict formal and semantic correspondence between the
Greek text and a presumed Hebrew Vorlage without having completed a comprehensive
characterization of the translation technique can lead to overstatements and
mischaracterizations.!”

In his introduction to Deuteronomy in the LXX.H Handbuch, Peters argues extensively
that the Greek év ¥Ayjpw, four instances of which correspond to MT’s infinitive construction
WA, must correspond to a noun such as n5M3/nw instead.'7* These represent four out of
15 similar formulaic phrases that he identifies in the book, while the remaining occurrences
are translated using a Greek infinitive.!”® He postulates that this variation is either stylistically
motivated, or else represents a different Hebrew Vorlage. Peters clearly takes the latter

position, although he goes on to suggest that the translator perhaps misread the Hebrew text

172 “If it is possible to see the OG as having translated the MT but not probable based on translation patterns,
there is no reason to align the OG’s Vorlage to MT.” Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in
Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 237-38, 241. (Emphasis original) The concern in Screnock’s article is the use
of retroversions to provide data for Hebrew Bible textual criticism. While this is not the goal of this project, the
procedures for both are the same, since identifying the translator’s work is the counterpart of identifying his
Vorlage.

173 See the comments to this effect in Sollamo, “The Study of Translation Technique,” 149; Lemmelijn, “Two
Methodological Trails in Recent Studies on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,” 62—63.

174 Peters, “Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose,” 166—67.

175 Though Peters mentions 15 instances, the variety of similar formulations where this infinitive construct is
found makes it difficult to determine what the total actual is. A Logos search of the verb w7 in the infinitive
construct produces 35 instances in Deuteronomy, all of which except the four listed by Peters are translated using
an infinitive. Nearly all of them are part of stock phrases and follow YR or n7X.
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for a noun.'’® His insistence on identifying a variant Hebrew Vorlage overlooks two important
points. 1) This is not the only instance of infinitive verbs translated as nouns in Greek
Deuteronomy. They are not many, but they are nevertheless present.!”” 2) In at least one
instance (19:14), the év xAnpw listed by Peters is apparently taken from the Rahlfs text, whereas
Wevers — relying on Old Latin 100 and papyrus 848, adopts the infinitive xAnpovopijoat
instead.'”®

Two additional observations can be made: First, the translator’s general mode of
operation should not be used to constrain him to an ideal that he does not keep. While
tendencies can and should be observed, each case should be examined in light of similar
situations (in this case, similar examples of syntactic variation, other vocabulary). Secondly, in
the context of these oft repeated formulaic phrases, Wevers himself concluded that the choice
of the critical text is often quite uncertain, as both Hebrew and Greek scribes tended to
harmonize with parallel passages.!”® The context in which these words/phrases occur is
therefore very important in terms of the conclusions that should or should not be inferred.

Screnock’s approach is more nuanced. He argues that text critics should rely on the

isomorphic character of the translation to reconstruct as much of the Hebrew Vorlage as

176 Peters, “Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose,” 167. But see Tov’s brief comments on
this variant in Tov, “Textual Harmonizations in the Ancient Texts of Deuteronomy,” 27, note 22.

177 In 1:44, 2:32, 3:1, and 29:6, DdNRPY is translated as &ig gwvdvtnoty Uuly, a trend initiated in Genesis. In 16:3,
TIRA TNRY QDR is translated by v Huépav i €odlag O éx yiic Alydmrou. In 20:19, the two infinitives
nwan? %Y onoi are translated éxmolepdical adtiy els xatdAnub adtiic. The MY in 31:14 is more ambiguous
and could have been read as a noun: Mn% 7°1> 1277 is translated #)yyixaow ai Huépat Tod HavdTou cov.

178 It is also noteworthy that the Hebrew pronominal suffix is often left untranslated. See Wevers, THGD, 120—
21. On pronouns, see particularly the study in Joseph Ziegler, “Zur Septuaginta-Vorlage im Deuteronomium,”
ZAW 72.3 (1960): 237-262, and esp. 239.

179 Wevers, THGD, 86. Aejmelacus comments similarly (with examples) in Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” 176—77. Note, however, that in another article, Wevers states that on the whole, such
formulaic phrases in OG Deuteronomy can be used to reconstruct the Vorlage. John W. Wevers, “The Use of
Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint,” in La Septuaginta en la investigacion contemporanea (V Congreso
de la I0SCS), ed. Natalio Fernandez Marcos, Textos y estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” 34 (Madrid: Insituto “Arias
Montano,” 1985), 22.
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possible, but only when the translation-technical data is conclusive enough to identify Hebrew
matches with confidence. One should allow for differences between the source and target
language, the general character of the translation, typical vocabulary and grammatical
equivalencies throughout the corpus, as well as contextual and semantic factors informing
specific instances.!'*” In practice, this presupposes ample translation data, and familiarity with
patterns that could be unique to a particular translation.!8! Nevertheless, he argues that when
dealing with specific texts, a correspondence of over 80% between a Hebrew and Greek
lexeme would provide sufficient warrant to retrovert that particular Greek term into Hebrew
where the underlying MT presents a non-majority equivalent.'®?

This approach seems problematic in that it allows translators the possibility of a low
ratio of correspondence (or consistency) between specific Greek and Hebrew lexemes (say no
lexeme accounting for more than 70% of the total number occurrences), or a full 100%
stereotyped correspondence, but nothing in between.!'®* Screnock is sensitive to contextual
uses, but because of the desire to push the evidence as far as possible in favor of retroversion,
much is made of the overall characteristic of the translation (its “literal” character or
isomorphism).!8* This tends to mute other characteristics or techniques, especially in a book

like Deuteronomy. To state the problem differently, identifying the translation patterns

presumes that we posit some form of Vorlage. But if the Vorlage is expected to reflect strict

180 See especially Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 248—
50.

181 Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 254-55.

182 Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 252. Screnock
would add a few more qualifiers. If the retroversion produces ungrammatical Hebrew, or if the Greek reading is a
better fit a Hellenistic or Egyptian context, to exclude these are originating from the Vorlage. Screnock, “A New
Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 254-55.

133 This is especially concerning in that both Sollamo’s and Aejmelaus’ studies of various syntactic phenomena
show that Deuteronomy matches kai to 1in 84% of cases and repeats the genitive personal possessive pronouns
on the second noun of a construction in 76% of cases. See Sollamo, “The Study of Translation Technique,” 148—
49.

184 See Screnock, Traductor Scriptor, 41, 45.
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isomorphism (both quantitatively and lexically), then our findings only confirm the initial
assumption and this assumption can never be questioned. It will always favor retroversion —
the Vorlage — not the translator. This bias is in essence the reverse problem that Peters
identified in those who started their research with the assumption that there was theological
exegesis in the translation, and therefore found it.'®> All research involving translation
technique implies circular argumentation, but the circle should not be so constrained.

Another example that Peters discusses extensively is that of TR (“rock™) in Deut 32.
Using the approach just described, we would tend to conclude that 6eés (“god”) represents an
underlying Vorlage of DR (“god”), or perhaps DR. After all, 6eéc renders D'719R over 300
times in the book, while we find 6eé¢c matched to MT’s IR in only six instances. There are no
obvious contextual hints in those six instances that would indicate that the underlying Vorlage
should be ¥ and not B9 86

But even if we grant that 6eé¢ here points to a Vorlage that contained D719, this does
not mean that D'119X was the more original reading. Peters seems to be conflating the two
issues, which makes his argument less compelling. If a scribe responsible for the current shape
of MT inserted 7R because he wanted to avoid using the divine name (5& / D’Tl58), as Peters

argues'®’, why are there still instances of DOR/MOROR in chapter 32 (vv. 3, 8, 15, 37)?

185 But the reverse equation is equally problematic, and perhaps even more difficult to disprove. In both cases, we
are faced with the chicken and egg problem. Translation technical data is needed to ascertain whether changes are
to be attributed to the translator or his Vorlage. But these data are based on the OG’s Vorlage, which we cannot
properly identify unless we have studied translation technique.

136 It could be argued, as Rosel and Rose do, that the rock metaphor is central to the theme of the song. However,
it seems to me that there is nothing that requires 1% over 0°77X in the specific contexts where these words are
found.

187 According to Peters, it would not make sense to replace M with 079X since using divine names was falling
out of practice in late Second Temple times. Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a Translation of Elohim in
Deuteronomy and Beyond,” 42; Peters, “Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose,” 169-70.
However there are numerous Greek and Hebrew compositions in that period that use either mT°/xUptog or the
more generic PR/D717R/Beds.
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That X is probably original is also indirectly confirmed by the number of personal names
that combine X with D719 or another divine attribute. See for example 712’5&, TN,
RATY, and 5&"11}2, all found in the book of Numbers and transliterated into Greek. This
would speak strongly against the direction of change from D119R to MM, as Peters forcefully
argues.'®® The majority of critics have focused on this point, but do not demonstrate how 8edg
was introduced by the translator and not his Vorlage.'® A revised version of Peters’s
argument could be that a Hebrew scribe changed T to D°719X for similar reasons.

To counter such an argument, one must be willing to consider other factors. In the first
place, it seems significant that six of the nine instances of X in MT of the book are matched
to Beds. Two describe proper rocks and are translated using métpog, while one has no
correspondence in MT. Looking at the data this way places the issue in a different light as feég
would translate 71X more often than not. One might also point to the well-documented
propensity throughout the Greek Pentateuch to avoid concrete portrayals of God as well as the
difficulties in translating some metaphors.'*® Even though such tendencies were not unique to
the Septuagint, and in some cases (see 31:11) perhaps already present in the Hebrew reading
tradition, it would be difficult to posit that all manifestations of this tendency, worked out via

different strategies (reading a different vocalization, explaining metaphors, and reacting to a

188 Num 1:5, 6, 10, and 3:5. See S. R Driver, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Deuterononty
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1902), 350.

139 For example, the discussion in Olofsson, while helpful in describing how the translator may have
misunderstood the irony of the passage, does not discuss why this change has to happen at the level of translation
and not of Hebrew scribal activity. See Staffan Olofsson, God Is My Rock: A Study of Translation Technique and
Theological Exegesis in the Septuagint (Stockholm: Coronet, 1990), 39—41.

190 See here the comments in Aejmelaeus, “Von Sprache zur Theologie: Methodologische Uberlegungen zur
Theologie der Septuaginta,” 277-282. See also Martin Rosel, “Vorlage oder Interpretation? Zur Ubersetzung von
Gottesaussagen in der Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” in Ein Freund des Wortes: Festschrift Udo
Riitersworden, ed. Sebastian Gratz, A. Graupner, and J. Lanckau (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019),
261.
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range of vocabulary) could be attributed solely the Vorlage.'”! This provides one type of
evidence for the plausibility of the translator’s intervention here. Rosel argues via several
examples taken from the area of semantic differentiation that careful distinctions are made
throughout the book (and even in chapter 32) between proper and improper cultic practice.!®?
Many of these are well known and accepted, such as the different terms for altars (Bewpds vs.
Biciaotipiov)'??, the designations of the God of Israel and other gods, him being invoked
instead of making his name dwell, and so forth. That in this context the translator would be
avoiding a divine epithet associated with concrete objects certainly seems plausible. Arguing
along those lines might also require looking outside the current book, with appropriate
precautions. '

Out of the 20 instances of X as divine name in the book of Psalms, 13 of them are
matched to feé¢ and seven to other terms. In six instances we find foxnfds or foxfeia, and in
another avtiAnuntwp. In his comment on this pattern, Pietersma shows that these alternate
Greek terms seem to have functioned as preference words in contexts where the default 6edg
would be more awkward, usually because it is collocated with another 6eé¢ / D1oR. 195 By

default, we find the following:

191 This is the line of argumentation taken by Rosel in his Rosel, “Vorlage oder Interpretation? Zur Ubersetzung
von Gottesaussagen in der Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 260—62.

192 Various examples are provided in Résel, “Vorlage oder Interpretation? Zur Ubersetzung von Gottesaussagen
in der Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 254—60. Not all of these are equally convincing, but the majority enjoy
considerable support among text-critics.

193 Suzanne Daniel, Recherches sur le vocabulaire du culte dans la Septante (Paris: Klinksiek, 1966), 15-32.

194 Compare here the comments by Wagner: “The sense that the Greek text offers a ‘simple’ representation of the
Hebrew parent must ultimately be based on extensive observation of the ways identical (or closely similar)
constructions are brought into Greek elsewhere, both by the OG translator of Isaiah and by other translators
within the Septuagint corpus.” See Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 48. It must be noted however that in many
cases, similar differences can also be attributed to the Vorlage. See the discussion on a specific anti-
anthropomorphism that may have been introduced in MT instead in Laberge, “Le texte de Deutéronome 31 (Dt
31,1-29; 32,44-47).”

195 See Albert Pietersma, “To You I Cried: Psalm 27 in Greek,” forthcoming, 7-8,
https://www.academia.edu/32618671/To_You I Cried Psalm 27 in Greek. This is similar to the observations
made by Olofsson in Olofsson, God Is My Rock, 39. In the context of 48:15 and 88:4, the situation is a bit
different, but there also, 6eds would have been infelicitous. Pietersma discusses how these 13 instances of Hedg
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MT Ps 18:47 OG Ps 17:47 (Rahlfs)

MoK DM Y T M i xOptog, xal eddhoynTds 6 Beds pnov,
W xal LpwbdTw 6 Beds T cwtyplag wov,

But in circumstances where 8/0°19R is in the immediate vicinity, such as earlier in the

same chapter (v. 3a), we find Bonbés:

MT Ps 18:3a OG Ps 17:3a (Rabhlfs)
"WHa7Y IR WD Y ®0pLog TTEPEWUA OV Xal xaTaduyr ou xal
) pUTTYS KoV,
123710NR TR 0N 6 Bebg pou Ponbés wov, xal EAmE én’ adTév,

In the context of 17:3a (18:3aM"), having ¢ feds wou Bondds wou would presumably have
appeared more coherent than 6 6edg pov Bedg you.196 Note also how in 88:27, under this
assumption, the presence of DR /hede nearby triggers a rendering other than 6edg, this time using

avTiAumTwp, a term that is recurring in this song:

MT Ps 89:27 OG Ps 88:27 (Rabhlfs)
721 °HR INR "R RPN attog emxaéoetal we Iamjp wou el o,
Y Bebe pov xat avtiMumTwp i cwtnplias pov:

should, according to Peters’ logic represent 3 different Hebrew terms, where MT now has a single one, 7X. Why
replace all these terms with 71X, while the reverse at least shows some commonality? The same is true of the five
instances in 1-2 Reigns. The simpler explanation in this case is to posit that this comes from the translator.

196 Note how in Ps 21:12%% (22:1MT), the expression *?R *7X is translated by O 6eds 6 beds pov, a configuration
quite different from what we find in Ps 17:3. As referred to by Petersma (see above note) on Ps 17:3, Flaschar
noted that the use of this technique to avoid repetition is common of passages where we find word pairs that have
the same referent. See Martin Flashar, “Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter,” ZAW 32 (1912): 103.
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Peters argues that in these seven instances, the translation’s Vorlage did contain X, but
that the metaphor was translated as an abstract quality.!”” One should note, however, that
outside of these contexts, the usual Hebrew lexemes corresponding to these Greek terms are
AtV or RIY. Only here do they render M. If Peters was consistently applying his
methodology, he should posit a Vorlage of TP or XY for these instances, but that would
make it more difficult to explain a switch to or from TR in these few instances. The same
could be said of P90 in 17:3 which was also translated using an abstract characteristic —
orepéwpa. His theory creates more problems than it solves, while Pietersma’s explanation
represents the simpler solution. Such a solution also accounts very well for the phenomena

observed in Deut 32:37, where 71X does not appear to have been rendered into Greek:

MT OG (Wevers)

xal elmey x0ptog To elow of Heol adTév,

12 1701 I INTTHR IR NN sl 2 , N
¢’ oig émemolfetoay ém adtois,

Here 7R follows immediately after 9K, As in Psalms, its translation as 6eé¢ would
have resulted in the output of two 0eé¢ side-by-side, a construction that would have been
difficult to understand: ot feol adTév, 6 feds.... The relative clause represented in Greek does not
replace 71X, but most likely corresponds to a IWR present in the Vorlage immediately
following M, as 4QDeut? attests. Thus, the close proximity of another 6ed¢, along with the
difficulty of having both a plural and singular term designating the same foreign divinities

would have led to the omission of ¥ in translation.'*®

197 Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a Translation of Elohim in Deuteronomy and Beyond,” 48—49.

198 See the similar line of argumentation in Johan Lust, “The Raised Hand of the Lord in Deut 32:40 According to
MT, 4QDeut?, and LXX,” Textus 18 (1995): 36-37. Lust cites Olofsson, who argues that in this case, both the
presence of the usual equivalent (fedg) and a concern for theological consistency would have led to the omission.
Cf. Olofsson, God Is My Rock, 39.
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Pietersma notes that depriving divine epithets of their concrete meaning is a common
feature of the Greek Psalms, so that this rendering of 71X as 6eé¢, and secondarily as Bonbés or
Bonbewa fits the translator’s preferences, when considered globally. Of course, one can still
argue that these Greek renderings represent the usual Hebrew matches: DIOR, Y, etc. but
this 1s more difficult to accept when several terms form a pattern across books. Metaphors are
particularly prone to this type of treatment when they are transferred from one linguistic realm
to another, which would suggest that this is a translational issue, and not the work of a Hebrew
scribe.

The challenge in OG Deuteronomy is that we do not have many of these divine epithets,
so that the treatment of 71X is rather isolated. But if the translator of Psalms performed such a
transformation at the level of the Greek text, we have good grounds to argue for the

probability that it was the case in Deuteronomy as well.!*

2.3.3. A Way Forward

The approach represented by Peters not only reverses the burden of proof, but the way
we conceive of the scribe and the translator. In Wevers’s way of operating, the scribe is
implicitly conceived as strict, reliable, and generally competent in his work, while the

translator has more freedom to introduce changes, nuances, and in some cases less of a

199 Peters is perhaps correct to object to facile theologizing — in fact no one knows for sure why ¥ appeared to
be problematic not only to the Septuagint translators, but to later ones as well. Various possibilities are mentioned
in Aejmelaeus, “Von Sprache zur Theologie: Methodologische Uberlegungen zur Theologie der Septuaginta,”
277-279. A religious taboo is cited as a motivation in Jobes and Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 101.
Seeligman had suggested that it was an effort to avoid “the semblance of approval of the worshipping of stone
images.” See Isaac Leo Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems (Leiden:
Brill, 1948), 100. Of course, the reference remains Olofsson, God Is My Rock, esp. 138-147. A more balanced
approach requires taking additional translation technical data into account. As Rdsel states, such problems should
not be examined in isolation, but also in the broader context of the book and potential patterns of deviations from
expected lexical matches. Résel, “Vorlage oder Interpretation? Zur Ubersetzung von Gottesaussagen in der
Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 253—-54.
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mastery of Hebrew.??® Screnock argues that both translators and scribes performed similar
changes to texts, and both had similar limitations.?’! But in practice, the default of considering
variants as issuing from the Vorlage effectively reverses this equation. This is also Peters’s
argument: If a translator works so faithfully within the constraints of isomorphism, why would
he ever deviate from it. Translators were strictly translators.?%? In this view, it is the translator
who is most reliable, and the Hebrew scribe who is prone to introducing variants. Such an
understanding may explain why Peters speaks of the scribe responsible for inserting X as

29 ¢c

“forgetting,” “presuming,” and “not taking into account contextual or grammatical concerns,”

or “being insensitive to Hebrew syntax,” and “producing clumsy work."?%

The fundamental issue with this approach is that, as Aejmelaeus observed in her study of
OG Deuteronomy, strict isomorphism, that is, quantitative and consistency in lexical matches
is too general to characterize the translation.?** Within these general constraints, the translator

shows considerable latitude in his choice of vocabulary, paying attention to context, and in

some cases avoiding objectionable formulations.??> Other instances have no particular

200 Tov also comments on this tendency, which can sometimes be misleading as scribes also had limitations. See
Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 183.

201 Screnock, “A New Approach to Using the Old Greek in Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism,” 237-38.

202 See his comments and reference cited above. As with everything else, a good measure of nuance and context
is necessary. Peters quotes Aejmelaeus stating that the burden of proof is on those that would attribute deliberate
changes, harmonizations, completion of details, and new accents to the translators (see Aejmelacus, “What Can
We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?” 85.). However, Aejmelaeus can also be found stating
concerning Deuteronomy that the translator sometimes worked as a scribe in his reliance on LXX Exodus for
some renderings (Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 161-62.). In other words, general
principles must be adapted to the particulars of each book.

203 Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a Translation of Elohim in Deuteronomy and Beyond,” 45-46. Granted,
Screnock is much more nuanced in his formulations, and agrees with much of what is argued here (personal
communication). Nevertheless, my sense is that he runs the same dangers though he may avoid them more often
than not.

204 In fact, there is no direct correlation between quantitative fidelity and stereotyping. Compare the similar
comments in Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation Technique,” 213.

205 See her comments in chapter 1, section 1.4.2. See also Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical
Translations, 306—7. Note, however, that Peters makes a similar observation concerning the variety of lexical
equivalents for a single Hebrew term: “Diese zehn Vorkommen derselben Verbalwurzel mit vier
unterschiedlichen griechischen Aquivalenten, die jeweils eine groBe Sensibilitit sowohl gegeniiber der
hebriischen Bedeutung des Verbes haben, als auch mit einiger Freiheit seinen Sinn interpretieren, erdffnen einen
ersten Zugang zu der Methode des Ubersetzers. Er geht nicht sklavisch Wort fiir Word vor, ist aber auch nicht
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motivation that we can determine, but these non-stereotypical renderings are frequent and very
important to the study of the translation process. A proper approach to this text, therefore,
requires one to take into account — at least as a working hypothesis — both the strict
correspondence between the translation and its source text at the quantitative level and the
great variation in the matching of specific Hebrew and Greek terms.

Thus, one should build on these general observations about the translation process by
inventorying the various types of differences observed (from quantitative and qualitative
differences, semantic leveling, semantic differentiation, influence of parallel passages,
adaptations to idiomatic Greek, double translation and so forth) starting with the most secure
characteristics and building from there.?% It would be unhelpful to eliminate upfront any
characteristics that are deemed possible, even theological or stylistic renderings.?’” Certain

preferences can only be established by observing patterns, taking into account the translation’s

radikal in seinem Ubersetzungsansatz.” See Peters, “Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte Buch Mose,”
165.

206 See Sollamo’s methodological remarks in Sollamo, “The Study of Translation Technique,” 149. Wevers’s
own description of such phenomena is as good a starting point as any, provided the considerations described here
are taken into account. These are scattered through his Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy.” Other
scholars have also attempted the description of such categories, such as in Mirjam van der Vorm-Croughs, The
Old Greek of Isaiah: An Analysis of Its Pluses and Minuses, SCS 61 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2014).

207 For a proper evaluation of translational elements such as theological renderings, Aejmelaeus argues that “the
theology of a translator can only be studied in relation to his mode of translation, as revealed in his language
usage.” Nevertheless, this element has to be considered as part of the description of strategies and language use.
See Aejmelacus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation Technique,” 218-22, here 218. As with
the reconstruction of variants, these can be attributed varying levels of probability. They can be ordered by their
frequency, and also by the context in which they are triggered (if any).
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overall character.?’® Building block-by-block allows one to identify other areas where variants
may be attributed to the translator and not his Vorlage.*”

In a similar way, it is very difficult to formulate guidelines, other than the now generally
agreed that most (but perhaps not all) large-scale differences in OG Deuteronomy are
attributable to the underlying Vorlage.?'® This is probably true of many small-scale differences
as well, but each situation requires analysis on its own. The oft-repeated formulaic phrases
represent a special case, as their frequent harmonizing at all levels of textual transmission
make any conclusions about them tentative at best. Nevertheless, one will often find the Greek
text and SamPent sharing expansionistic and assimilating tendencies. Since these two textual
families (SamPent and OG Deuteronomy’s Vorlage) presumably share a common ancestor,

such variants will in many cases be attributed to the translator’s source text.?!!

208 Rsel states: “Durch diese kumulative Evidenz ldsst sich zumindest wahrscheinlich machen, dass der
Ubersetzer einem bestimmten “pattern’ folgt, das wiederum den Riickschluss auf theologische Prigungen
zulidsst.” Rosel, “Vorlage oder Interpretation? Zur Ubersetzung von Gottesaussagen in der Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” 253. But as Joosten remarks, it is also important to note where and when such patterns are not
followed. See Jan Joosten, “Divine Omniscience and the Theology of the Septuagint,” in Collected Studies on the
Septuagint: From Language to Interpretation and Beyond, FAT 83 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 177-78.
Some of these patterns may be shared, but others are unique to a particular translation. Joosten argues that
investigating a pattern that spans many books, such as the theme of divine omniscience, is an approach that
allows one to circumvent many pitfalls related to textual or linguistic factors. See Joosten, “Divine Omniscience
and the Theology of the Septuagint,” 172.

209 Risel speaks of identifying areas of Systembildung, when patterns with perceived motivations can be
identified. See Résel, “Vorlage oder Interpretation? Zur Ubersetzung von Gottesaussagen in der Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” 251. But as Deut 31:11 reminds us, each instance must be analyzed on its own also since
scribes working in Hebrew might be responsible for it. This is also Aejmelaeus’s recommendation, in
Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 173. She speaks of accepting a variant as coming from the
translator when it is in harmony with the range of translation practices observed in the book. She lists examples
of what appears to be both translator and Vorlage induced variants in 173-177.

219 See for example the similar conclusion in Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 173. Though
her concern is different in that it seeks to establish the preferred Hebrew reading, White Crawford lays out a
helpful set of principles that defines the relationship between the various Hebrew witnesses of Deuteronomy in
Sidnie Ann White Crawford, “Deuteronomy as a Test Case for an Eclectic Critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible,”
in The Text of the Hebrew Bible and Its Editions: Studies in Celebration of the Fifth Centennial of the
Complutensian Polyglot, ed. Andrés Piquer Otero and Pablo Torijano Morales, Supplements to the Textual
History of the Bible 1 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 326.

211 To be clear, OG (LXX), SamPent, and MT share a common ancestor, but the first two derive from a common
source that underwent further editing: “LXX shares with SP a first stage editing process that produced a
harmonized, expanded Hebrew text.” See White Crawford, “Deuteronomy as a Test Case for an Eclectic Critical
Edition of the Hebrew Bible,” 326. A more detailed discussion is found in Emanuel Tov, “The Development of
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In the end, doing justice to both the Vorlage and the translator of this book requires a
flexible approach that takes into account the various parts and characteristics of the translation.
It must be sufficiently nuanced to avoid rushing to conclusions regarding the origin of
variants. While such a conclusion may appear tentative, it seems the most secure starting point

for our inquiry.

2.4. STRUCTURE OF THIS STUDY

In order to paint a picture of OG Deuteronomy that does justice to its diverse contents,
three sections from different parts of the book have been selected for analysis. These three
sections of varying literary genres will be studied and compared. They have been chosen for
their different literary profile (paraenetic, legal, poetic). A diversity of textual units also allows
for comparative study and provides methodological control in order to avoid misrepresenting
the translation as a whole. Furthermore, differences in the linguistic make-up of these textual
units may point towards different sets of norms, which may raise interesting questions.?!?
Since we will be analyzing the translation’s character at the level of textual units, these
sections have been delimited where text-linguistic discourse markers are found (where
possible). In the paraenetic section of Deuteronomy, we will be examining 6:13-25. The text
examined in the law code section of the book will be 25:1-12, while 32:1-9 has been selected
as representative of the poetic material.

For each section of text, we will approximate the translation’s starting point by

consulting MT, while drawing on the extant manuscripts of the Hebrew text of Deuteronomy

the Text of the Torah in Two Major Text Blocks,” Textus 26 (2016): 1-27. On the topic of shared
harmonizations, see Tov, “Textual Harmonizations in the Ancient Texts of Deuteronomy,” 26-28.
212 De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 241.
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when available. The text will be examined verse-by-verse, with attention given to linguistic,
text-linguistic, and literary features. This being a study on the text-as-produced, it will not
follow the format of a commentary on the text in its own right, but focus on items that are
relevant to a translation, such as translation strategies (translation technique), text-critical
matters’!®, the semantics of particular renderings, and the translational norms that underlie
them.?!'* While the commentary cannot be exhaustive, it will endeavor to examine various
features of the Greek text in relation to linguistic conventions of contemporary Greek. In a
subsequent chapter, we will investigate in more detail some of the renderings relating to
specific topics. Of interest are terms pertaining to the themes of justice/mercy, piety/impiety,
and his care for Israel, which seem emphasized by the translator. We will examine how these
can potentially be the subject of historical exegesis in the context of the character of OG
Deuteronomy as a translation, that is, in light of the hermeneutics developed through the

examination of the translational strategies and norms that define the translation.

213 In particular those relating to the Greek text insofar as our analysis may at times suggest a deviation from
Wevers’s critical text.
214 Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint: Basic Principles,” 7.
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CHAPTER 3: DEUTERONOMY 6:13-25

Deuteronomy 6:13-25 contains a set of instructions that follows the Shema (6:4-9) and a
warning not to forget YHWH after entering the land and enjoying its fruits (6:10-12). The text
calls for exclusive allegiance to YHWH. Only obedience can ensure the possession of the
Promised Land, a refrain often repeated throughout the book. When a child asks its father
about the commandments, he is to respond by outlining the history of Israel’s astonishing
deliverance from bondage and YHWH’s ensuing demand to serve him so that life and mercy
can be secured. For each verse, the unvocalized Hebrew text from MT will be juxtaposed with
the Greek text of Wevers’s critical edition and that of the New English Translation of the

Septuagint (NETS).

3.1. OUTLINE

This text can be divided into two parts. The first is the exhortation, which is followed by
the son’s question about the significance of these laws and the father’s answer:
- 13-19: The exhortation to exclusive worship and submission.
o 13-15: Exclusive worship required.
o 16-19: Do not test YHWH but obey him so that you can enter the land.
- 20-25: A small “catechism” structured around an imagined question.
o 20: Question: “Why these laws?”
o 21-25: Answer:
= 21: We were slaves rescued by YHWH.
= 22-23: He performed wonders and brought us to the Promised Land.

= 24-25: He commanded us to keep these laws for our good.



3.2. COMMENTARY

6:13

PAWN 1WA TAPN IR RPN TAOR M0 N
xUplov TV Bedv aou dofnbnay xal aldtéd Aatpeloets xal Tpds adToV xoAAnBY oy xal T6 dvépatt adTol Suf.

The Lord your God you shall fear, and him you shall serve, and to him you shall cling, and by his name
you shall swear.

xUptov Tov Bebv oou doPnbion xatl adtéd Aatpedoeis. The word order of the Hebrew text is closely
followed in this verse and throughout this passage as a whole, which here implies fronting the
verbal objects.! The pairing of Hebrew yigtol (and wegatal) to Greek future forms is observed
throughout the imperative section of vv. 13-19. The use of the future indicative with an
imperatival function is pervasive throughout the book and the Septuagint more generally. This
translational strategy generally produces idiomatic Greek since both Hebrew and Greek forms
can have a predictive or directive value.? The context of the preceding verb is an imperative
and clearly represents a situation where “the speaker imposes an obligation on the addressee.”*

Of note is the quantitative addition of tov before 6eév on account of the following

genitive pronoun. Otherwise, and with a few exceptions, the translator seems intent on

! The fronting of personal pronouns is perfectly conventional, probably denoting emphasis (as translated by
NETS: “The Lord your God you shall fear”). However, aitéd Aatpedoeis raises some questions: An anaphoric
auTés in the initial slot of a clause “and not admitting of translation, ‘self” is unknown to Dover’s work on the
topic.” See Takamitsu Muraoka, 4 Syntax of Septuagint Greek (Leuven; Boston: Peeters, 2016) §76aa; K. J.
Dover, Greek Word Order (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), 12.

2 However, as we will see in 25:3, the overuse of this strategy also leads to an overriding of the nuances of the
Hebrew yigtol and therefore an occasional shift in meaning.

3 More will be said on this topic in the next chapter which contains legal material. But as Voitila notes, “the
directive meaning of the IND.FUT. is encouraged in legal contexts and in contexts in which other directive verb
forms appear. These uses of IND. FUT. also appear in nontranslated Greek texts.” See Anssi Voitila, “The Future
Indicative as Imperative in the Septuagint,” in XVI Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and
Cognate Studies, Stellenbosch, 2016, ed. Gideon R. Kotzé, Wolfgang Kraus, and Michaél N. van der Meer, SCS
71 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2019), 242-43.
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representing all elements of the source text without any additions. The translation of X7 by
the passive of ¢oféw + accusative corresponds to the sense of being in awe of or dreading
someone.* This lexical match is consistent throughout OG Deuteronomy.’ The Hebrew 2P is
rendered using the Greek Aatpedw. Both terms have a broad semantic range which includes
service to a deity. Despite this wide range of meaning, Wevers observes that Aatpeiw is almost
exclusively employed in the Septuagintal corpus in contexts implying the cultic worship of a
deity.® The same is true in Deuteronomy, where the 25 instances of the verb Aatpedw translate
the Hebrew 7Y in the context of worship.” T2y is more commonly rendered as dovAetw in
other contexts, while épyalopar is another recurring choice. In the context of 6:13, where fear
of YHWH is enjoined, Aatpedw seems to be the appropriate equivalent in light of the

translator’s overall strategy.®

xal mpds adTdv xoAAnbnoy. This phrase is a plus in relation to MT and other ancient witnesses.
The same Greek wording is found in 10:20, there corresponding to MT’s P27 121. As with
many of these formulaic phrases, it is difficult to determine whether this plus is an accidental
addition, the translator having the longer version in mind, an intentional effort to make the text
more consistent, or whether it was simply present in his Vorlage. It is worth noting that we
have here the earlier instance of this chain of imperatives, which is shorter in its MT form and

longer in the Greek text. Assuming that the translator worked from beginning to end, this

4 See for example, Plato, Leg. 927b.

5 The 31 instances of the Hebrew finite verb are translated by ¢oféw. There are six instances of the participial
forms of the same root employed adjectivally and translated by a variety of Greek equivalents.

% Wevers, NGTD, 119.

7 The sole exception is found in 28:48. In this case, there is a wordplay involving the previous verse, which the
translator may be attempting to reproduce into Greek: Since you have not 72¥/Aatpedw YHWH (v. 47), you will
T2V/Aatpelw your enemies (v. 48).

¥ Wevers notes that Codex A has mpooxuvyoeis here, which is explained by the influence of the New Testament
quotation of this verse, since both Matt 4:10 and Luke 4:8 employ mpooxuvnoels instead of Aatpebw. To this is
added povw after adt@, which has no basis in MT and also appears to be a variant of the same nature. Cf. Den
Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 551.
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would rule out the possibility that 1) he repeated a phrase which he had translated earlier, and
2) that he simply had these phrases in his head and got confused, inserting the additional
phrase here. Of course, he might know this book in its Hebrew form quite well and want to
add consistency to the text in translation.” It is very difficult to adjudicate such cases, but
given the translator’s usual strategy of proceeding word-for-word, it appears more likely that
his source text contained a non-extant Hebrew variant. '

The use of the verb xoAlaw is quite conventional. As Dogniez and Harl observe, its
metaphorical usage (“to attach oneself to someone”) is attested in classical Greek.!! In contrast
with the compound mpooxodrdw in 28:21, which implies that the attaching is forced by
someone, the simple form suggests voluntary association.!? The use of the passive form of the
verb in combination with the preposition mpés identifies the object of attachment: “You will be

bound to him.”"3

76 dvépatt adtol dufj. Wevers further notes that the dative accompanying the verb uvopu
corresponds to postclassical usage, since classical usage favored the accusative to designate
that by which the oath is made (See 32:40).!* Yet even in the contemporary papyri, one finds

the accusative employed to identify the person invoked in the oath.!> The dative employed

% In such cases, his motivation might have been that he thought his Vorlage should have included the missing
phrase but did not, or simply an effort on his part to harmonize.

10 After all, v. 4 in this chapter includes a longer introduction (interpolated from 4:45) that is also found in the
Nash Papyrus. This liturgical document shares several differences from MT with OG Deuteronomy, but none in
the passage under examination. It does raise the possibility, however, that the translator might have been working
from a Hebrew text which contained readings not attested elsewhere among extant manuscripts.

' Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 156.

12 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 288. Muraoka suggests the same distinction, with the passive of
mpooxohaw in Gen 2:24 implying that the translation understood an outside party (parents) being involved in the
making of the union. In contrast, the Israelites would be taught voluntary loyalty. See Muraoka, Syntax §27db.

13 See LSJ, s.v. “xoMdw”. See also Wevers, NGTD, 120.

4 Wevers, THGD, 137.

15 See MM, s.v. “Buvuut, duviw”. See also LSJ, s.v. “Buvupt”, which provides examples from the classical period
where the dative identifies that sworn by, as is the case here.
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here is probably one of means: Oaths are to be made by means of the Lord’s name.!¢ This
usage is perfectly conventional (as is the use of other prepositions such as xatd in the Greek
Pentateuch) and in this case reflects the probable meaning of the Hebrew preposition 2.!7 Here
the Greek article 74 stands in the slot of the Hebrew preposition but is usually present in such

circumstances when the accompanying noun is followed by a genitive pronoun of possession.

6:14

02'MA'20 WK DAY NHRNA OMINKR OF9R MR 1250 K5
o0 mopetoeabe omicw Bedv ETépwy amd Tév Bedv TEY EBvi TEY mepedxdw Dudv,

Do not go after other gods from the gods of the nations around you,

mopevoeafe dmiow. This collocation is not unique in the book of Deuteronomy, where it is found
in 7 instances.!® In all cases, the contextual meaning is to serve a deity, usually by abandoning
YHWH. Such a construction is also found in Herodotus, Hist. 1.209.5, but with the meaning of
returning, that is, going back somewhere (in this case, & IIépoag).!® This corresponds to the
adverbial use of émicw, which typically has the sense of “backwards.” But in this case, the
accompanying genitive confirms that it is employed as a preposition, “behind/after” someone

or something.?° So, while it appears possible for mopeioeabe émiow to be understood as

16 Compare the similar Hebrew construction and Greek translation in Lev 19:12. The dative is also frequently
employed in the Greek Pentateuch to identify the party with which one takes an oath (? in Hebrew) as in Deut
1:8. Slightly different is the translation of 2 in this context when one swears by himself as in Exod 32:13. There
one finds xata geavtod.

17 See the study by Lee in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 154-59, esp. in the case of oaths, p. 158.

18 See Thackeray’s comments, which categorizes this use of émiow as a probable Hebraism in Thackeray, 4
Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, 46—47.

19 This combination is found once in the New Testament, where in Luke 21:8, it is said to not “go after” those
who falsely claim to be coming in Jesus’ name. This could represent an imitation of Septuagintal style. See also
Matt 4:19 which has “dedite émiow pov.”

20 See Muraoka, Syntax §26e. Cf. Mayser II 2.533. In Chionis, Epistulae 4.3 [4" century BCE?], the term is
employed as a preposition with the sense of (hiding) behind: “Hpaxeidyg 0t xal Aydbwy Aiboug Exovres dmiocw
Nuidv éxpimrovto. (TLG)”
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physically going after someone, its metaphorical usage denoting service to a deity is not a
conventional Greek construction outside of the Septuagint and is most likely a case of positive
transfer. This would be a result of the strategy that sees the verb '[5ﬂ being consistently

translated as mopevopar in Deuteronomy (53x).

amo tév Bedv Tév mepixldnAw vudv. Here amd can be understood in its partitive sense, which
aligns with the meaning of the |1 preposition. Thus, Wevers suggests translating this phrase
as: “...any of the gods of the nations which surround you.”?!

As with émiow discussed in the previous section, mepixixAw also represents an adverb
employed prepositionally, a good match to the Hebrew 120D also employed in this way. A
search of papyri and inscriptions does not yield any examples of the use of this adverb in
contemporary texts, though xixAw was later used in similar contexts.”> We may suppose that
the compound mepiedxdw also existed, though unattested, or that it was coined by the
Pentateuch translators.?* Despite the uneven and unconventional style produced by the
insistence on reproducing the word order and all elements of the source text, the translation of
the relative IWR by the repetition of the genitive article év is astute. It is made possible here

by the Hebrew relative pronoun introducing a prepositional phrase and not a full subordinate

clause with finite verb.?*

2l Wevers, NGTD, 120. Yet, translating in this way does not account for the word 1 found in the source text.
See also Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, “Die Wiedergabe des partitiven J7 im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien
zur Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus and Raija Sollamo, AASF, Ser.B 237 (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 169.

22 The adverb is found later in Plutarch, Amat. 755a, but could also be read as mept xUxdw. Cf. MM, s.v. “xlxdw”.
P.Zen.Pestm.52 (= TM 1883 [3™ cent. BCE]) appears to be its earliest attested usage in the papyri and roughly
contemporary with the translation of the Pentateuch.

2 It is found in Exod 28:33, Deut 6:14, and 13:8.

24 Of the over 500 instances of the Hebrew relative pronoun, only 40 or so are translated using an oblique case of
the definite article, usually because it is followed by a participle or verbless clause. See 6:12 for an example.
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6:15
ANTRA 18 5Yn TTAWM T2 TIOR Y R 7907 18 T3P TAOKR M RIp DR D

871 Beds (nAwtng xUplog 6 Beds gou év ool, wi) Spytabeis Bupd xUptog 6 Beds aou év ol éoebpeton ae amd
TPoTWTOU THS YHis.

Because the Lord your God, who is present with you, is a jealous god. Lest the Lord your God, being
angered with wrath against you, destroy you utterly from the face of the earth.

81 Bedg (nhwtng xlptog 6 Beds oou. The absence of the copula reflects the Hebrew source text.
Such a feature is not unusual in Greek, despite often being the object of negative evaluations.?®
The use of {Awmis to describe God is a consistent match for 83 in the Greek Pentateuch.?®
Since R1p is usually understood as designating jealousy, the rendering of {nAwtis (here in the
probable sense of “zealous” or “earnestly committed”) appears erroneous.?’ Le Boulluec and
Sandevoir observe that the use of the term in classical and postclassical Greek usually
designates a zealous adept or devoted admirer. This would be an instance of the Greek
translators using the term in a different way by applying it to the God who doesn’t tolerate any
rivals.?® Under the assumption that Exodus was translated before Deuteronomy, the innovation
would not be attributed to our translator. He was possibly influenced by the similar

formulation found in Exod 20:5 and 34:14.

25 See Smyth §944; Muraoka, Syntax §93d. Compare the similar situation in Gen 2:11-14, where rivers are named
in a similar fashion, with no copula provided, also mirroring the Hebrew source text. Such verbless clauses in
Greek are said to be “...not the most natural ones.” See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 119.

26 The Hebrew adjective X3P is found in Exod 20:5, 34:14 (2x), Deut 4:24, 5:9, 6:15. In all cases it is translated by
MAwis (5x) or (prwtds (1x).

27 But see Alfred Jepsen, “Beitréige zur Auslegung und Geschichte des Dekalogs,” ZAW 79.3 (1967): 288. Jepsen
argues that X1p X is the God striving for his goal. The Three use ioyvpés to translate ?X. See Wevers’s
comments correcting the Gottingen apparatus in Wevers, NGTD, 121, n. 29.

28 See the discussion in Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L ’Exode, 206. Den Hertog et al. also suggest that {nAwTys be
understood adjectivally as “eifersiichtig.” See Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 546.
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wn dpytodeis Buud...eEoebpevay. The Greek construction differs slightly from the Hebrew source
while maintaining quantitative fidelity and reproducing its word order. MT should be read as
“Lest the anger of the Lord is kindled against you and exterminates you...,” but the use of the
Greek passive participle results in the subordination of the first clause, making the Lord
himself the subject: “...lest being angered with wrath against you, the Lord your God....” This
change in focus is not overly significant: dpyi{w is most often used in the passive voice, and
especially so when the meaning is that of being angry (instead of angering someone). In effect
the person angered becomes the subject, contrary to the Hebrew idiom where wrath is kindled.
More importantly, the reproduction of each element of the source text results in an expression
that is pleonastic in Greek: To be “angered with wrath” is a semantically overloaded

construction, yet necessary here because of the translational norms that are operative.?

év ool. There are two instances of év ool in this verse, one which is a fairly accurate rendering of
the Hebrew 7272.3% The second occurrence translates T3, but the context would seem to
favor an adversative understanding of the Hebrew preposition. In Hebrew, the target of 171
R is typically identified with the preposition 1, whereas in Greek, the preposition év with the
dative does not carry an adversative meaning.?! This is all the more peculiar since elsewhere in
the book, the combination of the verb NN + R + 1 is not translated using év, but in a variety

of ways:

2 It must be observed, however, that this rendering is not original to the Deuteronomy translator, it is found
elsewhere in the Pentateuch, as early as Exod 22:24(23MT),

30 Though in this particular case, the Hebrew semi-preposition could be broken down in two components as the
translator sometimes does.

3L At least in classical Greek. See Smyth §1687.
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6:15 T2 '[’ﬂt')N A (R AN | dpyrafets Bupd xdprog 6 Oebs aou év cot

7:4 D22 M R NN | xal dpyrobioetar Bupd xbprog gig Huds*>
11:17 D22 M R NN | xal Bupwdels dpyij xVpiog émi Hutv*

Another example, Genesis 44:18 contains a similar construction in Hebrew ( 1" ORI
T72Y2 TOR), but is translated into Greek more idiomatically without a preposition: xal un
Bupwbiis T6 maudi gou.>* In contemporary papyri, 6pyilw is accompanied by the dative, following
what we find in classical Greek more generally.*® Thus Deut 6:15 is the only instance in the
Pentateuch where the combination of 771 + iR + 1 is translated in this way. It is possible
that the translator understood the 2 preposition in its spatial sense (“among”, “within”), even
though this is not the most natural way of reading this construction.® In essence, it would be
stating that the Lord was angered with wrath “among you.”” Under such an understanding, the
wrath is not necessarily targeted directly towards Israel, but the Lord is situated among his
people. However, the outcome remains the same: “Lest...the Lord your God destroy you.”
Another explanation is that the Greek preposition should be understood as causal: “because of
you,” as some rare usages in the papyri attest.>® The Hebrew preposition could also be

understood in this way in this particular context, though it is not typical for this verb as argued

above. In conclusion, the consistent matching of 2 with év produces a phrase whose meaning

32 See also Deut 31:17. Exodus 32:11-12 offers an interesting comparison with Deut 6:15, yet also employs eig.
33 Also Deut 29:26.

34 See Num 25:3 for a construction similar to Deut 6:15 which employs the dative without a preposition. A few
chapters later (Num 32:13), the very same Hebrew phrase is translated using the preposition émi and the
accusative, another possibility.

35 See P.Cairo.Zen. 3 59386 6 (= TM 1029) and P. Cairo.Zen. 1 59080 2 (= TM 735). Alternatively, it can be
accompanied by émn{ or did.

36 Consider, for example, how a phrase such as 7wn2 77 A% 77 (Exod 4:14) would be understood if 2 is said to
have a spatial sense. One could hardly imagine God being angered with wrath among/in/within Moses!

37 Alternatively, this could be an instance of an instrumental usage of the Greek preposition: YHWH is wrathful
through/by means of you.

38 See the discussion in MM, s.v. “v”.
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as a whole (épytobeic Buudd xUptog 6 Bebs aou év aot) is slightly different from the meaning of the
source text. Though everything about the phrase is grammatical, it is unlike conventional
Greek insofar as this verb is not typically accompanied by the preposition év, and constitutes,

as mentioned above, a pleonasm.

amo mpoowmov THs yijs. This prepositional phrase stands out because the Greek yj is not attested
with mpéowmov. The phrase is common in the Greek Pentateuch and translates the Hebrew 5n
FNTNRA 1D in a rather mechanical manner. The construction amé mpoowmov Tivég can take the

meaning of “away from the presence of someone (or something?).”*

6:16
10M2 DD TWRI DR I DR 103N KD
Oux éxmelpdaels xUplov Tov Bedv oo, v Tpdmov Eéemeipdoacde év 16 Tepaopé.

You shall not tempt the Lord your God, as you tempted in the Temptation.

Oux éxmeipdoers...egemeipaaacbe. MT switches back to the plural for verses 16-17a, while the
Greek text continues in the singular for the first part of this verse.*” Wevers notes that this is
not unusual for the translator, who attempts to make the text more consistent, particularly
within smaller units.*! But this explanation may not hold for this particular example, since the
plural is not achieved consistently: The second verb of v. 16 remains in the plural, before
switching back to the singular at the beginning of v. 17, contra MT. Wevers speculates that
the choice of the plural in recalling the events in the desert may signal that the translator

understands these events as an act of rebellion where Israel acted not as God’s people, but as

3 BDAG, s.v. “mpbowmov”.
40 As does the Vulgate.
41 See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 65-66.
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Israelites.*? Such a conclusion is difficult to support on the basis of this verse alone. Another
theory put forward is that the differentiation in number between the two verbs was introduced
by the translator to distinguish between the current command and the retrospective
reprimand.** The Numeruswechsel is a difficult issue and could be traced back to the translator
or his Vorlage.** Should the change be attributed to the translator, prudence and awareness of
translation technique is necessary when assessing the motivations. The fact that the next verse
also switches to the singular from the plural of MT, while the command of v. 14 remains in the
plural suggests that there may not be a grand scheme at work nor any theological or exegetical
motivations in this short passage.

According to Dogniez and Harl, the verb éxmeipd{w is not attested outside of the
Septuagint in this period.*> We may note, however, that the cognate éxmeipdopat is employed in
classical Greek literature to denote inquiring of something or someone,*® or even the testing or
proving of a person or people.*’ The latter sense accords well with the meaning of the piel of
103.* It is not clear why the second instance of the verb is in the middle voice as the two
certainly seem to be very close in meaning and translate the same Hebrew verb. A dynamic
sense has been suggested, expressing the intensive involvement of the subject in the action.*’

But as Muraoka opines, such an explanation does not work here: “If Israelites are warned not

42 Wevers, NGTD, 122.

43 Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 551.

4 See the study by Ausloos that identifies what appears to be deliberate switches in number in chapter 12 in
Ausloos, “LXX’s Rendering of the Numeruswechsel in the Book of Deuteronomy: Deuteronomy 12 as a Test
Case.” Khohkar has examined this phenomenon in Deut 28:69-34:12 and does not in most cases differentiate
between the translator and his Vorlage (31:16 is one exception, and attributed to the Vorlage). See Khokhar,
“May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 94—146.

4 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 157.

46 As in Aristophanes, Eq. 1234: xal gov TogoiiTo mp&Tov éxmelpdaopal.

47 As in Herodotus 3.135: Anuox»dns 0t deloag wi €0 éxmelpGito Aapelog.

8 The Greek éxmeipalw translates 1701 in Deut 6:16 (2x), 8:2 and 8:16. The simpler form meipalw translates the
same Hebrew verb in 4:34, 13:4 and 33:8. The meaning of 4:34 is not as intensive as the other, but it is rather
striking that 33:8 describes the same events as 6:16, yet they both employ different Greek verbs.

4 Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 551. Labahn is here citing Wilhelm Brandenstein,
Griechische Sprachwissenschaft 111, 1 Syntax (Berlin: Sammlung Gdschen, 1966), 104.
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to repeat their past sin, one wonders why the translation must by varied.”*® Cignelli and Pierri
observe that this is the only instance of the verb in the middle voice in “biblical Greek with
no discernable intensive of “dynamic” overtones.’! Perhaps a desire for variation is at stake

here, as the translator shows similar concerns elsewhere in his work.>?

év 76 Ileipaop®. The translation of the Hebrew n©N is done etymologically and not via
transcription, as we would expect for a geographical place name. However, etymological
renderings constitute a common strategy when encountering proper names whose meaning is
transparent. In fact, this is the most frequent strategy employed to translate proper names
throughout the book.>* In other cases, transliteration is employed. A third strategy is to actualize
these names, particularly geographical names, to those in use in the Hellenistic context of the
translation (D"XN = Alyurrog).’* In this particular case, the translator does the same as the
Exodus translator, who translated 112311 7O etymologically using ITeipaopds xal Aotdépyots in
Exod 17:7. Perhaps this has to do with the fact that 7237121 70N were not the original names
for these places but rather symbolic names, whose meaning is important to the narrative and
must therefore be communicated to the reader.’> This might also indicate that the Deuteronomy

translator was aware of the Exodus translation.

30 Muraoka, Syntax §27ce.

5! Lino Cignelli and Rosario Pierri, Sintassi di greco biblico (LXX e NT). Quaderno II.A., SBFCMa 77 (Milano;
Jerusalem: Edizioni Terra Santa; Franciscan Printing Press, 2010), 367. As cited by Muraoka in the preceding
note.

52 See our comments on 25:7-8 and 32:8.

33 Whereas transliteration is more common in the Pentateuch, etymological renderings are not infrequent, and
particularly in places connected with Israel’s disobedience. See particularly the thorough study of the rendering
of geographical locations in Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 91-100, esp. p. 98. It must be noted, however,
that some of these place names in their Hebrew form are prefixed with the definite article, which might explain
why an etymological rendering was favored in some cases.

34 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 98-100.

55 Dogniez and Harl also mention that the translator is preserving the wordplay present in the Hebrew text, so that
perhaps the motivation for such a rendering is also literary. See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 157.
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6:17

TR AWK VP NI D2HR MY MR DX mnwn MNY

duAdaowy GuAdEy Tag évTodds xuplou Tob Beol, T& papTipia xal T& dixatwpata, Soa éveteilatd got,

By guarding, you shall keep the commandments of the Lord God, the testimonies and the statutes that
he has commanded you.

dvrdaowy durdgy. Here we find the Hebrew infinitive absolute with cognate yigtol form
translated into Greek as participle and finite verb. This is not surprising and a regular strategy
deployed by the translator, as well as those of the other books of the Pentateuch.>® This
rendering (as with the other common equivalent, a dative or accusative noun + finite verb) is a
proper strategy in the abstract since the Hebrew infinitive absolute is often labeled as a verbal
noun.’’” As Lee observes, the choice of one strategy over another is often motivated by a
variety of factors, including “whether a suitable noun or participle was available, whether the
meaning would be clear, and whether the result might be clumsy.”>® In this particular case, the

Greek verbal repetition expresses the intensity of the Hebrew construction, though the absence

36 1t is estimated that there are approximately 200 instances of the Hebrew infinitive absolute that are translated in
this way, which accounts for about half of the instances of infinitive absolutes. In the Pentateuch, such participial
renderings account for about one third of the total instances of the infinitive absolute. See Henry St. John
Thackeray, “Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute in the Septuagint,” JTS 9 (1908): 599. Lee presents an
inventory and brief analysis of them all, finding 254 in total, 207 of which have an “intensifying use.” In
Deuteronomy, the participle + finite verb rendering accounts for 10 out of 37 “intensifying” infinitive absolutes.
This is roughly comparable to the proportion found in the other translations of the Pentateuch. See Lee, The
Greek of the Pentateuch, 299-309. See also Sollamo, “The LXX Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute Used with
a Paronymous Finite Verb in the Pentateuch”; Emanuel Tov, “Renderings of Combinations of the Infinitive
Absolute and Finite Verbs in the Septuagint: Their Nature and Distribution,” in The Greek and Hebrew Bible:
Collected Essays on the Septuagint, ed. E. Tov, VTSup 72 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 1999), 247-56.

57 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 232.

58 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 233. One such factor was that a finite verb in the passive voice was always
accompanied by a noun. This was pointed out by Thackeray and was probably preferred because it would
otherwise have resulted in what Lee terms an “overloaded and awkward” passive construction. Cf. Thackeray,
“Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute in the Septuagint,” 598. At other times, a desire for variation might have
been a factor. See the important discussion on this topic in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 231-39.

120



of a suitable cognate noun for this verb might have been a factor.”® While the Greek dirdoow
is by far the most commonly used equivalent for W, this is the only instance of an
“intensifying” infinitive absolute for this Hebrew verb in Deuteronomy. Similar constructions
can be found in the Greek language and can be understood in many cases as “tolerable Greek,
albeit with some strangeness.”®® As such, it remains a genuine Greek structure which is “used
as a disguise for a Hebraistic idiom.” ! It is a concession to adequacy (an instance of positive
transfer) since to understand the force of the construction, one has to infer from the Hebrew
source text the intensification of the action.®* While the lexical redundancy replicated in the
Greek text does suggest a kind of intensification, this is not how the intensity of actions is

typically communicated in nontranslated Greek texts.

xuplou Tol Beol. This Greek phrase omits the pronominal suffix found in MT. The phrase or a
variation thereof is very common in Deuteronomy, occurring over 300 times. In the vast
majority of cases, it is accompanied by a pronominal suffix, or, in some instances, another
genitive noun phrase: x0ptog 6 bedg Tév matépwy gov. This instance in 6:17 is one of the very few
where the suffix is omitted according to Wevers’s critical edition.®> McCarthy questions

whether Wevers’s reliance on the witness of 963 (and 376) is sufficient ground to present the

59 We do not have any evidence for the Three for this particular rendering, but the verb ¢pUAdoow is consistently
matched to MW in the extant evidence for Aquila.

0 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 233, 235. But as Lee adds, in some cases, the construction is “entirely
normal Greek.” This is often the case when the Hebrew construction is translated using a finite verb and
participle of different though sometimes related roots.

6l Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum as a Criterion of Translation Technique,” 392. See also Sollamo, “The
LXX Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute Used with a Paronymous Finite Verb in the Pentateuch,” 105. “The
participial construction of the LXX under discussion show a formally correct Greek structure, but the semantic
content can be correctly understood only on the basis of the underlying Hebrew expression.”

2 Which is what La Bible d’Alexandrie seems to be doing by translating as: “Tu observeras scrupuleusement....”
Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 157. The use of a cognate verb in the Greek does promote, in a different
way, an understanding of intensification, strange as it may be.

3 Wevers mentions 5 instances in total (4:21; 19:2, 8; 21:5; 24:9) but only accounting for the 2nd singular suffix.
See Wevers, NGTD, 78. This could also be an instance of haplography, where the ending of 8o would have led
to the accidental omission of the similarly ending gov.
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shorter reading as original.** But since the shorter reading is supported by pre-hexaplaric
manuscripts in several instances, as is the case here, Wevers’s judgment seems correct.®

Wevers suggests that the omission of the possessive suffix is a way for the translator to
rationalize the inconsistency in number in the Hebrew text.® After all, the pronoun used in
MT is in the plural while the translator has just changed the initial verb to the singular.
However, in the similar case of 4:21, McCarthy raises the possibility that the Greek translation
might reflect an earlier version of the Hebrew text which omitted the suffix, and that the MT
plus would be assimilating to a more usual form.%” Such harmonizations are common in the
textual history of the book, especially in these recurring stock phrases. For this reason, it
seems more probable that the omission was in the translator’s Vorlage. Yet the other option
cannot be entirely excluded. As will become apparent later in this passage (for example, vv.
18, 21), a variety of stock phrases suffer from a process of assimilation, and it is often difficult
to determine if this was done at the level of the Hebrew textual tradition, the translation, or
Greek textual tradition.

Also of note is the omission of pronominal suffixes in the rendering of ta paptipie and
o dwxatwpata. McCarthy observes that it is not uncommon for the Deuteronomy translator to

omit the possessive pronoun in contexts where the possessor is obvious such as is the case

4 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 23.

65 Manuscript 963 also omits the pronominal suffix in a similar construction at 4:21 and 19:2, while the pronoun
of the majority text is found under the obelisk in SyA. This constitutes sufficient evidence to claim that the shorter
reading is OG and that the longer variant is a later addition, at least in the context of 4:21 and 19:2. See the
comments in Wevers, THGD, 122. In 19:8, 21:5 and 24:9, the shorter reading is supported by 848, another pre-
hexapalric manuscript. Wevers also mentions that MT has a plural suffix while most Greek manuscripts read Tod
B0l gou, but this is to be expected given the shift to the singular in the Greek text of the previous verse.

% But see another comment by John William Wevers, “YHWH and Its Appositives in LXX Deuteronomium,” in
Studies in Deuteronomy: In Honour of C. J. Labuschagne on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, ed. A. Hilhorst
et al. (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 1994), 278.

7 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 15. The LXX.D Kommentar also finds this option plausible. See Den Hertog,
Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 552.
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here.®® Wevers mentions that “the rendering of Hebrew pronouns in Deut is not fully
consistent and the translator in accordance with a better Greek style sometimes omitted
them.”® This type of omission is perhaps more closely related to that of possessive pronouns
for coordinate items. Though the preceding noun in the list, &g évtodds is not followed by a
possessive but the possessor, it is nevertheless similar to the situation described by Sollamo
where the possessive pronouns of coordinated items are omitted. She notes that this type of
rendering is more in line with conventional Greek usage. Such a translation strategy brings the
Greek text “on a par with Greek idiom and practice and [constitutes] evidence of the
translator’s good knowledge of Greek.””? The paptipie and dixaudpata are introduced by a
conjunction in MT, which is omitted by the translator. This omission is most likely related to
the omission of the possessive pronouns. The clause becomes epexegetical, implying that the
testimonies and statutes are a subset of, or synonymous with, YHWH’s commandments.

On the rendering of NTY and QPN by paptipia and dixardpata, see the comments at
6:20.

We thus find in the same verse opposite tendencies: First, an unconventional verbal
collocation (from the perspective of Greek idiom) which clearly favors reproduction of the
source’s formal features is selected despite being a grammatically acceptable way to render
the underlying Hebrew. On the other hand, the omission of possessive pronouns and

conjunction in favor of Greek idiom represents a strategy favoring target conventions.”!

%8 This note is found in the context of Deut 3:21, but McCarthy lists 6:17 as one of 23 examples of such
omissions. See McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 12.

% Wevers, THGD, 56. See also the comments to this effect in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 31-33.

70 See the discussion in Raija Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns in the Septuagint, SCS 40 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1995), 73.

" To be sure, this statement should be nuanced further. The Greek rendering of the infinitive absolute already
marks a concession to Greek idiom since nothing in the Greek language perfectly matches the Hebrew
construction. The option chosen by the translator already existed in his repertoire of possibilities, even though it
produces “tolerable” Greek.
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6:18

PAWI TWR 7207 PIRD DR WM AR TH 207 pnd min rya 210m Wwn Do
TNaRy M

xal Mool TO dpeaTdv xal TO xaldv évavti xuplou Tol Beol cou, Wva el oot YévnTar xal elaéAbyg xal
XANpOVOUNaYS THY Yijv TV ayabny, §v duoaey xiplog Tols TaTpaadty aov,

And you shall do what is pleasing and good before the Lord your God, so that it may be well for you
and that you may go in and inherit the good land that the Lord swore to your fathers,

TO dpeaTov xal To xaldv évavti xuplou Tol Beol cou. The Greek dpeatés is not the usual match for
TV, and neither is xaAdg for 210, which is more often rendered by aybés.”* Of the 112
instances of TW" in MT, the vast majority are rendered in the Septuagintal corpus by
€00n¢/e0BUs or a cognate noun.”? Only six instances are translated using dpeotée, all of which are
found in Deuteronomy in a similar phrase.” The repetition of this phrase throughout the book
also raises text-critical issues. As McCarthy surmises: “all five [six including 12:8]
occurrences contain the adjective W?, alone in 12:25; 13:19 and 21:9, but followed by 210
in 6:18, and in reverse sequence (W' 2107) in 12:28.”7° Except for 12:8 which maintains
the shorter form of the expression, the others are found in OG in their longer form irrespective
of what we have in MT. The only variation is the ordering of xaAés and dpeatés, which follows

MT in only four out of six instances:

2 Wevers counts 332 instances of 21 translated as dydfdc, with 99 other instances where it is translated by xads.
So while xaAds is not the choice in the majority of cases, it is nevertheless frequent.

3 Wevers, NGTD, 123. Wevers notes 5 instances in OG Deuteronomy, but there are actually 6 according to his
critical text.

4 Exodus 15:26 translates W7 by & dpeoTa.

5 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 42.
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TO APETTOV xal TO XAAOY EvavTl xupliov
6:18 ey awomaawna | L, .

ToU feoll gou
12:8 1WA W | T0 dpeaTov évavtiov alTol

TO xaAdV xal TO ApeTTOV EvavTl xuplov
12:25 maryawa | L, L

ToU feoli gou

TO xaAdV xal TO ApeaToV EvavTl xuplov
12:28 ‘[’ﬂ%& MY | L,

ToU feoll gov

LxX TO xaAdV xal TO ApeaTOV EvavTl xuplov

13:19 (18%7%) '[’ﬂ")& maeryawa | L, L

ToU feoll gov

TO GpeaToV xal TO xaAdy EvavTl xuplou
21:9 maeryawa | L, .

ToU feoll gov

All of these occur in another stock phrase almost identical to the one found here, that of
doing what is pleasant and good in the eyes of YHWH.’® As Wevers notes, three of these
instances present the words in reverse order, so that no regular pattern emerges.”” SamPent is
identical to MT at 6:18, 12:25, and 21:9 but inverts the word order in 12:28 to make it more
consistent. It also expands 13:19 in the same manner as what we find in the Greek text. T® and
T’ both seem to reflect MT while TN consistently applies its equivalent, PN 99WT, even in
12:8. On the one hand, we have a scribal tradition which is reflected in MT’s inconsistent
rendering, and on the other, a tradition which is increasingly standardized. The Greek text is
positioned further along than SamPent in this process, but is still not as consistent as T.”® In
terms of determining whether or not this standardization was the work of the translator, the
larger phrase should be taken into consideration, including the standardization of the divine
name. SamPent and S also read T’ﬂ5& 7Y in 6:17, which militates for a plus introduced at

the level of the Hebrew textual tradition.”’ Additional evidence is also available in 21:9, where

76 Wevers provides a list of the occurrences of these phrases in Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,”
98.

77T Wevers, NGTD, 123.

8 Wevers notes that Theodotion translates the two consistently by €06é and dyiféc. Wevers, NGTD, 123.

7 See Léo Laberge, “La Septante de Dt 1-11 : Pour une étude du texte,” in Das Deuteronomium. Entstehung,
Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. N. Lohfink (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters, 1985), 131, who seems to favor a different
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the plus of '[’ﬂt%% is also found in 11QT?. It appears more likely, therefore, that these
assimilated formulations were already in the translator’s Vorlage.

The translator’s rendering of " is peculiar, associating it in such cases with the notion
of acceptability or approvedness.®” This could be due to the fact that the Hebrew idiom W71
P2 210N carries this idea of goodness and correctness not in itself, but relative to
someone’s estimation. It is defined as something that is agreeable to YHWH and épeotés (and

xahés) describe this concept as a whole.?!

Moreover, as Harl and Doginez note, the
collocation of apeotds and xards combines two adjectives commonly used in Greek to describe
what is good.*? To this is added the translation of the Hebrew '3 by évavti, which as Daniel
surmises, abandons the “valeur imagée” involving the eyes common employed in the moral or
affective realm in favor of a “simple préposition.”** The rendering, though not unique to this
book in the Pentateuch, tends towards more idiomatic Greek when compared to how the same
Hebrew expression is translated in later books: 7o dyafov &v ddBaiuois vudv.2* However, it is
more idiomatic only in this respect, the phrase itself not representing a conventional Greek

turn of phrase. In this context, dpeotés is usually followed by the dative to designate the person

in whose estimation the thing is acceptable or pleasing.

textual tradition. Wevers is also of this opinion in Wevers, “Yahweh and Its Appositives in LXX
Deuteronomium,” 269. But see the comments in Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 525, 552.
Though they discuss this text in a section dealing with the OG’s Vorlage, they state that it is not necessary to
posit a variant source text in this case.

80 See MM, s.v. “dpeatds”.

81 The translation of this idiom is a great example of the approach taken by this translator in contrast to the
practice in other translated books of the Septuagint. See Staffan Olofsson, “The Non-Dependence of the Psalms
Translator in Relation to the Translators of the Pentateuch,” in XIV Congress of the IOSCS, Helsinki 2010, ed. M.
K. H. Peters (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 631-33 for a discussion on this topic.

82 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 58.

8 In other words, the metaphorical value of the Hebrew expression is lost. See Daniel, Recherches sur le
vocabulaire du culte dans la Septante, 178. It could be argued, however, that this was a dead metaphor for these
language users.

8 The phrase is from Judg 19:24 but the same construction using ddBapés is common throughout the so-called
historical books.
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On the use of the preposition évavti more generally, see the comment in v. 22 for the

phrase évamiov Hudv.

va €U oot yévyrar. This purpose clause translates the Hebrew '[5 ap” I}JD"J, for which a
subjunctive verb is required in Greek. Here, the translator resorts to two Greek lexemes (e
yivouat) to translate the one verb 2¥".3% This is the standard formulation adopted by the
translator for this familiar expression in Deuteronomy. Only the 5 + infinitive (asin 8:16 and
28:63) or noun (5:33 (30MT) and 6:24) may entail a slightly different approach.®¢

As Lee observes, the order of the clause in such circumstances reflects Wackernagel’s
Law in that enclitic pronouns are normally placed in the second position of the clause. But in
cases where there is competition for the second slot, as we have here with the adverb &t taking
priority, the pronoun is nevertheless moved forward so that we find €3 oot yévyrat instead of €d
yévyrat cot.’” Though it makes little difference here in terms of the translator’s habit of
rendering the source following its word order — the verb yivopat could be considered a plus and
consequently appear anywhere in the clause — this positioning demonstrates his familiarity
with Greek idiom. In other circumstances, however, the translator does deviate from his
source’s word order to move the enclitic pronoun in second position.®®

An exception to this rule is found in v. 24 of this chapter. There the subjunctive of eiui is
supplied instead, perhaps because the underlying Hebrew consists of a verbless clause: 2105

115. This is translated as fa € nuiv 1}, the 1% person plural pronoun being moved forward

despite not being enclitic. According to Lee, the pronoun should be last in the clause, as in

85 The intransitive, even stative value of the Hebrew verb 21 prohibits a rendering using a single lexeme, such as
that of edepyetéw in which the subject is active.

8 There the verb motéw is supplied instead of yivopat.

87 See the discussion in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 123-27.

88 Lee cites 8:18 and 24:18 as examples.
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5:29 (26MT) with the 3™ person singular.®® There is also a difference between Wevers’s critical
text and Rahlfs’s, which has fva €0 7} fuiv. Evidently, Lee is using Rahlfs’s text here and not the
Géttingen critical edition.”® The reverse can be observed in 15:16, another example cited by
Lee. There, the transposition is also observed in B, which evidently Ralhfs followed. But this
text 1s perhaps not our best guide. In any case, Lee’s argument does not require uniformity,
since the translator does not always modify the source’s word order, and Wackernagel’s Law
is not obligatory nor consistently applied. But it is rather striking that in the case of 6:24, the

translator was free to place his verb anywhere in the clause — it was a plus in relation to the

Hebrew — yet did not follow this convention.
6:19
I 937 WK TIan TR 52 R 9TRY
éxdidar mdvtag Tobg éxBpols gou Tpd mpocwmou gou, xabd EAGANTEY.

To chase out all your enemies before you, as he said.

éxdiiEar. As discussed in chapter 1 (section 1.4.2), the non-articulated infinitive is the default
rendering of the Hebrew 5 + infinitive construct, even when a succession of such infinitives
might lead to ambiguity in terms of how they relate to each other (see for example v. 24 later
in this chapter). Wevers adds that there are only five occurrences of articulated infinitives in

OG Deuteronomy in such circumstances.’!

8 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 127.

% Wevers notes the transposition in witnesses B F 15'-426 44-106*-107' 56’ 54'-75 74-134mg-799¢ 71'-318 128-
630" 509 Arm Shy = Compl Ra.

1 See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 63—64. Soisalon-Soininen’s research has shown that out
of 222 Hebrew  + infinitive construct in Deuteronomy, 213 are translated unarticulated. While this is a tendency
observed in all books of the Pentateuch, Deuteronomy is by far the most consistent in this respect. See Ilmari
Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta, AASF 132 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1965),
50-54, 180.
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mpd mpoowmou. Sollamo remarks that the Hebrew semi-preposition "387 is rendered by mpd
npocwmov 11 times in the Septuagint, nine of which are in the Pentateuch and five of those in
Deuteronomy.”? This is not the usual rendering, the Hebrew *381 being more frequently
matched by &md mposwmou in the Greek Pentateuch. *> The Deuteronomy translator incorporates
a number of other renderings, however, depending on the situation and sometimes favoring a
more idiomatic Greek formulation (two cases of 4w, two of dia + accusative). The compound
mpd mpoocwmou was most likely chosen here because of the accompanying verb. As Sollamo has
noted, it usually accompanies verbs of driving out in the Greek Pentateuch, though in a
number of cases, 4md mpocdimou is employed with the assumed equivalent meaning.”* Moreover,
mpd mpoawmov is not attested outside of the Septuagint in sources predating the Common Era.?®
Only one similar phrase with an articulated mpoowymov can be found, also demonstrating how
unconventional this etymological rendering of the Hebrew must have sounded: “As to the
motions of the arms, I observe the following facts. In acute fevers, pneumonia, phrenitis and

headache, if they move before the face (mpd Tt mpodimou)....”?® Nevertheless, one can easily

92 The references are 2:21, 4:38, 6:19, 8:20, and 9:4. See Raija Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions
in the Septuagint, AASF 19 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979), 87.

93 The Greek expression is also found in compositional literature denoting “from the face” in a literal manner
(Hippocrates Prorrhetic 1.114). A fragment of the historian Ctesias (4™ century BCE) employs &md mpocwmou as
we find it in the LXX, but it is preserved and retold by a Byzantine Christian author, which makes it difficult to
trace the idiom back to the Greek historian. Nevertheless, it seems conventional in that it can denote a movement
or location away from someone’s presence. See the discussion in Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew
Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, 84—85. But as Sollamo explains and Jones confirms, it is not conventional
when combined with a verb of fearing such as ¢dofBéw. In Numbers 22:3, the translator illustrates both tendencies
by opting for a simple accusative once, and amé mpoowmou later in the verse. See Spencer A. Jones, “Balaam,
Pagan Prophet of God: A Commentary on Greek Numbers 22.1-21,” in The SBL Commentary on the Septuagint:
An Introduction, ed. Dirk Biichner, SCS 67 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 127-28.

%4 Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, 87-88. This is also evident in the Greek
textual tradition, where a number of manuscripts (29-72-376 52 cod 100 Arm®*) support a reading of &mo
TPOTWTOV.

%5 Philo might be considered an exception, but occurrences of this construction in his work appear in the context
of his citation of the Greek Jewish scriptures. Interestingly, the Gospel of Luke and Acts take it up using it 4
times throughout.

9 “TIepl ¢ xe1p@v dophic Tdde ywoxw: év mupetolaw 8&éay 3 &v Tepimveupovinat xal v dpevitTiot xal év
xedatadyiyot mpd ol mpogwimov depopévas....” (Hippocrates, Progn. 4, [4"™ century BCE]) Text and translation
taken from Hippocrates. Volume II. Prognostic. Regimen in Acute Diseases. The Sacred Disease. The Art.
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infer the metaphorical sense of “before the presence of,” although a preposition such as &né or
perhaps Zunpocfev would have been more conventional. To be sure, the translator of
Deuteronomy is not creating a new language use since this prepositional phrase has been
employed before by the other Pentateuch translators. Nevertheless, he demonstrates in this
rendering his preference for representing all elements of the source text’s semi-preposition (12
+719). As Sollamo observes, there is inconsistency in the way the Deuteronomy translator

deals with these.”’

xaba édainaev. The MT of verse 19 ends with the phrase MY 927 IWRD, while the Greek text
omits the divine name. Furthermore, the translation begins v. 20 with Kai €otal (presumably
representing i1°17) while MT begins directly with *2. SamPent has both the divine name and

1M, as can be observed in the following table:

MT LIRS AN T2 T%NW’ 2 M 73T AWRNI...
OG Vorlage .. I0RY NN T2 T%NW’ "2 41 93T AWRNI...
SamPent .I0R5 NN 733 T%NW’ 2 A MY 93T AWRNI..

A possible explanation is that the yod and vav in the divine name were confused either in
the translator’s Vorlage, or perhaps by the translator himself, thus reading the beginning of the
next clause as a 1" instead of "J. The Samaritan Pentateuch (and the Peshitta) conflates both
readings, ending v. 19 with the divine name, and beginning v. 20 with *2 71"M.°® Another

possibility is that the Greek’s Vorlage assimilated to the common formula for introducing

Breaths. Law. Decorum. Physician (Ch. 1). Dentition, trans. W. H. S. Jones, LCL 148 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1923), 14-15.

7 “Dtn again contains both Hebraistic translations and good Greek renderings. In its uneven translation technique
Is[aiah] bears a resemblance to Dtn.” See Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, 93.
%8 As Wevers notes, the pattern *3 777 is common to the book (in v. 10 for example). It may have motivated the
reading in the translator’s Vorlage and SamPent. See Wevers, NGTD, 124. See also McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 24.
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protases ("2 "), also omitting the divine name via haplography. But this appears less likely.
It seems more probable, overall, that the translator’s Vorlage represents an intermediate step
between the readings of MT and SamPent, the latter combining both.”® Since these variants are

at the level of the Hebrew text, they have no bearing on our analysis of the translation as such.

6:20
DONR NHR MY IR WK DVAWAM D'pPRM NIYva an AnRS NN T3 T%RW’ =

Kat Eotat étav épwioy e 6 vids gov alptov Aéywy Tiva éoTv Ta paptipla xal Ta dixatwpata xal Ta

xplpata, 8oa tveteilato xUpiog & Bedg by vuiv';

And it shall be, when your son asks you tomorrow, saying, “What are the testimonies and the statutes
and the judgments that the Lord our God has commanded you?”

Kai gotar étav. See v. 19 for the discrepancy with MT at the beginning of this verse. The "7
] construction is not unusual as six other instances are found in the book of Deuteronomy,

including one earlier in this chapter:'®!

6:10; 11:29 IR Y2 Y | xal EoTat Stav sicaydyy
15:16 TOR AR 1D | edw 3 Aéyy mpds ot
26:1 RI12N 2 "M | xal Eotar 2dv elcéNbyg
30:1 IR D YN | xal Eotat ac &y EADwaty

% The omission of the divine name is therefore not surprising, contra Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola,
“Deuteronomion,” 552.

100 Even though Wevers’s critical edition has the 1% person plural here, he affirms to have later changed his mind
and considers the 2" person as original. See Wevers, NGTD, 124. But see the comments in Den Hertog, Labahn,
and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 552, where the more difficult reading of the Gottingen edition (1st person) is
preferred.

101 Deuteronomy 31:21 is not listed in the table because the *3 77 of MT is not represented in Greek perhaps
because of a different Vorlage. See McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 91. For a detailed analysis of all occurrences of 77>
and their translation, see Martin Johannessohn, “Die biblische Einfiihrungsformel xai eotal,” Z4AW 59 (1942):
129-84.
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In some cases (6:10; 11:29), "2 7" is translated as xal €otal étav as we find it here. In
other situations, it seems to have been understood as introducing a conditional (éav 02 in 15:16)
or temporal clause (xal éotar @ &v in 30:1) depending on context. A temporal clause
presupposes the realization of the state of affairs, while the conditional may or may not be
realized.!%? Yet in this context, as in many future-referring contexts found in legal material,
the distinction is not so clear. An almost identical Hebrew phrase is translated in Exod 13:14

(13

with what appears to be a conditional nuance: “é¢av 0t épwtioy ot 6 vids oov et Talta Aéywy Ti
TodTo; xal €pels avtd...” The two situations might be said to be comparable, and so perhaps the
use of §tav approaches that of ¢av in this context.!®® Be that as it may, the translation in v. 20
aptly renders the sense of the Hebrew, which can be understood as a temporal clause, thus
foreseeing the moment when a son will ask.

The use of xat Zotat étav or xal €rtar év when initiating protases (translating 2 1 or
DX 7'M as in 25:2) is a phenomenon that was apparently introduced by the Pentateuch
translators.'® Muraoka notes that such a phrase, along with the presence of the apodotic xai
that follows (here at the beginning of v. 21) must have been a source of puzzlement for the

translation’s readership: “And it will be, when your son asks you...and you will say to your

son.”'% But as we will discuss at v. 21 and 25:2, other nuances of xai could be implied based

102 See comments to that effect in Anwar Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch: A Study of Translation
Syntax (London; New York: T&T Clark, 2010), 76.

103 Tjen discusses these verses and comments that “the difference, if subtle, seems to be that the temporal clause
presupposes its realization on indefinite occasions, while conditionals present a disjunctive situation also on
indefinite occasions.” Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 77.

194 Though one should remain prudent with arguments from silence, I was not able to find such a construction in
papyri, inscriptions, or classical literature predating the 3™ century BCE (and even later). The collocation of xai
goTou gav is first found in Exod 4:9, then 12:26. It is also found four times in OG Numbers.

105 Muraoka, Syntax §90d.
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on the context.'”® Nevertheless, this rendering clearly represents a case of linguistic transfer,

reflecting the need to adhere closely to the word order and preferred lexical pairings.'®’

Aéywv Tiva éotv. The Hebrew 5 preposition + infinitive introducing direct discourse is almost
always translated as a participle in Deuteronomy. Verse 2:2 is the only exception where it is
simply omitted. The rendering of plal Y by Aéywv is slightly different from the rendering of xai
gotal just discussed but equally unidiomatic, though this rendering is pervasive throughout the
Greek Pentateuch.!®® As is often the case, the Greek copula is supplied to make sense of

Hebrew verbless clauses.

T& paptipla xal e dixatwpata xal @ xpipata. The Greek lexemes found corresponding to the
various Hebrew terms for laws, testimonies, statutes and judgments (MTY, D'PN, DVAWNA) in

this verse follow the pattern that is generally observed for theses nouns in Deuteronomy.'® Of

106 The shift from subjunctive to future indicative is also another indication of the transition from protasis to
apodosis.

107 As Aejmelaeus suggests, “The use of the formula in Greek is no doubt Hebraistic and most unfamiliar when
employed together with a subordinate clause. In Ex the formula has accordingly been omitted on most occasions
when followed by a subordinate clause...the meaning of the Greek verbs in the formula is determined by the
Hebraistic context: ‘to happen, to take place’. To continue with the report of what [is to happen] it would be more
natural in Greek to use a clause with wg or dore (‘that’) instead of the apodosis with or without xai.”

108 See the brief discussion in Muraoka, Syntax §90e.

109 The Hebrew M7¥is found 3 times (4:45, 6:17, and 6:20), and translated by paptipia.

Of 21 instances of O°pr1, 18 are translated by duccudpata, two by mpostdypata (11:32, 12:1) and one by évtody
(16:12). The use of mpoordypata in 11:32 and 12:1 may be explained by the fact that these verses act as a bridge
between the paraenetic section that precedes and the legal material that follows. In effect, mpootaypata qualifies
this legal material. In Ptolemaic Egypt, mpootaypata designates the royal decrees, the will of the king-legislator.
For an extended discussion on this topic, see Joseph Méléze-Modrzejewski, “Tora et nomos: comment la Tora est
devenue une ‘loi civique’ pour les Juifs d’Egypte,” in Un peuple de philosophes. Aux origines de la condition
juive (Paris: Fayard, 2011), 197; Anna Passoni Dell’ Acqua, “La terminologia dei reati nei mpoctdypata dei
Tolemei e nella versione dei LXX,” in Proceedings of the XVIII International Congress of Papyrology: Athens,
25-31 May 1986, vol. 2, ed. Vasileios G. Mandglaras (Athens: Greek Papyrological Society, 1988), 335-50;
Héléne Cadell, “Vocabulaire de la 1égislation ptolémaique: probléme du sens de dikaioma dans le Pentateuque,”
in Kata tous O’ “Selon les Septante”: Trente études sur la Bible grecque des Septante, ed. Gilles Dorival and
Olivier Munnich (Paris: Cerf, 1995), 208-9.

Finally, there are 37 instances of ¥9Wn, both singular and plural. 21 of them are translated by xpicis, 13 by xpipa
(or xpipata since all but 32:41 are in the plural), two by dixaidpate, and one in 21:17 by the verb xabvxw, a
translation that departs from the usual formal correspondence.
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note is the rendering of MTY by paptipia, which in OG Deuteronomy designates the
commandments or law. The lexical pairing is actually quite consistent throughout the
Pentateuch, where it usually qualifies the ark or tabernacle (% xiBwtds Tol paptupiov = 1IN
DVIYN; 7 oo Tod paptupiov = DTV 19WNY)."1° This designation apparently refers to the
law, or the tablets of the law, since in Exod 25:21, the plural paptipia clearly designates the
tablets within the ark, and in 31:28 and 32:15, the two tables (mAdxag) of paptipia. According
to Dogniez, this use of the plural to designate the law in the Pentateuch, and more specifically
what is written on the tablets, serves as legal testimony. This use of the term is a novelty.'!!
Another strange feature is the use of the plural in Greek even though the Hebrew term is in the
singular. In Exodus at least, this may highlight its reference to the tablets, thus associating the
term with the Ten Commandments.!'? But would the Deuteronomy translator’s persistence in
using the plural signify that he also associates the Ten Commandments with the Mosaic Law
in these passages, as Dogniez and Harl imply? A more plausible scenario is that the
Deuteronomy translator is reading the unvocalized Hebrew term as a plural.''* In 6:17
especially, the form of the pronominal suffix attached to the noun suggests that the term is
plural, thus explaining the Greek plural. Moreover, words of the TV family are almost always
translated with words of the paptipiov group. All in all, a connection with Exodus and the
Decalogue does not appear plausible in this case in light of the translation technique.

In contrast to the other Pentateuch translators, dixaiwpata is a preferred term in OG

Deuteronomy to render D*pr.!!"* This speaks again to the fact that the Deuteronomy translator

110 Tn Exod 16:34, paptipiov stands alone but apparently designates the ark.

1 Cécile Dogniez, “Le vocabulaire de la loi dans la Septante,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard
Bons and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 353.

112 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 54.

113 Blank also raises both possibilities in Blank, “The LXX Renderings of Old Testament Terms for Law,” 281.
114 This is cited by Blank as a further argument against the notion that the Pentateuch would have been translated
in one shot. Rather, it may suggest that Deuteronomy was done later. See Blank, “The LXX Renderings of Old
Testament Terms for Law,” 267.
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had no issue proceeding differently from those who worked on the other Pentateuchal books.
As Dogniez reminds us, dixaiwpa refers in the Ptolemaic legislation to the evidence brought
forward in a judicial setting. In the Greek Pentateuch, the use of the term would rather suggest
that it designates the regulations or laws that are contained in these elements of evidence.'!"”

As for the last term, xpioig and xpipa alternate to translate VAW, even in the plural. It is
difficult to understand why the translator preferred xpipa in 4:1 and in 4:8, but xpioic in 4:5 and
4:14 when dealing with the same Hebrew term. In that particular context, it may speak to a
desire for variation. We should note, however, that xpicis is never employed in contexts where
there are more than two of these legal Hebrew terms in sequence (including ©awWn). This is
reserved exclusively for xpipa, with a probable meaning of “sentence”, again, a rare usage
outside of the Septuagint.!’® On the other hand, xpicis often translates VOWN in other contexts
where it does not denote a law as such (See 25:1 for example).

It thus appears that the translator has definite preferences for each term, sometimes in
contrast to the other books of the Pentateuch.!!” He is also more consistent in his matching of
Hebrew and Greek terms, but this could also be attributed to the book’s contents, these terms
appearing in formulaic phrases. This situation lends itself more easily to consistency. In some
cases, context appears to be a factor in variation. In others, perhaps a desire for variety. In a

minority of instances, there could be ideological factors at play.

115 Dogniez, “Le vocabulaire de la loi dans la Septante,” 352, 354. Dogniez relies here on the more detailed study
in Cadell, “Vocabulaire de la Iégislation ptolémaique: probléme du sens de dikaioma dans le Pentateuque.”

116 Dogniez, “Le vocabulaire de la loi dans la Septante,” 352-53.

17 S0 we agree with Dogniez and Harl’s conclusion contra Monsengwo Pasinya who highlights the variety of
terms translating each Hebrew lexeme, translating the same Hebrew word as if they were synonyms. Though the
Greek terms are close in meaning, they are not synonymous. See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 53. Cf.
Laurent Monsengwo Pasinya, La notion de nomos dans le Pentateuque grec, AnBib 52 (Rome: Biblical Institute
Press, 1973), 140-53.
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6:21
APIN T2 0MRNAN MmN KRR 0MRN1 HD'IDB 10 0YT7aY 'I'JJL) DANKY

wal €peic ¢ vig) cou Olxétar Nuey T6 Papaw v yij AlydnTtw, xal e&fyayey Huds xlptog éxeibev év yeipl
xpatald xal &v Ppayiovt OYnA&.

That you shall say to your son, “We were domestics to Pharao in the land of Egypt, and the Lord
brought us from there with a strong hand and with a high arm.

xal épeis. Verse 21 initiates a long apodosis — introduced by the conjunction xai followed by a
verb in the future tense — which continues all the way to the end of the chapter. The future
indicative reflects the yitgol form in the source text, which is the standard rendering in
apodoses (see the extended discussion at 25:2 and 25:7-8).!'® More will be said on the use of
xal in apodoses in the next chapter, where they are frequently employed. Suffice it to say for
now that at the level of discourse, the reproduction of the Hebrew conjunction stands in stark
contrast to conventional Greek usage in such circumstances. Perhaps a Greek reader would
have understood xai here in an ascensive sense, “You will indeed say...”. While parataxis is a
feature of non-literary Greek, the repetition of such features is much higher than can be found
anywhere in non-translated texts. In the context of an apodosis as we have here, Horrocks

admits that this feature goes beyond issues of style and is “wholly alien to Greek.”'"

118 There are some exceptions as 6:10-12 illustrates. There, the protasis extends a full two verses because it contains
several clauses in apposition. It is then followed by an imperative at the beginning of v. 12. In all cases, the translator
follows his source text closely by matching the Hebrew yigtol with future forms and imperative with the same.

119 In the context of his study of 2 Kings 18, he states that “the only probable Semitism [in the 2 Kings 18:17-21
passage] (i.e., feature of Hebrew wholly alien to Greek) is the ‘redundant’ use of xai...to introduce the main
clause of the conditional sentence in para. 21.” He goes on to say: “The simple paratactic style... is also
characteristic in some degree of all mid- to low-level writing in the Koine, and in fact constitutes a feature of
unsophisticated non-literary language throughout the history of Greek.” See Geoffrey Horrocks, Greek: A History
of the Language and Its Speakers, 2nd ed. (Malden, MA; Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 107. Voitila adds:
“Despite a tendency to limit the number of kai- clauses in the Septuagint, their number remains higher than in
even the most colloquial of the contemporary documents, too high indeed to convey a natural impression.” See
Anssi Voitila, “Septuagint Syntax and Hellenistic Greek,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons
and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 111-12, and particularly the bibliography
under note 11.
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Oixérai nuev. The Hebrew TaY can take several meanings depending on context and is here
rendered by oixétns. This Greek lexeme is employed exclusively when speaking of Israel’s
situation in Egypt (6x), but also describes the slave who commits for life to his master (15:17),
and Moses as YHWH’s servant in 34:5. In other contexts, the Deuteronomy translator prefers
mals or Bepamwy to designate people, or dovAeia when TaY is in a construct with Egypt to
designate it as a “house of slavery.”!?* The Hebrew gatal verb is here aptly rendered as a

Greek imperfect, while the preposition 5 is omitted in favor of the dative, as is often the case.

év yfj Aiydmtw. As Wevers suggests, the plus of v in relation to MT probably reflects an
assimilation to 5:15 (and secondarily 5:6) which is very similar and contains the longer PR
D X1, When describing the land of Egypt, we find both 02 PR and the shorter D*XN
regularly employed. As McCarthy surmises, there appears to have been “a certain amount of
fluidity” concerning this formula “when it is the land of Egypt that is in question (rather than
its king, army or diseases).”'?! This distinction is apparent when the expression is prefixed
with the preposition 2: Of these six instances of 0X122 (in MT), four add the word 7 as we
find it here. In 4:34 and 6:22, the preposition 1 is best understood in its adversative sense

(“against Egypt™), and the Greek text does not have the plus y# in such cases.!'*?

120 In 32:36, dodidos is employed instead. Thackeray commented on the various renderings of the phrase 7>=72y
in Deuteronomy, suggesting that it may point to a different translator for the last portion of the book. See
Thackeray, 4 Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, 7-8.

121 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 5.

122 The NETS translator does not agree and translates the first of three instances of the 2 preposition in the spatial
sense: “in Egypt, against Pharao.” But there is nothing in the Greek or Hebrew text that would indicate that one
of the prepositions is to be understood differently, but one’s subjective judgment.
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« Spatial sense » - Refers to the location of

1:30; 6:21; 16:2; 24:18 Plus of i Tsrael’s bondage

« Adversative sense » - Refers to the target

4:34;6:22 Word-for-word | 6 iy signs and wonders'?

It appears that when D821 refers to the land of Egypt in a geographical (or spatial)
sense, y¥ (or rather PIR) is added to bring this expression in lines with other mentions of the
land of Egypt. This is best understood as taking place at the level of the translator’s source
text.!?* Wevers adds that this construct appears to be fixed in the book as Egypt is never

translated by the genitive, but always the dative: “in Egypt-land.”'?

éxeibev &v yelpl xpatad xal év Bpayiovt tYmAd. The word ©™IXN, is found twice in MT of this
verse, but OG has éxeifev in the second instance. There is no trace of this reading in ancient
versions however, and perhaps the translator wanted to avoid repetition or misread his source
text. In v. 23, éxelbev translates DWN, which shares some similarities with D"3%7.
Alternatively, this could be another indicator that there has been assimilation in this verse with

5:15, which has OWN in this position and not O IR:

6:21 AP0 73 0MRNAN 710 UK DMRA] nyaah urn oray
5:15 MO YA apin 7' 0dwN '[’ﬂ'?& MY KRR DR PAKA 1A 7Y

123 In the case of 4:34, it could also be said that the preposition has a spatial sense, if one understands the signs
and wonders to be performed “in the presence of”” Egypt, that is, Pharaoh, his household, and his people. See the
comments at 6:15 and 6:22.

124 See McCarthy for a description of the variants of this phrase in the various ancient versions, which most likely
speak to variant Hebrew source texts in McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 5. Wevers appears to attribute this variant to
the translator, while the LXX.D Kommentar does not specify. See Wevers, NGTD, 103, 124; Den Hertog,
Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 552.

125 Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 61; Wevers, THGD, 137.
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Despite 5:15 being in the singular, omitting nynad (“to Pharaoh”) but adding '[’ﬂ'?N
(“your God”), the similarities (underlined) are striking. The assimilation may explain not only
the plus of y#j / PR discussed above, but also the switch from Egypt (D*81D) to “from there”
(DWN), as well as the plus of xal év Bpayiovt YA (MM PITAY) at the end of the verse.'*
Taken in isolation, one could argue that éxeifev is perhaps the work of the translator, reflecting
a stylistic concern to avoid repetition. But taken together, it would rather speak to a variant
Hebrew source text, especially since, as we have seen, quantitative differences are usually
Vorlage-based.'?’

The év + dative as instrumental: “...by a strong hand,” as we find it here is very common
in the Septuagint. Yet, Voitila argues that the “instrumental use of év + dative...was not
idiomatic in the earliest stages of the language or in Hellenistic Greek.”!?® Thus the verse
begins with a non-conventional apodotic xai, followed by what is very conventional
postclassical Greek (including a judiciously chosen imperfect), and ends with another non-

idiomatic turn of phrase.

126 On xal &v Bpayiovt vYmA&, White Crawford would argue that given the expansive nature of editorial activity in
Deuteronomy’s textual traditions, the shorter MT/SamPent reading should be preferred when reconstructing the
earliest Hebrew text. See White Crawford, “Deuteronomy as a Test Case for an Eclectic Critical Edition of the
Hebrew Bible,” 326.

127 The strong hand and raised arm appear together in 4:34, 5:15, 7:19, 11:2 and 26:8 with slight variation due to
the presence or absence of suffix, preposition, or definite article. There are five instances in MT where only the
first half (strong hand) is found (3:24; 6:21; 7:8; 9:26; 34:12), and in all but the last one, OG repeats the longer
formula. Interestingly, Moses is the subject in this last instance (34:12) and so is not said to have an outstretched
arm. Given the consistent addition in all cases, such an omission might indicate that scribes were hesitant to
describe Moses’s power in the same degree as YHWH’s.

128 He adds: “According to Jean Humbert, even the most vulgar papyri show no signs of it.” See Voitila,
“Septuagint Syntax and Hellenistic Greek,” 116. But see Soisalon-Soininen, [lmari. “Die Wiedergabe des 2
instrumenti im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax. Edited by Anneli Aejmelaeus and
Raija Sollamo. AASF, Ser.B 237. Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987, 116, 122, who observes that the
Deuteronomy translator resorts to this use of the év + dative as instrumental more often than the other translators
of the Pentateuch. Though it is also found in koine Greek, its use is circumscribed. It is employed in specific
contexts such as with reference to clothing or being provided with something (see Soisalon-Soininen’s reference
to Mayser).
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6:22
11’1’9'7 N2 5331 aY75H1 0MIRNI DY D’s'l'l D' Nant nNIR MY 1M

xal Edwxev xUplog onueia xal Tépata weydla xal movnpa év Alyimtw &v apaw xal &v 16 oixw adtod
EVATIOV NEY-

And the Lord gave before us signs and wonders, great and evil in Egypt, against Pharao and against
his household.

xal Edwxev xUplog onpeia xal Tépata... v...&v...&v. The phrase is reminiscent of Exod 7:9, where
Pharaoh asks Moses and Aaron to provide signs and wonders.!?’ In the Greek Pentateuch, the
Hebrew NN is always rendered by anuelov. Its partner NN is also consistently translated by
tépag. They are always found together in Deuteronomy (10x) when describing Moses’s
encounter with Pharaoh. The pair onueiov and tépag is also employed in Greek literature to
describe statues of gods, as well as their concrete signs.'*? This meaning can also be inferred
from the use of these terms in Exod 4:21, where they are placed (2" / didwut) in Moses’s and
Aaron’s hands. Their collocation with the verb didwpt, as in Exod 4:21 and 7:9 seems

appropriate.'*! For the use of the preposition v, see comment on 2v ooi at v. 15 where the same

129 Exod 7:9 and 11:10 are special cases since MT contains only one of the terms, N9, while OG Exodus has
both anuelov and Tépag. In light of the translation patterns, Tépag probably corresponds to N9 in those passages.
130 Note these excerpts from Theophrastus and Polybius: “’Emel xal T& adtépata diefractdvovra Eoda (xabdmep
Ta EMdiva xal el T @Alo TotoliTov), dmep eis Tépa xal onudia dvayovaty, olx oty droyov” (‘“For that matter, even
the pieces of wood that sprout of their own accord, as pieces of olive wood and the like, and which are accounted as
portents and signs, are not anything.”) Theophrastus, Caus. plant. 5.4.3, as translated in Theophrastus, De Causis
Plantarumn, Volume III: Books 5-6, ed. George K. K. Link, trans. Benedict Einarson, LCL 475 (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1990). See also 5.4.4. These were types of wood chosen to make statues of the gods.
“Tldvra 8" %v T map’ adtols Adyia méat Téte Oie oTdpaTos, onuelwy 3¢ xal TepdTwy v i iepdv, méoa & Ny oixia
TN, €€ Gv elyal xal Buaion xal Bedv ixemyplat xal deoels émeiyov Ty méAw.” (“All the oracles that had ever been
delivered to them were in men’s mouths, every temple and every house was full of signs and prodigies, so that
vows, sacrifices, supplicatory processions and litanies pervaded the town.”) Polybius, Histories, 3.112.8-9, as
translated in Polybius, The Histories, Volume II, ed. Christian Habicht and S. Douglas Olson, trans. W. R. Paton
and F. W. Walbank, LCL 137 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2010).

131 Wevers argues that #0wxev (which he translates as “he set”) followed by évamiov Huév at the end of the verse
must be understood as a calque. It seems rather that the idiom is perfectly conventional, especially if one
understands the prepositional phrase as “before us” or the like. See Wevers, NGTD, 124-25. Wevers does in fact
translate this way at 4:34. See Wevers, NGTD, 87.
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ambiguity is found. The three prepositional phrases are best understood as being in apposition:
the expression in/before/against Egypt (without the “land” as mentioned above) stands for
Pharaoh and his circle. We are thus faced with a variety of possibilities: In this context, it
could also mean “in the presence of” since the signs were produced before Pharaoh and his
court. The phrase év t¢ oixw adtol also occurs in Gen 9:21 and 39:8 with the spatial sense (“in
the midst of”’) and not adversative as it is translated here by NETS. Wevers suggests that the
phrase could be translated as “And the Lord set great and evil signs affecting Egypt, Pharaoh
and his house before us,” here taking the év preposition as designating that to which something
happens.'3?

The 92 of MT is not represented in the phrase év 6 oixw adtol, while SamPent, V, S, and
T all support MT. A number of passages omit the Hebrew 52 (4:15, 19, 5:26, etc.) usually
because it is redundant in context. But 93 is rendered in 3:3, a construct very similar to what
we find here. In 5:29, the 53 of MT is not represented in Greek, but its omission is also
attested in several Hebrew manuscripts (SamPent, 4QDeut®, 4QPhyl", and XQPhyl 2).
McCarthy suggests that this “could point to secondary growth” in MT, and we are perhaps

faced with the same phenomenon here.!*3

¢vamov nuév. The phrase “before our eyes” (U’J’SJS) is translated as évdymov Huév. Both 4:34!34
and 9:17 also translate this Hebrew construction in the same way, with the apparent meaning
of “face-to-face/before someone.” Deuteronomy 9:18 and multiple other instances (including

6:18 above) render the related construction *3*Y1 as évavti, which, if understood in more of a

132 Wevers, NGTD, 125.

133 McCarthy’s comments are found in McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 21.

134 This verse actually adds another lexeme (évamidy cov BAémovtog), but the presence of the participle here is
related to an issue identical to the one in vv. 19-20 above, where the Greek participle most likely renders the
Hebrew verb X1 found at the beginning of v. 35. This could reflect an instance of dittography in the Hebrew
source text.
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classical sense of “in the presence of” represents a rendering favoring idiomatic Greek. As Lee
has shown in his study of these prepositions in the Greek Pentateuch, each of its translators
employed évavti, évavtiov, évarmov, and évavtiov. Their distribution differs from one book to the
next, but this is due to a variety of factors including semantic/contextual considerations,
variation, and collocations.'**> For example, Lee notes that “over 80% of the occurrences of
évavti in the Pentateuch are found in the phrase &vavti xupiou.”3® This suggests, he argues, that
euphony is another factor involved in the choice of prepositions.'*” It will be argued as much
in the context of 25:2 where both évavti and évamov are employed in alternance. There is also
perhaps another factor involved. There are 12 instances of the Greek évamiov, and only two of
these introduce x0pios. These occur in similar contexts — 16:16 and 31:11. In these passages,
the possibly anti-anthropomoric vocalization in the nifal of IR in the phrase *J8~NKR AR
MY (“to appear before YHWH?” instead of “seeing the face YHWH”) is rendered in Greek by
ovx ddbB%ay évdmiov xupiou.!3® In this context, the literal sense of “in front of” or “in the presence
of” is required by the context, which is naturally suited to évémov.!*® Otherwise, évémiov is
reserved for the people and évavti for xdpiog. That being said, the frequent overlap of meaning
between these, and their interchange in the Greek manuscript tradition (see 12:8 where Wevers

has évavtiov for B’s évémov) renders such theories tentative at best.'4?

135 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 42-43.

136 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 43. Lee counts 36 instances of &vavtt xuplou in Deuteronomy out of 44
occurrences of évavti. In contrast, there are three instances of évavtiov xupiov. Sollamo also noted the same
tendency in Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, 27. For an example, see v. 18
above.

137 “That is, the pattern of syllables and stresses is felt to be better in one combination than the other.” Lee, The
Greek of the Pentateuch, 43—44.

138 31:11 differs only in that the verb is in the infinitive.

139 One might argue that évavti, évavtiov, and especially évavtiov stem from the sense of “opposite of”, from
which we also have “before (someone)” or even the derived “in x’s estimation” (as in v. 18).

140 Wevers cautions that the prevalence of one or the other in the codices must be checked against the older
witnesses (848 and 963 especially), where &vavtt is more common. See Wevers, THGD, 115-17.
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6:23
117NARY YawI AWK PAIRA DR 15 0NY 10K R1A0 PNY 0w KRN 10N

xal nwis éfyayev éxelbev, va eloaydyyn nubs dodvar Nuiv Ty yijv tadmyy, v duocev dolvar Tolg
TATPATLY NUEV.

And he brought us from there in order to bring us in, to give to us this land that he swore to give to our
fathers.

xal Nuds e&nyayev éxelbev, a eloaydyy yués. This chiastic structure mirrors the Hebrew but also
incorporates two derivatives of the Greek verb &yw. In the context of exiting Egypt, the
Hebrew hifil of XX is always translated with é£dyw.'*! The other verb, eicdyw, is also the most
frequent match for the Aifil of X121, and always so in the context of entering the land. The
chiasm is therefore chiefly the outcome of the translator’s implementation of his most
important translational norms (following the source text’s word order and favoring
consistency in lexical matches). This is especially true in a phrase such as this one that recurs
with many variations throughout Deuteronomy. Here, a number of significant Greek
manuscripts (codices A F M 'V, 82—0/" 56’ -129 y z 55 59 Pal) have xipiog ¢ Oeés nuéiv as
subject of the verb é£dyw. But this variant is rejected by Wevers who considers it another
example of the expansionistic tendency of the Greek popular text. He follows B instead.'*?
The Greek expansion could be a case of assimilation to v. 21 which has a similar wording, but

also to 5:15 or 6:12, both of which have the fuller x0piog 6 bedg gou.!

141 Tt also remains the favorite option for this verb, in 25 out of 32 instances.

142 Wevers, NGTD, 125.

143 This assimilation would be at the level of the Greek text, the Hebrew of MT being shorter in 6:12 and 6:21.
See also Wevers’s comments on the second part of 6:23, where the same tradition also adds xUptog 6 Bedg Nuidv as
subject of the verb duoagev.
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TV Yy TavTy, fv duocev dolvar. Both the demonstrative tadmyv and the second infinitive dolvat
have no correspondence in MT, although one might argue that they are implied.'** The
Hebrew infinitive NN is present earlier in the verse, and translated accordingly, so it is
surprising to find it repeated here. Nevertheless, it may also reflect an expansionist tendency
since we observed that it is not the only instance of this kind of addition in this text. Also
noteworthy is the fact that the verb didwyt often appears in the context of similar expressions in
Deuteronomy. Wevers’s THGD shows that it appears in about half of the phrases speaking of
YHWH?’s oath concerning the land.'*> Two elements make this phrase unique, however: 1) the
demonstrative following PRI is not found elsewhere in these phrases, and 2) the infinitive
dodvar occurs directly after the verb of taking an oath. Since this second dofivat is under the
obelisk, thus pre-hexaplaric, there is a good probability that it is original. In fact, both of these
variants are found in 963 and probably represents OG. Whether they reflect the Hebrew
Vorlage or were added by the translator remains an open question. It could be argued that the
translator added the demonstrative to distinguish this land from the Egypt-land mentioned in v.
21. But here again, the Hebrew phrase NXT7 PARA is found in six instances in MT and
rendered as such in Greek, except for 9:4 where dyad#y is added.'*® Likewise, it is difficult to
argue that the translator could have added the second dofivat since he usually tries to avoid

repetition whenever possible. We thus concur with McCarthy who concludes that:

While it is clear that assimilation has occurred in certain renderings of this
formulaic phrase (but it is not always clear in which direction), it would be unwise
to attribute this type of assimilation to the translator of G, as does Wevers for 9:4

144 Or ad sensum, per Wevers, NGTD, 125. See also Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 552.
145 Wevers, THGD, 86.

146 At least one of the differences of the “land” formulation is reflected in SamPent and a number of Qumran
manuscripts. In 8:7, 7210 yX has a plus in Greek (xat moAAv) which is also found in those witnesses.

144



(“LXX Translator,” 60). It is very possible that G’s Vorlage already contained the
varying forms, as illustrated by the Qumran readings for 8:7.'%

This is yet another example of the difficulties engendered by the formulaic language of

the book in its copying and translating, especially in this section of text.!*®

6:24

D' 52 115 2105 1R M NR ARTY 7ORA ©pnn S nr mwyh min
an ovnD unmh

xal dvetelhato Niv xlptog motely mavra T dixaiwpata Tadta doPelodat xdpiov Tov Bedv b, Wa €b
Nty 9 mdoag Tas Huépas, a {Buev domep xal auepov.

And the Lord commanded us to perform all these statutes, to fear the Lord our God, so that it may be
well for us all our days so that we may live, as it is today.

dofeichar xOpov Tov Hedv Nudv. The main verb of command is followed in MT with three
infinitives and one verbless clause, all of which are introduced by the 5 preposition. At least
one of these infinitives must be the action commanded (to obey the statutes, etc.) but the role
of the next infinitive (¢ofelobar) is not clear: Is it another action that is commanded, in
apposition with moteiv, or is the 5 introducing a purpose clause? Wevers suggests that we
understand the second infinitive in the latter sense in light of the message of the book.!*’ Yet,
the translator supplies iva only for the last two clauses, clearly identifying these two as purpose
or final clauses. The context (vv. 2, 13) also seems to point to the fact that the fearing of
YHWH is something commanded, which might have influenced the translator’s decision here

to opt for the infinitive ¢poPeichat, which we would read in apposition to the first one (as

147 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 5. The absence of Qumran manuscripts attesting to this section of text undoubtedly
complicates our evaluation, but we can nevertheless fruitfully deduce the process from what is observed
elsewhere.

148 On this particular verse, one may compare with 1:35, 6:10, both of which contain a similar formula.
149 Wevers, NGTD, 125.
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translated by NETS). Thus, the syntax of the Hebrew phrase is clarified via the choice of
equivalents, though it is noteworthy that the translator’s rendering of the purpose clauses

remains faithful to his modus operandi of word-for-word and word-order reproduction.'®

va {Guev domep xal afuepov. The xal of this phrase also appears to be a plus, but it is not unusual
to find it following an adjective or adverb of likeness in classical Greek.'*! In fact, it is quite
frequent for xal to follow &omep when part of a comparison so that xal e¥juepov can be
considered a composite rendering of the Hebrew preposition 2 and not an amplification as
Wevers suggests.'>? Conversely, a small omission is noted: The meaning of the demonstrative
of the Hebrew source (711 D11 = “this day”) is encompassed in the meaning of oruepov. It

would be nonsensical to add a demonstrative in Greek.
{va €0 Mpiv 7). See the comments above at 6:18.

6:25
IR WK WTAOR M 1385 DRI RN 9 nr mwyh 9nwi ' ub an apT

xal éhenpocvy Eotal Nuiv, éav dvlacowueba moely macag Tag évtolas Tavtag Evavtt xupiov Tod feod

< ~ \ b} 4 ¢ ~
Nu&v, xaba éveteldato Nuiv.

If we are watchful to perform all these commandments before the Lord our God, as he has commanded
us, there will also be mercy for us.”

150 But as Aejmelacus observed in her characterization of OG Deuteronomy (section 1.4.2 above), the translator
often does not resolve such ambiguities and renders sequences of infinitives as they are in his source text without
defining their relationship.

151 Smyth §1501.a. This can be seen in Plato. Apol. 37a-b: el %y Hulv vépos, domep xal &Arots avbpaymols, mept
BavaTou un wiav Auépav pévov xpively GAAG moArds.... (“if you had a law, as some other people have, that capital
cases should not be decided in one day, but only after several days....”) As translated in Plato, Euthyphro.
Apology. Crito. Phaedo. Phaedrus, trans. Harold North Fowler, vol. 1. LCL 36 (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1914).

152 Wevers, NGTD, 126. Examples from the papyri could be multiplied: “xal uvyudveve 6¢ Hubv domep xal Nueis
oob év mavti xatpdit,” Gu.14.2417 = TM 4013 [258 BCE]. Another is found in P.Cair.Zen.4.59626 = TM 1257
[263-229 BCE]: “GAN, domep xai t& Aowmd, xal [Ta]ita cuvayaydvtes Té [dix]oud oot morjowuey.”
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xal élenuootvy otat Rulv. The Greek dixatootvy is the preferred rendering for the Hebrew NpTXR
in 4 of its 6 occurrences in Deuteronomy. !> Only twice does the translator choose to render

NP TR with the Greek éenpocivy, here and in 24:13 which contains a very similar phrase:

6:25,24:13 Translated EAenuootyy | 24:13: THOR MY 385 ApTR 7°'AN0 TN

Context: Israel has no r1PTX (ch. 9),

9:4,5,6,33:21 Translated duxatogivy L
Executing justice (33:21)

Chapter 6 (section 3) will discuss the significance of this rendering in more detail. From
the above, it appears that the translator is choosing Greek equivalents based on context. The
Hebrew text expresses the idea that those who observe the command (singular collective) will
have/obtain 7PTX, normally understood as righteousness or merit. In post-biblical Hebrew,
1PTX 1s found designating acts of mercy, and later alms. This latter meaning is reflected in the
choice of é\enuoaivy, but only for these two passages. It could be said that in the context of
24:13, giving back the pledge would count as an act of mercy/alms before YHWH. It seems
preferable, however, to understand the use of é\enuoaivy there as conveying the notion that
when one shows mercy, there will be mercy for him before YHWH.

The translator faces a situation where the semantic field of NIPTX cannot be covered by a
single Greek word. It has the classical meaning of righteousness/justice (perhaps even acts of
righteous deliverance) as well as the more contemporary meaning of mercy. His choice of
élenuoatyy in this context and not others might be an indication of his theological outlook in

that it would indicate that Israel has no righteousness, but instead depends on mercy. It would

153 Of the 157 occurrences of 1P TX in the Hebrew Bible, 133 are translated as dixaiogtvy. In five other instances,
it is translated as dixatos, one as o dixciov, and another as dixaiwpa. IPTX is translated by éleyuoaivn eight
times and £Aeog in three additional instances. For a detailed breakdown, see Charles Lee Irons, The Righteousness
of God: A Lexical Examination of the Covenant-Faithfulness Interpretation, WUNT 2. Reihe 386 (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2015), 128.
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be difficult to construct this meaning from the Hebrew text of 6:25 when one considers the
context and the usual meaning of NPTX. This would be a case where semantic shift and
theological concerns combine into an instance of subtle exegesis, reflecting an impulse to

inscribe in the translation a contemporary understanding of the source text.

éav dpudacowpeda moeiv. Unsurprisingly, this rendering is perfectly conventional from the
perspective of both syntax and vocabulary. The Greek ¢uvrasow in the middle voice denotes the
act of being watchful, careful, followed by an infinitive of the thing one has to be careful to do
or avoid."** The Hebrew idiom can be understood in the same way, so that despite the

consistent pairing of these Hebrew and Greek terms, idiomatic Greek is achieved as well.

macas Tas évrodas Tavtas. The Greek plural differs from the Hebrew singular X1, The Hebrew
term is usually employed in the plural to designate commandments, often in collocation with
synonymous terms some of which we have seen in vv. 17 and 20 above. Only once is the
singular Hebrew translated in the singular, in 30:11 where the context (and accompanying
verbs) also renders the pluralization more difficult to achieve.!>® In fact, in many cases where
the singular is employed, it apparently refers to the whole law.!>® Thus out of the 11 other
instances of the singular, 8 are preceded by the noun 5, indicating its collective nature.'’ It
seems more likely then that the pluralization of the Hebrew terms is done ad sensum, at least

in these cases, and not a case of assimilation at the level of the Vorlage.158

154 See LS/, s.v. “dvdoow”, C.IL3.

155 It would imply changing the number of several verbs over at least two verses.

156 See for example Richard D. Nelson, Deuteronomy : A Commentary, OTL (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 2002), 85, and his discussion of Lohfink’s proposal concerning the referents of these Hebrew terms.

157 Only in 6:1, 7:11, and 17:20 is the 92 not present.

158 See McCarthy’s comments on 5:31 in McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 22. Cf. Wevers, NGTD, 126. A misreading of
the Hebrew is also not impossible, but the frequency of this pluralization renders this explanation less plausible.

148



xafa éveteilato nuiv. Wevers’s critical text matches MT, but the majority tradition adds the
phrase x0piog ol feot Hudv after Huiv. In fact, B and 963 only add x0pws.'*” In any case, Wevers
considers all of these pluses secondary in nature, even if they are pre-hexaplaric.'®® In any
case, should x0piog be considered OG, it would most likely represent a Hebrew source, as we

have intimated above.

3.3. EVALUATION

Having analyzed these 13 verses of chapter 6, we can now begin synthesizing some
observations and provide a description of the translator’s negotiation of translational norms
and the situations in which he favors adequacy (conformity to the formal features of the source
text) and acceptability (conformity to conventions of the target culture). Out of this analysis
flows the description of the translational norms at work, providing a way of characterizing OG
Deuteronomy as a translation.

This text presents unique challenges when compared to those that will be examined in
the following chapters. Its formulaic language has generated a number of textual difficulties
that are not easy to resolve. These formulaic phrases, often repeated but with some variation,
have engendered a great deal of scribal activity. The tendency towards assimilation can be
found at the level of the Hebrew Vorlage or the transmission of the Greek text, and perhaps
even at the level of translation. In our analysis, we have favored explanations that attributed
differences between OG Deuteronomy and MT to copying activity and not translation. One

reason for this is that most of the pluses found in the translation can also be found in a Hebrew

159 Dogniez and Harl translate Rahlfs’s edition here which follows B and 963 with a simple xUptog after #piv. See
Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 159.

160 Another pre-hexaplaric expansion he identifies is in 9:22, since it is found with obelus. His judgment is
partially based, no doubt, on their prevalence in these manuscript traditions as can be seen from his analysis of
3:21, 6:25, 8:1, 8:18, 9:22, 27:7, and 30:4. In 8:18, Rahlfs opted for the reading of B even when it was the only
witness attesting to the plus of xUptog. See Wevers, THGD, 119-20.
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text, though not perhaps in Deut 6:13-25. Another important factor is that this translator is
very much attached to the norm of quantitative (one-for-one) representation of his source text,
as will become apparent in this study. Though tentative in that they are based on the study of a
subset of the book, these decisions will have an influence on the evaluation that follows since
the translator’s involvement in the expansions under examination has been deemed almost

nonexistent.'®!

3.3.1. Adequacy and Acceptability

As noted in chapter 2, section 2.2.4, adequacy and acceptability are evaluated under
three categories: linguistic, textual-linguistic, and finally literary and cultural.

Under linguistic adequacy and acceptability, we have observed that the text examined
follows the conventions of Greek grammar as represented in compositional literature with very
few exceptions. Despite adhering closely to the word order of the source text and consistently
pairing various lexemes and syntactic features to specific Greek equivalents, the results are
more often than not acceptable from the perspective of Greek idiom. We have noted how the
repeated use of the future indicative to translate yigto/ and wegatal forms that have imperatival
force represents conventional Greek usage. The same could be said of the use of the passive
form of the verb xoA\dw with the preposition mpés in v. 13, or the phrase éav dviasowpeda motely
in v. 25. In many situations, the translator is able to enact his usual translation strategies and
produce renderings that are similar to the linguistic phenomena (syntax, lexical semantics) that
can be observed in contemporary papyri.

Instances of linguistic transfer would include émd mpocwmov and mpd mpoodymov as

translations for Hebrew semi-prepositions, especially when the translator has shown that he

161 It must be added, however, that for each variant, we have studied the occurrences of the phrase in question
throughout the book.

150



can use a simple Greek preposition in their place. Instead, the compound Greek expression is
favored, probably in order to represent each element of the Hebrew semi-prepositions. The
pervasive use of the preposition év to translate the Hebrew 1 also generates some peculiar
turns of phrase from the perspective of Greek idiom, especially when év + dative is understood
as instrumental. The stereotyping of this rendering may be said to produce unconventional
syntax. Also worth mentioning is the fact that the translation of 2 '[’ﬂ5& Y R 9nY 1o
in v. 15 implies a certain level of experimentation when compared to the way the same phrase
is translated later in the book. What seems a more rigid approach in terms of lexical pairings is
somewhat relaxed later, producing more idiomatic Greek without the problematic év. This
might indicate that the translator’s general approach was not fully set from the beginning and
that some aspects evolved as he went along.

Of course, some features are also found in contemporary literature, but present in our
text in much greater frequency (what Toury calls positive transfer). The infinitive absolute +
finite verb in v. 17 which is translated using a participle and cognate finite verb falls into this
category. Though this construction is syntactically correct, it does not convey the force of the
Hebrew locution in the same way. It is also semantically redundant when compared to the
usages found in compositional Greek where the two elements are usually different verbal
roots.

There is some degree of assimilation to the conventions of the target language as well, as
the addition of xai in v. 24 demonstrates (thereby forming domep xai). But this is not as
frequent as what we find in other Pentateuch books such as Genesis. The collocation of é¢peatés
and xaAds reproduces a frequent Greek combination and may explain the unusual choice of
these terms for their Hebrew counterpart. The same might be said of onueiov and tépag in v. 22,

also employed together outside of the Septuagint. A more frequent example of assimilation is
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the omission of prepositions in favor of oblique cases. Also omitted are the possessive
pronouns of coordinate items (and the accompanying conjunction) as in v. 17. The
etymological translation of proper names might be placed in this category, the translator
wanting to ensure that the reference underlying the name was not lost (as a transliteration
would do) but would be understandable in the target language.'®? This rendering also
introduces a wordplay with the preceding verbs, which, combined with the alternation of
active and middle voice of the verb éxmeipd{w, might reflect a desire for stylistic variation.
Instances where the translator must add an element to produce a grammatically well-formed
phrase (i.e., supplying a copula such as in €0 oot yéwyrar) demonstrate his intimate knowledge
of Greek.

Turning to the analysis of textual-linguistic adequacy and acceptability, we note that it is
rather at the level of collocations (syntagmatic relationships) that transfer from the source text
(or interference) is more obvious, with usages that are not found in or are foreign to
compositional Greek.!® These are frequent in our text because of the prevalence of formulaic
Deuteronomical phrases, which are usually translated word-for-word at the expense of
coherence. This can be seen, for example, in the rendering of the phrase M oKX 7N 18
T2 '[’ﬂ5N in v. 15 by épytofeic upé xdpiog 6 bebs gou év oot which combines a pleonasm with év
to produce an unconventional idiom, undoubtedly motivated by the translator’s desire to
reproduce his source text with usual equivalents. We have highlighted the use of several
unconventional expressions, including mopedoeafe dmicw as “going after someone” denoting

service to a deity.

162 It could be argued that transliterations represent a significant type of linguistic transfer, and it is avoided here.
163 Compare here the comments by De Crom, who observed the same in his study of LXX Song of Songs, in De
Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 23, 295.

152



Our evaluation of the cohesion of this text will vary depending on whether we are
examining the first half (vv. 13-19) or the second (vv. 20-25). The first section is composed of
a series of imperatives with short explanations. Though there is a high incidence of parataxis
(see v. 13 for example), there are also several purpose or final clauses introduced with the
appropriate particles: étt, uy, e, etc. These are not deliberate choices insofar as they stand for
the equivalent Hebrew particle and replicate the source text’s discourse markers. However, the
use of tva particles in v. 24 to introduce implicit purpose clauses where the source simply has
an infinitive or verbless clause shows that the translator is aware of the ambiguities of his
source text and is able to structure it appropriately in conformity with conventions of textual-
wellformedness in the target language.

The second half of the text is of a different nature, the translator strongly favoring the
reproduction of the Hebrew discourse markers even if the outcome represents an ill-formed,
unconventional Greek text. The Greek xai gotal étav or xai €otar éav (translating 2 7177Y)
introduces a condition in v. 20 and is followed by an apodotic xai in v. 21 (see the similar but
reversed structure in the shorter conditional of v. 25). As we have noted, not only is xai €otat
never employed with this function in compositional literature, but the reproduction of the
Hebrew apodotic 1 represents a departure from conventional Greek usage in such
circumstances. Of note also is the high incidence of parataxis in this section where the various
steps in the history of Israel’s deliverance are sequenced using xai. While this style is certainly
not literary, we could argue that in this case — a speech put in a father’s mouth — it actually
corresponds to a lower register, one that would be spoken in everyday conversation. In this
context, the style would be appropriate to the contents of vv. 21-25, though, it must be said,

this style is found throughout the book outside of such speeches.
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Under the category of literary/cultural adequacy and acceptability, we can first surmise
that the translation’s style reflects a non-literary, mid- to low-level register of Greek with
frequent turns of phrase that reflect its Hebrew source.!'®* Given that the text contains
speeches, or more specifically, admonitions, one might argue that the resulting genre is close
to that of everyday colloquial speech. In a way this is surprising because most of Deuteronomy
(and certainly vv. 13-19) are described as Moses’s words. Given Moses’s status, the absence
of rhetorical flourishes and other stylistic features that are part and parcel of typical Greek
speeches rather highlights the fact that the translator’s concern lay elsewhere. It could even be
argued that literary conventions are not a concern of his. The focus is rather on the
reproduction of the source text at the level of its shorter segments.!®> Despite a few isolated
features — the chiastic structure of v. 23a and the wordplay of vv. 16 and 23a both mirroring
the source text — we can definitely assert that the translator was not reaching for a register any
higher than unsophisticated everyday Greek. The preferred translational norms guiding his
work would preclude it.

Perhaps the only noteworthy exegetical development is found at the level of lexical
choice. The translation of NPT by éAenuosivy in 6:25 is significant because of its position in
the conclusion of this creedal section and the shift of meaning it implies. It represents a subtle
shift towards cultural conventions in that it probably reflects an understanding of the text in

the translation’s cultural context.

164 See the comments by Horrocks at v. 21. But note Lee’s assessment: “Their responses could vary from one
context to another, and from one translator to another, but in general they adopted a middle-level Koine Greek of
their time, moderately educated but not literary, and not colloquial or informal.” See Lee, The Greek of the
Pentateuch, 63. Perhaps, as Lee himself would allow, this particular context tends more towards the colloquial.
165 As will become clear later, the translator is well aware of the broader context and sometimes adapts his
renderings accordingly. Rather, it seems there is no norm governing the literary style other than that which is the
outcome of the main norms identified in the following section.
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3.3.2. Norms and Their Negotiation

A number of translational norms can be identified from the above and ranked in terms of
importance. These will be briefly described here and illustrated in the table below. The most

significant translational norms are applied systematically.

- We have already observed that conformity to the conventions of Greek grammar (or
grammatical well-formedness) is observed throughout. It thus represents a primary
norm for the translator. At times this implies deviating from the other norms, such as
that of word-for-word representation when he adds tév before 6eév on account of the
following genitive.

- Serial fidelity, that is, reproduction of the source text’s word order, is perhaps the chief
characteristic of the translator’s work in this section. This serial fidelity is consistent
throughout, taking into account, of course, the minor additions and omissions that we
have noted. Each unit of the Hebrew source is represented in the same order in
translation. One must keep in mind, however, that this is due in part our sample of text.
We have noted how elsewhere in the early chapters of Deuteronomy (including ch. 5),
enclitic pronouns are sometimes moved before the noun they qualify, contrary to the
source’s word order. The outworking of this norm sometimes produces grammatical

but unconventional Greek, as we noted in v. 13 (for adtéd Aatpedoers).

Secondary norms are as follows. These are significant but not observed as regularly as
the primary ones. Nevertheless, they remain consistently observable. Also of significance is

how these are negotiated and related to primary and tertiary norms:
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The representation of all elements of the source text has been identified as a significant
overarching norm. The word or lexeme is the unit of replacement, which entails a one-
to-one type of equivalency. This norm is secondary because of the frequent exceptions,
where some elements of the Hebrew text such as prepositions are not represented, or
when the Hebrew 92 (“all”) is omitted ad sensum. Small departures also include the
translation of a single Hebrew lexeme by two Greek terms (&0 7).

The matching of word classes.'®® While this is in many ways a consequence of the
above two norms, the translator adheres very closely to this practice, even in the
rendering of the infinitive absolute + finite verb, which suggests that this is also a
significant norm guiding his approach.

Consistency in lexical matches: The formulaic language of this section offers a number
of Greek terms that are consistently matched to their Hebrew counterpart. We have
also noted that the stereotyped rendering of 2 by év is an indicator of the preference for
this norm. Yet, its secondary nature is also obvious when looking at other terms, such

as those for the various types of laws.

Tertiary norms are sporadic or localized in nature. These are not many in our text, and

even those listed here are based on very few occurrences:

The avoidance of Hebrew idiom in favor of Greek formulations is achieved
sporadically. We’ve noted the omission of the personal pronoun for coordinated nouns
and the use of oblique cases instead of prepositions. In fact, the few omissions and
pluses observed in this text appear motivated by this norm (such as the rendering of

womep xal, for example).

166 Word class was important to Alexandrian grammarians. See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint,

144.

156



- The incorporation of contemporary interpretations of the source text is also a tertiary
norm. Only a single instance was identified in our text, in v. 25, with the use of
élenuootvn. Nevertheless, its position in the passage and the shift in meaning it operates
remain significant.

- We have noted one stylistic device which is not the natural outworking of the primary
and secondary norms in v. 16 (O0x éxmelpdaeis ... 8v tpdmov gemelpdoache év 76
[ewaoud), where we find assonance and variatio. This example is still not as
unambiguous as some in the later chapters, however, and it is doubtful whether a norm

to this effect can be identified in this text.

The rather straightforward and sometimes redundant nature of the source text allows for
the most systematic application of norms of the three passages under study. Thus, the vast
majority of this text is unremarkable in terms of its renderings. Features that represent
accommodation to the conventions of the target language in one verse are sometimes
counterbalanced by the opposite tendency for another expression in the same. (See vv. 17 or

21 for examples). We may summarize as follows:
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Regulative Norms Indices of Relative Acceptability

1) Grammatical well-formedness 1) Linguistic well-formedness

2) Following the source’s word 2) Positive and negative transfer
order 3) Textual linguistic interference

3) Representing all elements of 4) Thematically motivated shifts

the source text (secondary)

4) Matching of word classes
(secondary)

5) Consistency in lexical matches
(secondary)

6) Avoidance of Hebrew idiom

(tertiary)
7) Clarification/Interpretation of

the source text (tertiary)

Strong Accommodation of Target Conventions to the Features of the Source Text

Weak Assimilation of Features of Source Text to Target Conventions

Constitutive Norms (what is acceptable as translation within the target culture)

1) Grammatical well-formedness highly favored

2) Representation of all elements of the source text (isomorphism) highly favored
3) Consistency of stock phrases and word pairings favored.

4) Linguistic interference permitted

5) Textual-linguistic ill-formedness permitted

3.4. CONCLUSION

The study of 6:13-25 provides a window into the translator’s preference values and the
norms guiding his work when there are few difficulties or other concerns forcing him to
deviate from his primary and secondary norms. We can easily observe that the translational
equivalency is found at the word level, to the extent that the resources of Greek allow the

mapping of various Hebrew forms.'®” Thus, though various factors may intervene and call for

167 On this, see Muraoka, “Limitations of Greek in Representing Hebrew.” This conclusion compares favorably to
Wevers’s general characterization of the book as a translation: “Comparison with MT immediately shows that it
follows the parent text closely in word order. Nouns are rendered by nouns, verbs by verbs, prepositional phrases
by prepositional phrases.” See Wevers, “The Attitude of the Greek Translator of Deuteronomy towards his Parent
Text,” 499.
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several strategies, it is possible to affirm that the translator operates under a specific set of
constraints, which tends to produce a particular kind of translation.!®® It is not a mechanical
translation, however, as the interaction between norms demonstrate. In this we can also
conclude that the translator’s concerns are primarily linguistic. No features that we have
observed reveal a concern to accommodate the translation to textual or literary conventions. In
this respect, our evaluation of this passage corresponds to that of Boyd-Taylor’s analysis of
19:16-21: “The selection of target material is obviously deliberate and considered; there are
various shifts towards target conventions. Yet these shifts are isolated and relatively minor.
The primary task of the translator was evidently to produce an item-by-item metaphrase of the

parent.”!¢

168 Contra Aejmelaeus who argued that the translators had no “system.” Though translational norms do not
constitute a system as such at the level of translation technique — they often interact in various ways — we may
nevertheless posit that they provide as good a snapshot of the operative framework and concept of equivalence as
any. See Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator,” in On the Trail of the
Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, CBET 50 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 63.

169 Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot,” 42.
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CHAPTER 4: DEUTERONOMY 25:1-12

We now turn to chapter 25, the last chapter of miscellaneous legal material in the book.
This text differs from chapter 6 in a number of ways. These differences are found not only at
the level of genre, but also in the diversity of material it contains and how quickly it moves
from one topic to the next. The first two laws in 25:1-12 deal with humane treatment of people
and animals, a topic initiated in 24:5. This is followed by two laws designed to protect the

family lineage.

4.1. OUTLINE

The two sets of laws of vv. 1-12 are set out as follows:

- 1-3: The first law describes how the guilty party is to be punished in the context of
the settlement of disputes. It sets out parameters for the carrying out of the sentence,
including the severity of the flogging, and provisions for limiting the severity of
punishment.

- 4: The second law deals with the proper treatment of the threshing ox.

- 5-10: The third case deals with levirate marriage and explores various scenarios
depending on whether the /evir is willing to raise up his deceased brother’s line.

- 11-12: The fourth law is concerned with the protection of the male reproductive
organs. It is perhaps related to the previous in that it seeks to protect the ability to

have children.!

! Alternatively, it may have to do with the public shaming of the male opponent, which is severely sanctioned. On
this interpretation, see Nelson, Deuteronomy, 300-301.



4.2. COMMENTARY

25:1

ORI PTIRATAK IPYTRA DIVAWY VOWANTIR WA DWINR "2 2" 72
ywan

"Edv 0¢ yévnrat dvtidoyia va péoov avBpamwy xal mpocéAbwaty eis xplaw xal xpivwaty xal dxatdowaty

TOV dixatov xal xatayvio tol doefBol,

Now if a dispute occurs between people and they enter into litigation and they judge and justify the
righteous one and condemn the impious,

"Eav 0t yévyrat. The protasis is introduced by éav ot and followed by a subjunctive. In
Deuteronomy (and the Pentateuch in general), the conditional "2 is always rendered by av.>
The particle o¢ is a plus in relation to MT, but its presence at the beginning of laws that are
casuistic in nature signals a new conditional sentence. It thus fulfills its purpose as discourse
marker, introducing a new topic.’ This corresponds to the syntax found in contemporary legal
documents, where casuistic discourse is also initiated with é¢av.* The sequence of subjunctives
aptly renders the underlying Hebrew modal yigto/ and weqgatal forms that make up the
protasis. The precise delimitation of the protasis and the beginning of the apodosis present
somewhat of a challenge. In the Greek text, the sequence of subjunctives extends all the way
to the beginning of v. 2, where a further condition is introduced. It is then followed by the
apodosis: xal xabieis adtov.... The Hebrew text is more ambiguous as the protasis can be

interpreted as ending in the middle of verse 1, with DIVAWY initiating the apodosis: “...and

2 Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 69-70. Eav followed by a subjunctive (here yévyrat) introduces
the next scenario, in accordance with the way this Hebrew phrase is translated throughout the book. See Anneli
Aejmelaeus, “Function and Interpretation of °3 in Biblical Hebrew,” JBL 105.2 (1986): 193-2009.

* As Wevers observes, all laws beginning with £&v in Deuteronomy are followed by 8¢, except in 20:11 where 2&v
uev is found, anticipating the é&v ¢ of the following verse. See Wevers, NGTD, 262.

4 One significant difference, however, is that in Ptolemaic papyri, new topics are initiated with éav, while kv ¢
typically signals that what follows is a continuation of the preceding law. More will be said on this topic at 25:7.
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they enter into litigation, then, they will judge them and justify the righteous. ..etc.” The use

of the subjunctive throughout v. 1 in Greek does not alter the meaning of the text significantly
but suggests that there is only one prescription in view in this passage, that in vv. 2-3.°
Conversely, the Hebrew text could be understood as prescribing both justice in trials, and
fairness in punishment.” In any case, the fact that the protasis is extended suggests that the
translator knows what is coming in v.2 and thus works with the larger context in view. We

will return to this observation when dealing with v. 3.

avtidoyia. In the literature contemporary with the translation, avtidoyia is used more generally
of disputes or actions in opposition to someone, although there are some significant usages in
judicial contexts. Contracts, for example, often contain the clause “dvev xpicews xai maoyg
avtidoylas,” signaling that the signers will comply with the stipulations and not dispute them
before the court.® Papyrus P.Hib.II 198 contains judicial procedures about the settlement of
disputes (avtidoyia), which are to be adjucated by a plurality of officials.” Such examples
confirm that we are dealing with a term that has a well-established usage in legal discourse, as
is the case in this verse, and not simply with quarrels or disagreements. In Deuteronomy,
avtidoyia usually translates the Hebrew 17 in contexts of legal contestation or disputes. The

Greek term is also employed twice (32:51 and 33:8) to translate the place name 12737 where

5 The protasis could also extend to 21D with the apodosis stating how the judges are to adjudicate: They will
justify the righteous, etc. However, one could argue that if we are to divide v. 1 in a protasis/apodosis
construction, it would be more appropriate to do so before 2151 since this verb introduces a change of subject.
% Wevers, NGTD, 389.

7 Lundbom, however, understands the whole of verse one to consist of a long protasis, extending all the way to v.
2b. See Jack R. Lundbom, Deuteronomy: A Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), 698-99. See also
Nelson, Deuteronomy, 296-97.

8 MM, s.v. “avtidoyia”.

° P.Hib.IT 198 = TM 5183 [240BCE]. See the comments by Bagnall and Derow on this document in Roger S.
Bagnall and Peter Derow, eds., The Hellenistic Period: Historical Sources in Translation, New ed. (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2004), 203—4.
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the Israelites tested YHWH in the wilderness.!? It appears to be a favorite word of the

translator since 27 is usually translated by xpiois outside of Deuteronomy.!!

el xplow. Despite these terms being usual equivalents to their Hebrew counterpart, this
prepositional phrase represents perfectly conventional Greek idiom. In P.Enteux. 3, an
individual pleads with the king that he would order Diophanes, the strategos, to write to the

epistates so that he will examine the complaint and bring the accused to trial (eig xpiow).!?

xal xpivwaw. The translation omits the 3™ person plural object of the verb VAW, making the
transition from those being judged to those judging more abrupt: “...and they enter into
litigation and they judge....”"3 It is also possible to understand the resulting Greek as an
impersonal construction, as Dogniez and Harl translate: “qu’ils se présentent au jugement,
qu’on les juge....”'* In English, one would translate such a construction using the passive
voice: “and they are judged.” The impersonal construction would render the verbal object
unnecessary. However, since the Greek plural form reproduces the underlying Hebrew plural,
it is more difficult to argue that the rendering was motivated by something other than the usual
reproduction of the source’s features. Even without resorting to an impersonal construction, it

should be noted that it is not unusual for the Greek translators to omit the pronominal object

10 Interestingly, this follows a trend to resort to etymological renderings for some place names, as was noted at
6:17.

" dytidoyia also translates 27in 2 Sam 15:4 (but note that xpicig is there already matched to WdWn, as is the case
here), Ps 17:44, 30:21, and 54:10. There is a parallel to be found with Exod 18:16, more obvious in Greek than
Hebrew. It is the only other instance of dvttdoyia in the Pentateuch outside of Deuteronomy in judicial settings.
There, Moses is judging all the people as they bring various matters (1727) to him. His father-in-law then advises
that other judges be appointment so that Moses is only consulted for more difficult matters (7127), while these
other judges handle the less difficult cases (727). Only the first instance is translated by dvtidoyia, the translator
reverting afterwards to the usual match of pijua.

12 P, Enteux. 3 = TM 3281 [222 BCE]. See also P.Mich.I 57 = TM 1957 [248 BCE] and P.Tor.Choar. 8 = TM
3571 [127BCE].

13 See Wevers, NGTD, 389.

4 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 270.
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when it is judged redundant or unnecessary.'® It is thus possible that this omission represents a

preference for assimilation to target conventions.

tod doefolc. We find doefrs translating YW (“guilty”). Words of the doefrns family seem to be
a favorite of this translator as they are introduced in unexpected places in the book. But the
match found here is the most frequently observed in the Pentateuch. This rendering will be
discussed in more detail in chapter 6. For now, suffice it to say that this use of the Greek term
suggests an understanding of the law that is more closely related to proper behavior before
YHWH. Perhaps this understanding reflects the meaning that YWA takes on in ancient Hebrew
literature outside of the Pentateuch where it often describes “the wicked,” the one who lives in
opposition to YHWH. In the context of Deut 25:1-3, it would normally simply refer to the

guilty (note the verb of the same root that precedes it).

25:2
95032 1INYWA T2 11a% 119 vaw YA YwIn Mon 120K M

xal Eotar éav &Elog ) TANYEY ¢ doePrs, xal xabiels adTov EvavTt TEY xpITEY xal pacTIywoously adTdy

gvavtiov adT@Y xata ™V doéBetay adtol.

Then it shall be, if the impious is worthy of lashes, that you shall make him sit down before the judges,
and they shall beat him in their presence according to his impiety.

xai &otar éav. A further conditional is introduced, clarifying a primary concern of this law. As
Wevers notes, 1" introducing a conditional clause occurs 25 times in Deuteronomy and is

consistently translated by xai &star.'® This is followed by a variety of markers, depending on

15 This has been observed throughout, as discussed in Muraoka, Syntax §74. Of note is the example to this effect
(from the very “slavish” translation of Ruth) in Soisalon-Soininen, “Zuriick zur Hebraismenfrage,” 38.
16 Wevers, NGTD, 118.
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the nature of the sentence.!” Here the conditional particle DR is aptly rendered as ¢av. See the

discussion at 6:20 for an evaluation of xal éotar in Greek.

&Erog 7 myyév. Verse 2 describes what is to happen if the guilty party is deemed worthy of
flogging. The rendering of this condition illustrates how translational norms are negotiated. In
this case, the Hebrew idiom “son of x” is avoided and the conventional Greek combination of
&tuog + genitive is employed instead.!® The noun clause is also supplied with a copulative verb.
Thus, both the norms of one-to-one correspondence and consistent lexical matching are
suspended in favor of conforming this idiom to one more conventional in the target

language.'’

xal. The apodotic xai renders the Hebrew equivalent here as in a majority of cases throughout
this chapter. Its presence could be interpreted as a case of positive transfer, some claiming that
the use of apodotic xai goes back perhaps as far as Homer.?’ But as was discussed at 6:21, its
frequent use has no correspondence in compositional Greek, and especially in legal texts. The
xal could sometimes be understood as “also,” but this would not fit all contexts, especially
legal material as we have here. Aejmelaeus observed that over 69% of the apodotic 1 are
rendered as xai in Deuteronomy, but this proportion reaches over 95% when the apodosis

follows a 11" formula as we find it here.?! She suggests that “the formula made it more

17 For a breakdown of the various clauses following 71> and their translation, see Wevers, NGTD, 118.

18 A similar construction can be found in P.K8In.IV.186 = TM 65863 [2™ century BCE]: “Bavdtou uév o0daubls
&&16¢ éoTiv.” On this topic, see the comments provided by Aitken in James K. Aitken, No Stone Unturned.: Greek
Inscriptions and Septuagint Vocabulary, Critical Studies in the Hebrew Bible 5 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2014), 83—84. Muraoka list this example under genitives of price. See Muraoka, Syntax §221, 22r. Cf. Mayser II
2.218-223, §86.3.

19 Though it must be added that the copula is supplied because it is a requirement of grammatical well-formedness,
as is often the case in OG Deuteronomy.

20 See the discussion in BDF §442, as well as the examples and references in Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek
Pentateuch, 217-18. But see the caveat in Muraoka, Syntax §90g.

2l Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 128, 132. Deuteronomy has the highest ratio of apodotic xal, though
it must be said that this includes all types of conditionals. She goes on to state that they are more frequently
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difficult for the translator to distinguish the apodosis.”?* Otherwise, over half of the renderings
of the apodotic xai in Deuteronomy — particularly those following a subordinate clause as we
have here — would be explained by the distance between it and the beginning of the protasis.?’
In other words, the translator loses track of the flow of the conditional structure when working
on a long protasis. She nevertheless concedes that the apodosis is marked by a switch to the
subjunctive. The problematic nature of this argument also lies in the high number of
exceptions: In v. 7 below, the apodotic xai is rendered following a very short protasis, while it
is omitted in v. 12 after a longer one. Tjen suggests that it is simply a matter of the translator’s
preference, perhaps motivated here by the fact that he took a freer approach to translating the
conditionality of the clause.?* However, a fresh look at the conditionals that are recognized as
such and initiated by éav (or éav 0¢) in translation suggests another pattern. Of the 46 instances
where an apodosis follows a conditional subordinate clause and initiated with 1 in Hebrew, 29
are represented by xai and 17 are omitted. The handling of the apodotic 1 appears related to the

contents of the apodosis and not the protasis that precedes it:*°

rendered when they follow a clause introduced by 3 or OX as we have here. When following a 7% formula, the
apodotic xal is rendered in 18 out of 19 cases, while the other cases are about evenly distributed (58.1%).

22 She adds: “Otherwise, it may be said that the formula, without possessing any informational value, disturbed
the translation process and increased the number of occurrences of xal in the apodosis.” See Aejmelacus,
Parataxis in the Septuagint, 134.

23 “If the apodosis is separated from the protasis by additional clauses or the protasis is very long, the probability
of the occurrence of xai increases.” Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 136. She cites as examples 17:2-5,
22:13-15, and 26:1-2. A few passages are also cited as exceptions: 20:11-12, 21:1-2, and 22:25.

24 Tjen argues that 30% of apodotic markers are not translated in Deuteronomy without any discernable pattern.
See Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 215-18.

25 Three conditional passages were excluded from this analysis: In 12:20, the future form xal épels is actually part
of the protasis. Wevers thinks the future is original and prospective in meaning, but many ancient textual
witnesses, including codex A have a subjunctive verb here: eimnyg A M™ O'-707 d 129 n 85™¢-321"™8 ¢y z 407'.
See Wevers, NGTD, 217-18. In 26:12, MT and OG do not begin the apodosis in the same place. While MT has
an apodotic 1, this is not taken into account. Deut 30:10 contains a protasis that forms an inclusion with that of v.
1. It thus follows an extended apodosis, and it is difficult to determine which part of this long apodosis belongs to
the protasis that precedes or the one that follows. Tjen also identifies 49 apodotic 1 following conditionals in
Deuteronomy. See Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 215.
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- The instances where the apodotic 1is rendered as xai are those where conditional
structures have a complex apodosis comprised of more than one verb. These verbs
usually describe a sequence of events such as we find here in v. 2 and vv. 7-8
below.2®

- Instances where 11is omitted in translation are those where the apodosis is simple,
with either a single verb (as in 25:3b and 25:12) or multiple clauses (and verbs) in

apposition, without sequence.?’

A few examples fall out of this pattern, three in both categories, but this is to be

expected:®

- In 5:25, 6:25, and 23:25, the apodotic 1 is translated with xai despite the apodosis
containing a single verb. But there are mitigating factors in each case: In 5:25, the
protasis éav mpoofuopeda Nuels axoliocar ™y dwviy xupiov Tol Beol Nudv €Tt can be linked
to the preceding phrase introduced by &7i: é§avalwaet Huds 0 mlp Td wéya todito, Which
would be its apodosis (with no apodotic 1), combined with the xal dmobavoipeda

which follows the protasis. This is the punctuation reflected in the Géttingen critical

26 The following 26 passages exemplify this pattern (* indicates the conditional is introduced by xal Zotat): 7:1-2,
11:13-15,22-23%*,12:21-22, 13:12-14 (13-15M7), 14:23-25 (24-46MT), 15:16-17, 17:2-5, 17:8-10, 19:8-10, 11-12,
16-20, 21:10-13, 18-21, 22:13-16, 20-21, 24:1, 25:2*, 7-10, 26:1-11*, 28:1-2* (linking 2a with the protasis of v.
1), 10-14? (apodosis comes first and difficult to delimit), 15, 58-68, 30:1-3*, 16. Tjen sees 20.10 in this category,
but éxxaAéay could be understood as a subjunctive and the continuation of the protasis. In 19:16-20, the
¢fetdowaty of v. 18 breaks the sequence of future forms of the apodosis and does not make sense in the context.
Several Greek witnesses and daughter versions (0l-72 C'*77¢414528529¢761¢ (413 inc) 75 s>44m2 121 28 319 'cod
100 Bo?®) have a future form instead. But Wevers thinks the subjunctive is original. See Wevers, NGTD, 316-17.
Cf. Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot,” 39-40.

27 These 14 passages omit the xal (* indicates the conditional is introduced by xal &oTar): 15:12, 18:6-8, 20.11%*,
21:14%,22.8a, 22, 25, 28-29a, 23:9 (10MT), 10 (11MT), 26 (27M7), 24:7, 25:3, 11-12. An example of an apodosis
with two verbs restating the same idea (no sequence) is in 21:14: “¢¢amooTelels admiv Elevbépay, xal Tpdoet ov
mpabnoeral dpyvpiov.” 20:12-

28 Not only are there translational, Vorlage, and contextual issues motivating some of these exceptions, but there
was also the impetus in the textual transmission of the Greek text to add a xai in order to reflect MT. In some

instances, scribes omitted the xai, presumably to improve style.
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text despite Wevers’s suggestion to modify it to follow MT’s sense division.?’ In
6:25, the apodosis begins the verse and precedes the protasis. The Hebrew x-yigtol
construction also differs from the typical weqgatal encountered in the other passages
cited. It could be argued that the apodotic 1 - xai also functions as a conjunction as it
connects this verse with the preceding statement.*® In 23:25, it is apparent that some
differences were introduced in the textual history either of the Hebrew or Greek text
since the two cases presented in verses 24 and 25 have been transposed. Arguably,
these three exceptions do not undermine the patterns observed.

- In20:12-13, 22:2, and 22:23-24, the apodotic 1 is not rendered into Greek despite the
apodosis being complex and composed of verbs describing a sequence of actions.>!
Verse 15:12, which was inventoried above under omissions with simple apodosis
might also fall into this category depending on how one classifies the apodosis. The
weqatal —V — x — weqatal syntax of the apodosis, where the second part might be
understood as contrasting (“but”), it could be considered a simple apodosis.
Nevertheless, this category as a whole is less problematic since the omission of the

apodotic 1 is expected from the perspective of Greek idiom.

2 If one were to follow Wevers’s suggestion, an apodosis of xal d¢mofavoduefa would not fit our pattern. See
Wevers, NGTD, 106-7.

30.22:8b is very similar.

31 In 20:12-13, Wevers notes a popular variant that contains an apodotic xal (C" b 246 458%* s 18'-120-630' 28
407" 646 " Aug los XXI 2), but he thinks it has been inserted from a parallel passage. See Wevers, NGTD, 326.
Manuscript 848 also omits the xai, so that this most likely represents the OG, but it modifies what follows with
ews av mapadw oot (as in B). In 22:24, Wevers parses the asyndetic é€aéete as an imperative, which would explain
the omission of the xat. But this appears to be mistaken as it is clearly a future form. See Wevers, NGTD, 359.
Tjen argues that Wevers mistakenly based some text-critical decisions on the presumption that the omission is the
default. See Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 217. In context, Wevers discusses 18:7, 22:8, 23:9,
and 10 where his critical text omits the xai present in Rahlfs’s edition. While Wevers’s observation about the
pattern might be misguided, it is noteworthy that his decision is also based on the combined witness of several
manuscripts, including that of 848 in half the cases. See Wevers, THGD, 79.
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In conclusion, the translator does not render the apodotic 1 when faced with a
conditional whose apodosis contains a single verb or the absence of a verbal sequence. The
reverse is also usually true: If the apodosis is complex, the tendency is to render the apodotic 1
as xai. Only 3 (perhaps 4) exceptions out of 32 cases were found. This has important
ramifications for the analysis of the conditional clauses in OG Deuteronomy, and its
translation process in general. Amongst other things, and as will be confirmed in other ways in
this chapter, the translator appears to be working with the whole protasis and apodosis in
mind. He shows awareness of the context beyond the sentence or phrase level. Semantically
speaking, it may also signal that in these contexts, he is using xai in a way akin to its
adjuncting or temporal sense (“then” or “also”).>> We should keep in mind the textual
difficulties when dealing with the transmission of these conjunctions in both the Hebrew and
Greek manuscript traditions. Nevertheless, we could tentatively offer the following
motivation: The temporal (or perhaps adjuncting — “also”) use of xai would allow the
translator more freedom in rendering the apodotic 1 while producing at the same time a
(somewhat) idiomatic Greek phrase. But in the case of simple apodoses, this option is simply

not available, and therefore the apodotic 1 is omitted.*

xaBigis abToV EvavTt TGY XpITEY... xal pastiywsovaty abtov évavtiov adtév. The application of the
punishment as described in the second part of the verse presents a number of differences with

MT, not only in terms of the subject, but also in the number of the verbs:

32 See BrDAG, s.v. “xal”, section 4.e. Cf. BDF §444, where the correlative use of xal is also discussed. But it is
usually limited to two terms or phrases while the verbal sequences observed in the apodoses often exceed this
number.

33 In which case it would speak to the translator’s negotiation of his translational norms, that of rendering all
elements of the Hebrew source, on the one hand, and that of avoiding overly foreign Hebrew idiom.
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1) In MT, the judge (singular) is to make the guilty sit or lie down before him whereas in
the translation, the command is addressed to “you” (singular), who is to set the guilty
before the judges (plural).

2) In MT, the guilty is to be flogged presumably by the judge (VAW can be understood
as subject, or else an impersonal subject is to be assumed) in his (the judge’s) presence,
whereas the translation continues with the plural (“They will flog... in their

presence”).

The switch from an apparent plurality of judges in MT v.1 to a single one in v.2 could
present a difficulty. Yet, all of the verbs in the second part of the verse, following B e
(“[the judge] shall then make him lie down™) can be understood as implying an impersonal
subject, especially since it seems tautological that the judge himself would beat the guilty in
his presence (1’355).34 If that is the case, the Hebrew text would have the judge order the
sentence, which is then carried out by an indeterminate subject.

In the translation, we find the first verb of judging in v. 1 (xpivw) translated in the plural
along with all verbs that follow. When reaching v. 2, the presence of MT’s singular VAW is
perhaps seen as problematic and rendered as an adverbial clause instead of the subject. The
subject becomes “you,” the 2" singular addressed throughout Deuteronomy. The verbs that
immediately follow the singular “You shall make him sit down” switch back to the plural so
that “they” will beat him before them (not “him”). This sequence of plural verbs continues into
verse 3, all the way to the end of this case. The actual carrying out of the sentence is done in

the plural. This is all the more striking since these verbs are all in the singular in MT.

34 See Jotion §155b-¢. This is how most English translations render this phrase: “...and be beaten...he may be
beaten”. See also the justification for this translation in J. G. McConville, Deuteronomy, AOTC 5 (Leicester;
Downers Grove, I1: Apollos ; InterVarsity Press, 2002), 366.
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Wevers suggests that these changes are motivated by the need to differentiate between
judges and executioners and to remove the ambiguities of the Hebrew text.>> While the
translation does remove ambiguity concerning the number of judges, it does not in fact
differentiate clearly between both roles. In Greek, the judges also appear to be carrying out the
punishment, unless we somehow conceive of an abrupt switch in subject.’® One significant
difference, moreover, is that in translation, the people (the 2™ person addressee) are involved
in the execution of the sentence, preparing the guilty for receiving it. Since the translation is
known to sometimes harmonize the grammatical number, another explanation could be that
having referred to judges with plural verbs in v.1, it was deemed more consistent to continue
using plural verbs to the end of verse 3. Only one verb could not comply, because of the
problematic singular noun VAW. Perhaps this is why the translator resorted to the generic
addressee of the discourse: “you”, which usually stands for the community of Israel.’’
However, the many adjustments required to render VAW in a different syntactic slot suggest
that more is in view.

Broadening our context, this difference in number could also be interpreted as an

attempt to eliminate a perceived contradiction with other passages in Deuteronomy which

speak of a plurality of judges. According to 16:18-20, judges are to be appointed locally, but

35 “The reasoning underlying these changes probably involved the fact that, though the Hebrew presupposes one
judge, a judgment of this sort should presuppose a consensus of legal opinion. Furthermore, the Hebrew seems to
say that ‘the judge’ shall make him fall and flog him, but throughout the preceding verses the second singular has
been used...the changes are both contextually and exegetically driven.” See Wevers, NGTD, 389-90. This is also
the explanation provided by Otto and McCarthy in Eckart Otto, Deuteronomium 12-34. Zweiter Teilband: 23,16 -
34,12, HThKAT (Freiburg: Herder, 2017), 1821; McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 71.

3 Inv. 1, “they” come to the judges, and “they” pass judgment. In any case, the outcome is that the judges and
executioners are not clearly distinguished and are both several in number.

37 The translator would have had to change the number of the judge, the accompanying verb, and the pronominal
suffix. Alternatively, this selective change might be due to textual differences in the translator’s Vorlage, as we
will discuss later. Papyrus 957 (Rylands 458) reads xafi{w in the 3™ person singular: “xai xafiel adTdv &v[avriov
...] 0. Roberts suggests the lacuna should be reconstructed as “Evavriov adtod” although “Evavtiov Tol xpitol™ is
not impossible. See the discussion at 25:3 and Roberts, Two Biblical Papyri in the John Rylands Library,
Manchester, 41-44.
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on matters which prove too difficult, consult officials at the central sanctuary. In 17:8-13, it is
the generic addressee (“you”), who is to travel up to the place, thus leaving the number of
members of this delegation indeterminate.*® The central court is clearly made up of a plurality
of members: priests, Levites, and a judge.>® Closer to our text, 19:15-21 also describe a 2™
(évtidoyia) between men, who are to come before YHWH, the priests, and the judges. Thus,
the switch to the plural in translation when referring to judges (and executioners) could
manifest a desire to standardize the references to judges throughout the book, and especially

1.4° This also accords with later Jewish

19:17, where they are usually found in the plura
exegesis, where Josephus, for example, portrays the local judiciary as consisting of seven
judges.*! It is also possible that the translator adapted the Hebrew text to his legal context, but

there is little evidence to support this.*?

38 Pearce reviews the various options in Sarah J. K. Pearce, The Words of Moses: Studies in the Reception of
Deuteronomy in the Second Temple Period, TSAJ 152 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 51-52. Rofé seems to
think the delegation is many, but the “you” (sg) of 17:8-13 is simply the addressee of the discourse. See
Alexander Rofé, “The Organization of the Judiciary in Deuteronomy (Deuteronomy 16.18-20; 17.8-13; 19.15;
21.22-23; 24.16; 25.1-3),” in The World of the Aramaeans, Vol. 1: Biblical Studies in Honour of Paul-Eugéne
Dion, ed. P. M. Michéle Daviau, John W. Wevers, and Michael Weigl, JSOTSup 324 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 2001), 104-5.

39 Levinson provides a history of scholarship on this text in Bernard M Levinson, Deuteronomy and the
Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 124-30. Levinson also argues that
those traveling to the central sanctuary are not the local judges but the litigants, as implied by 19:17, where a
parallel procedure clearly has the litigants appearing before the high court. However, it is difficult not to see in
17:12 an imperative addressed to the local judges, a representative of which might go up to the central court. On
this interpretation, see for example Driver, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Deuteronomy, 208.

40 In favor of this explanation is the presence of doéfeta in both texts, even though they translate different
Hebrew terms. This feature at least raises the possibility that the translator saw a connection between both and
sought to clarify the meaning of 25:2.

41 “Let there be seven men to judge in every city, and these such as have been before most zealous in the exercise
of virtue and righteousness. Let every judge have two officers, allotted him out of the tribe of Levi.” See
Josephus, Ant. 4.214 as translated in Flavius Josephus, The Works of Josephus: Complete and Unabridged, trans.
William Whiston (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1996). In a situation where these judges are faced with a difficult
case, they are to “...send the cause undetermined to the holy city, and there let the high priest, the prophet, and
the Sanhedrin, determine as it shall seem good to them.” Josephus, 4Ant. 4.218 (trans. Ibid.). In Josephus J. W.
2.570-571, he also describes his own efforts at instituting a government in Galilee, portraying himself as a
Mosaic legislator by instituting 70 elders as rulers of Galilee, and seven judges in every city. For a discussion of
these passages, see Pearce, The Words of Moses, 122-23.

42 See Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 581, who suggest that this is a strong possibility but do
not provide any evidence. In the papyri of this period, the judges are usually spoken of in the plural. Bagnall and
Derow state, for example, that by the end of the third century, the most important local judiciary was the
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Another possibility given the plus in the Greek text is that the translator’s Vorlage here
had D*0aWn *18Y instead of VAW, The similar law in 19:15-21, and particularly the
matching vocabulary in v. 17, could have exerted influence during the textual transmission of
this verse, so that the expression D*0aW: *38% found there was also employed in 25:2.*> On
the other hand, this assimilation would not explain the switch from 3™ to 2™ person for the
preceding verb: If we assume that the Vorlage contained D*0AWN 185, the preceding Ham
would have to be understood in an impersonal sense. In such situations, the translator can
sometimes personalize the subject using the 2" person, as a few examples seem to
demonstrate.** These two factors may explain how we end up with the Greek phrase xai xabieic
adtov Evavtt Tév xpirév.* This explanation, however, would also require the 1189 that follows

to have been 01"38Y instead, and further complicates an already difficult scenario.

chrematistai. This board of judges was composed of three judges and a clerk and was responsible for a particular
administrative area. See Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic Period, 288. In one document dating to the period of
the translation of the Pentateuch we find a set of royal prescriptions regulating, among other things, judicial
procedures for the settlement of disputes (dvtidoyia): “But those who bring charges against..., or those against
whom the latter bring charges are to obtain justice before the appointed court...in conformity with the ordinances
before the courts which concern [them] in each district. Should any dispute (avtidoyia) arise about — as
prescribed in the diagramma — the strategos in each [nome] will act as judge conjointly with the nomarch and...
Year 5, Peritios.” (P.Hib.II 198 = TM 5183 [Arsinoites — 240 BCE]. Translation by Bagnall and Derow, The
Hellenistic Period, n. 122.) We thus find here confirmation of a local judiciary and the need, when contestations
arise, for a plurality of judges to settle the case. The penalties in such cases vary greatly, and floggings are
mentioned, but rarely their number. For example, P.Cair.Zen.I1 59202 = TM 847 [Krokodilopolis — 254 BCE]
mentions a corrupt treasurer that is to be tried by the chrematistes (singular?) and whipped with his hands tied
behind his back. See Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic Period, n. 135. P.Lille.1 29 = TM 3231 [Arsinoites — 3™
cent. BCE] contains a prohibition to flog slaves. Bagnall and Derow surmise that this punishment was only
allowed with a court order. Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic Period, n. 142. I have not found any instances of
the number forty in such contexts. Whether the Greek translation is related to these is another matter. It appears
unlikely, given the evidence at our disposal, that the judicial system of Ptolemaic Egypt would have been an
influence on the translation of Deut 25:1-3.

43 Note especially that while in MT’s text of 19:17 o°uswi is not preceded by 199, the semi-preposition is present
in 11QT*61.8-9.

4416:16, 22:6, 22:25, 24:6. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 72. Note, however, that in
13:10(11MT), the reverse takes place, apparently in an effort to clarify who is to stone the guilty party. It should
not only be the person who denounced the apostate but also the people as the previous verse implies. See Wevers,
NGTD, 233.

45 On the use of &vavri, see Aitken, No Stone Unturned, 81-82; Raija Sollamo, “Some ‘Improper’ Prepositions,
Such as ENQITION, ENANTION, ENANTI, etc., in the Septuagint and Early Koine Greek,” V'T 25.4 (1975):
780-81. The alternance of gvavtt and évavtiov in this verse could be explained by the presence or absence of a
consonant initiating the word that follows. See our comments at 6:22 for further discussion on these.
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Another factor may explain the pluralization of the verbs in 2b and 3a: The Greek 3™
person plural verb can be understood as an impersonal construction, sometimes denoting a
vague, unspecified subject.*® Although not common in OG Deuteronomy, an example of this
is found a few verses later in this chapter (v. 9), where MT’s niphal NW?, an impersonal
construction, is rendered into Greek as mowjoouow.*” To be sure, there are verbs and
constructions such as this one (esp. using the passive voice) that are semantically impersonal.
This example nevertheless shows that the translator is familiar with this use of the Greek 3rd
person plural.*® It is therefore possible that the pluralization of the verbs of striking in v. 2b
are of the same nature and represent an attempt to mirror the Hebrew impersonal construction,
or at least to make sense of the text in this way: “You will make him lie down and he will be
beaten...it will not be added.”® In his study of the translation of impersonal constructions
(verbs with indefinite subjects) in the ancient versions, Rabin came to the conclusion that the
determining factor in the rendering of such constructions was the stylistic preferences of the
target language, and that the analysis of such variants should favor linguistic instead of text-

critical explanations.>

46 BDF §130. In classical Greek the 3™ person plural can be used impersonally in some cases, but usually for
verbs of saying and thinking (Smyth §931d). This becomes more prevalent in the later period, for example in
New Testament literature where a few more examples are found (Matt 7.16: “uitt cUAAEyouaty &md dxavbéy
otadurias”: Are grapes gathered from thorns?) For some examples within the LXX corpus, see also Muraoka,
Syntax §87b.

AT RS Y 193 = Olrwg mowjoouaty 76 avBpamw In context, the woman is referring to her own actions and not
those of the yepouaia, affirming what is to happen generally.

S0 in Gen 10:9, the niphal X" is also rendered also with a plural épofigtv. Closer to our text is Deut 34:6,
where Moses is buried. The singular 129" need not refer specifically to YHWH, the subject of the previous line.
It can also be understood impersonally as translated into Greek by the plural ébalav.

49 Note also the comment above to the effect that the second part of v. 1 could also be read impersonally, by
interpreting the verb 01091 as expressing a vague (indeterminate) personal subject: “One will

judge.. justify...condemn.”

30 See Chaim Rabin, “The Ancient Versions and the Indefinite Subject,” Textus 2 (1962): 76. The tendency to
switch from singular to plural is rather striking in the Pentateuch, especially if one sets aside verbs of speaking. In
fact, Rabin suggests that since the direction of change is predominantly from 3™ person singular in Hebrew to a
plural or passive form in the versions, some of the instances where the OG has a 3™ person singular form contra
MT may indicate that MT was later updated to a plural form. However, despite the usefulness of Rabin’s wide-
ranging but selective survey, each instance requires examination since text-critical and exegetical factors also
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It is difficult to be sure what exactly motivated the pluralization of verbs and the noun
“judges” in 2b and 3a, but it could reflect the desire to standardize the references to a plurality
of judges on the one hand (whether in the context of this law or in the book more broadly), or
simply a mirroring a Hebrew impersonal construction of the verbs of striking. The deviation
from the norm of word-for-word representation would have been triggered by the difficulty in
understanding the Hebrew text as it stands and illustrates that in the context of laws, the

translator is more inclined to provide clarifications.

25:3
15 7R 75PN 727 "o AHR-HY 1nanY 9o 900 8D 112 DWaAIN

GpiBus Precoapdxovta pactiydaouaw adtdv, ob mpoahicouatv. éav 3¢ mpoabiday pacTiydoal adTov
UmEp TalTag Tag TANYas TAElous, GoynuovioEL 6 @0eAdEs Tou évavTiov gov.

They shall beat him with the number forty; they shall not add, but if they add to beat him more, beyond
these lashes, your brother will be shamed before you.

pbué Precoapdxovta. In MT, the adverbial phrase 7902 is part of verse 2, linking it to the
preceding clause, “in a number according to his guilt.” The translation appears to divide these
verses earlier, tying 790121 with the following phrase in verse 3: “Forty in number/By the

number forty they shall beat.” Since ancient Hebrew manuscripts such as those found at

play a role. See the remarks to this effect in Martha Lynn Wade, Consistency of Translation Techniques in the
Tabernacle Accounts of Exodus in the Old Greek, SCS 49 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), 196, n.
90. A good example of an exegetically motivated switch to the plural form is discussed in Dirk Biichner,
“Leuitikon 3.1-17: The Sacrifice of Deliverance,” in The SBL Commentary on the Septuagint: An Introduction,
ed. Dirk Biichner, SCS 67 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 118. In Lev 3:13, the verb is pluralized in Greek to clarify
that a particular task belongs to the priests and not the supplicant.
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Qumran did not provide verse divisions,’! we can suppose that these were read with the help
of a reading tradition that provided divisions between verses and even shorter sense units.>

The earliest Greek manuscript tradition is not unanimous. Rahlfs 957 is fragmentary, but
contains spaces between several groups of words, separating dpibué and tesoapaxovra. Revell
has argued that these spaces occur where one would expect to find disjunctive accents,
perhaps indicating awareness of the Hebrew accent system.>® While this space may or may
not represent a verse division, it does side with MT in separating 390122 from the following
verse (and the number 40). It is important to note, however, that this manuscript contains two
early revisions towards proto-MT.’* Thus, the separation of ¢pifué and tecoapdxovra could
simply represent the influence of proto-MT, of which the scribe appears to have been aware.>
This is further confirmation that the reading preserved in MT is very old.

In contrast, Codex Alexandrinus has a space before “dpifué tecoapaxovta,” just as it does

between verses 1 and 2. This is the verse division adopted by Wevers in his text.>® But

1 4Q34Deuteronomy (g) preserves only partially the word 79012 and the remaining text is missing. Whatever
else is recognizable from this fragment matches MT.

52 Tov mentions that a few manuscripts might suggest an early system of verse division, but thinks the evidence is
inconclusive. The Aramaic and Greek translations demonstrate, however, that these divisions were not unknown
and for the most part closely resembled those found in the later Masoretic text. See Emanuel Tov, Scribal
Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2004), 127—
33.

33 See Revell, “The Oldest Evidence for the Hebrew Accent System.”

54 This is apparent from the 3ms ending of the verb xafiels and the replacing of “évavti T6v xpitév” by “&v [... ... ]
of.” This last substitution is not entirely in keeping with MT, where 05w is the subject of the verb. However, it
is singular, and 957 comes one step closer to MT here in possibly having &vavtt adtol instead of &vavti Tév
xpltdv. See Wevers’s comments, which suggests the reading of To xpitol in Wevers, “Earliest Witness to the
LXX Deuteronomy,” 241-42. See also further possible reconstructions in Roberts, Two Biblical Papyri in the
John Rylands Library, Manchester, 41-44.

55 Wevers, “Earliest Witness to the LXX Deuteronomy,” 242. Wevers suggests that these represent the type of
occasional intrusion caused by a bilingual Hebrew scribe who knows the Hebrew text fluently, as seen in
manuscript 848 one century later. Yet, these do not represent full scale revisions and do not support the later
variants that match MT.

56 The Vulgate follows MT’s verse division. Admittedly, we rely here on the edition of the texts which are later
than the actual manuscripts. Nevertheless, the vast majority of Greek biblical manuscripts predating our era show
some form of verse separation. See appendix 5 in Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts
Found in the Judean Desert, esp. p. 288. Codex B is not very helpful in this situation because of its numerous
omissions in verses 1-3. Furthermore, even though this scribe tended to separate verses by a period or a colon (for
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whether this way of reading the text goes back to the translator is another matter as these

manuscripts are far removed from the translation’s context.

OG (Alexandrinus)®’ Rahlfs 957
xal xaBiels adTov Evavtt T@V xpLTédv xal xabiel adtdy  Ev[avtiov
xal RagTlywaouaty alTov évavtiov ..] ol xal paotiywaty [adTov évavti
adT@Y xata ™y acEPetav adTol ov ad]tév  xata ™)y acEf[etav altol
aptBud tegoapaxovta pactiywoovay | aptfud]l Tegoapaxovta [pactiywoou
a0TéV ot adTé v

nagtrywoouay attév. The yigtol 132" at the beginning of verse 3 could be interpreted as
permissive in this context (“They may flog”),’® but is translated into Greek as a future
indicative. This is not surprising, as the future indicative is the most common match for yigto/
(58.49%) and wegatal (75.78%) in OG Deuteronomy.>® The percentages reach 84% and 96%
respectively in the context of the apodosis, although 112" is strictly speaking no longer in the
main clause of the apodosis, but in a further qualification clause.’® As Tjen discusses, the
prescriptive future is often found in Ptolemaic papyri substituting for the imperative.®! It is not

out of place here, especially if the yigrol is understood in this way. But there are a few

example between verse 1 and 2), there is no such sign anywhere between verses 2 and 3. Rahlfs based his minor
critical edition on the three major uncials (A, B, S). Only A provided him with the full text here, yet he does not
follow A’s verse division but follows MT’s instead.

57 Alexandrinus has a few minor differences with the OG as reconstructed by Wevers in these verses but these are
not semantically significant.

8 See GKC §107r-s.

9 Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch app. 3.

60 See the presentation and discussion in Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 181-83.

! Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 184-85. Cf. BDF §362 and Smyth §1917, the latter describing
such uses as the jussive future, which is not to be confused with the Hebrew equivalent. Muraoka identifies
several values of the future, including the prescriptive/injunctive, but also the permissive (“He may flog”) or
potential future (“He might/could flog™). The latter usually occurs in interrogative contexts. See Muraoka, Syntax
§28gc-ge. Most of the examples cited under the permissive future are debatable, especially when they are not
prohibitive in nature. Here we also run into the thorny issue of transfer from the source language, since the
translators predominantly employed the future tense with yigtol verbs. This tendency lends different shades of
meaning to the Greek future indicative in translational literature, depending on the context in which they are
found. The strongest argument in support of an injunctive use of the future in this context is that all of the other
instances of the future tense in these verses are injunctive.
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instances in Deuteronomy where the future indicative also renders yigfol or wegatal forms that
are clearly permissive in meaning.%> These could be attributed to the stereotyping of the
match, overriding the nuance found in the Hebrew text.®

Not much should be read then into the use of the future indicative, but the combination
of verse division and the rendering of the yigtol as future indicative produces a prescription
that is more forceful than MT: “With the number forty they shall beat him.” This is exactly
how the prescription is later explained in the Mishnah (forty minus one), using the technique
of enjambment, perhaps under the influence of a similar reading tradition.®* This is also what
we find in Josephus and in Paul’s account of the punishment he suffered.®> But in light of the
translator’s usual strategies and lack of early manuscript evidence, it seems best not to ascribe

this interpretation to the translator.

o0 mpocBoovaiy...éav 0t mpoabioy pactiydoar adtov. The first instance of mpootifyut is in
keeping with the conventional use of the term in compositional literature, where it is
commonly used to denote “adding.” It can be understood in this way when related to the

number (tecoapdxovra) that precedes, but not with the accompanying verb (uacstiyéioat).®® The

%2 For some examples, see Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 136-87. Tjen counts 19 such
permissive yigtol and weqatal forms rendered as future in the Pentateuch.

% Tjen speaks of the extensive usage of the future indicative to cover such a broad semantic range as being
encouraged by an “easy technique.” See Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 188. But see the
potential use of the future in later texts, as described in BDF §385.1.

% In a different context, Evans comments on the overall tendencies of the translators: “This is not to suggest that
these translators possessed a precisely formulated grammatical awareness of the Hebrew, but that they were
supported by a strong reading tradition of the Torah— certainly plausible given its religious and cultural
significance. Barr implies a remoteness from Hebrew linguistic structures which for the Pentateuch at least seems
improbable.” See Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch, 141.

65 As Prijs observes, the tendency to read the prescription of forty blows into other laws was frequent in early
Jewish interpretation. Deut 22:18-19 is also read as prescribing a beating in a number of other sources (but not
always the 40 blows). The same is also done with 21:18, where the rebellious son has not heeded his parent’s
chastisement. Here also, many ancient sources translate using the vocabulary of physical punishment. Sanh. 71b
Sifre states that forty blows are meant. See Leo Prijs, Jiidische Tradition in der Septuaginta (Leiden: Brill, 1948),
16.

% Tt is in this sense, I suppose, that Lee categorizes this verse among the 20 out of 55 instances where the verb is
employed in a context of adding something. See Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 21213, here 213, n. 4.
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second occurrence of the verb, however, is unparalleled in compositional Greek and a clear
case of negative transfer owing to its near systematic rendering of the Hebrew 0 (in the

sense of continuing the action of the infinitive that accompanies it).%’

¢av 0¢ mpogBidow pastiydoar. MT’s 18 would suggest a negative purpose clause: “Do not
continue lest by continuing to strike...your brother would be shamed.” Similar purpose
clauses are rendered everywhere else in the book by tva u», or simply u3.°® The Greek éav o¢
could be explained by the disjunctive nature of the clause in relation to the preceding, as the
postpositive 8¢ marker would imply.%® However, the Hebrew negative purpose clause does
contain an element of conditionality, which best explains the relationship between its two
parts: “If one continues to strike, then your brother will be shamed.” This is the way the
translator chose to render the clause, omitting the apodotic 1 in the process.”® Here, 3¢ is
presumably contrastive, perhaps more than the same construction in vv. 1 and 2. This
rendering is noteworthy because it suggests the translator had to grasp the flow of the whole
verse before translating: To render |8 with a contrastive particle requires him to be familiar not
only with what precedes, but what is to come. The same was observed with respect to the
extended protasis in v. 1 and the rendering of the apodotic 1 in general. The way these long
conditional sentences are rendered and how they are related to each other would suggest that

the text was translated with a view extending beyond the sentence level and not in small

67 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 213-15.

% Tjen identifies only two instances in the Pentateuch where 19 is rendered as conditionals, here and in Num
20:18 (ei 0& w). Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 98.

% As Tjen suggests here, with references to the major Hebrew grammars. See Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek
Pentateuch, 99.

70 See also the comments to that effect in Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 581.
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segments. One could even make the case that the translator had this entire structure of this law

in mind when translating, either because of his method, or because of his familiarity with it.”!

25:4

WA W 0ONNTRY

O drpwaoets Bolv arodvra.

You shall not muzzle a threshing ox.

Boiv droddvta. The Hebrew 1 + infinitive construct is rendered using an attributive participle,
which renders the meaning quite well.”? It represents a departure from the norm of
representing each element of the source text. At the same time, it represents the most common

strategy to render the temporal infinitive construction (2 + infinitive).”?

25:5

a1 WRY ARING NRATIWR ANRY PR 121 000 AR 1R TR 0K 12w
nnan AWK 1o AnpH Y R Ana

"Eav 0 xatowdo adeddol eml T adTé xat amobdvy eig adTéy, omépua 08 wi) 1 adtd, odx Eotat ¥ yuv)
708 TebunrdTos Ew avdpl w éyyilovti- 6 ddeAdds Tol dvopds alTiis elcedeboeTar mpds adTNY xal AMubetal

adTYV £QUTE yuvaixa xal cuvoIxnoeL adT.

Now if brothers reside together and one of them dies and there is no offspring to him, the wife of the
deceased shall not be outside, for a man not close. Her husband’s brother shall go in to her and shall

take her for himself as wife and shall live with her.

"I Lee also discusses the long sentence in 8:11-16, which, according to him, disproves a dictation theory and
demonstrates the care demonstrated by the translator, even at the level of the paragraph. See Lee, The Greek of
the Pentateuch, 178.

2 Wevers, NGTD, 391.

3 See 32:8 for further discussion on this point.
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"Eav 0t xatowdowv. As in v. 1, a new case is introduced with éav o¢, followed by the subjunctive
verbs that make up the protasis. Three conditions are laid out in sequence, the first being the
brother’s dwelling together. The Greek xatowéw is the most common match for A" in
Deuteronomy (30 out of 46 instances). The semantic range of both verbs overlap when
designating the dwelling or settling somewhere (see 26:1) in opposition to sojourning.”* This
is the context of the prescription that follows, which applies only if the brothers lived in close

proximity (for example by sharing pasture land).”

émi 70 a0té. The Hebrew 1T is translated with the phrase émi 10 adtéd when referring to
togetherness in one situation.”® When YT is employed in the sense of “likewise” (12:22,
15:22), it is rendered with the adverb woaitws. In 22:11, clothes are not to be woven of
different fabrics év t¢ adté, perhaps here in the sense of “in the same” piece.”’” Aquila resorts
to dua, which has the advantage of conforming to the governing norm that requires the

representation of each element of the source text (and no more).

el adtév. The vast majority of Greek witnesses add the preposition éx to match the underlying

1. But Wevers follows the shorter reading of manuscripts 848, B, and 29, arguing that the

t.78

Greek preposition represents a correction towards the Hebrew text.”® This implies a preference

for the use of the Greek oblique cases (here the genitive) instead of prepositions. While this

74 See for example MM, s.v. “xatoixéw”: “More technically used, the verb refers to the permanent ‘residents’ of a
town or village, as distinguished from those ‘dwelling as strangers’ or ‘sojourners’ (mapotxovres).”

75 See the discussion in Tigay who refers to similar expressions in Gen 13:6 and 36:7 in Jeffrey Tigay,
Deuteronomy : The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation, JPS Torah Commentary
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1996), 231. Cf. Driver, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Deuteronomy, 282.

76 See also v. 11 and 22:10. For a comparable usage in the 2"¢ century BCE, see P.Col.4 81 = TM 1794 [246-240
BCE]. (See also P.Enteux 6 = TM 3283 [222 BCE] with the possible meaning of “at the same place”). In P.Tebt.1
14 = TM 3650, the expression émi T0 a0Té seems rather to denote “in total” or “in all”, there describing the value
of a piece of land as being éml 70 adTé one talent of copper.

7T Wevers, NGTD, 354.

8 As is often the case, Wevers often follows 848 and B when they agree. See Wevers, NGTD, 392.
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strategy is not implemented systematically, it is a recurring feature of the verses that follow, a
frequent enough deviation from the overarching norm of one-to-one representation to qualify
as a tertiary norm. In this verse alone, the preposition 5 is omitted in four instances, three of
which sees the dative case employed, and another the accusative. Their absence cannot be

qualified as textually significant.

oméppa 0t un 7 adtd. As in v. 3, the 1 is understood in its adversative sense and rendered as d¢.
This is in keeping with the semantics of the case being developed, where a further condition
being introduced. The subjunctive of the main verb of the protasis is extended to this clause by
introducing 7 to specify that the clause is tied to the preceding.’”” Thus, the negative particle
"X, which has no equivalent in Greek, has to be provided both a verb and its negation, w3 #.2°
Of note is the translation of ]2 (“son”) by onépua (“offspring”), the only instance of this
equivalence in the book.®! Frankel understood this rendering as a clue to the presence of
midrashic elements in the translation. According to this understanding, the levirate marriage is
to take place only when there are no children of the first marriage, that is, no sons or
daughters, since the Greek clause excludes all children and not only males.®? This
interpretation is bolstered by the related rendering in v. 6, where the Hebrew 7122 (“first-

born”) — designating the child issued from this new union — is translated as madiov (“child”).

7 Wevers, NGTD, 391.

80 This is also in keeping with the general translation strategy for this Hebrew particle, which, when not
accompanied by a participle, is consistently translated by a negation (o0, uy) and the verb eiui. Cf. Tjen’s
comments on the Pentateuch as a whole: “Thus, our translators may employ constructions with the indicative or
subjunctive of eipl, especially in the third person, or pure nominal clauses. In our corpus, it is significant to note,
nevertheless, that the choice of verbal or non-verbal equivalents seems to be related to the presence or absence of
the predicator of existence @ or non-existence X, or of a pronoun.” See Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek
Pentateuch, 168—69.

81 There are 127 instances of the Hebrew 12 in Deuteronomy. Outside of this passage, 100 of them are translated
using vids (son), 10 by Téxvov (child), two by matdiov (child). 14 are part of Hebrew idioms that are not translated
as such in Greek.

82 Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, 219. Evidently, some rabbinic traditions abound in the same direction,
Frankel here citing b. Yebam. 22a-b.
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Moreover, Frankel sees further halakic tendencies in the rendering of 122" with cuvonjoet
bt at the end of the verse.®® The translator’s rendering of these terms either prepares or
attests to an interpretation of this law that was common in the rabbinic period.

Another explanation is provided by Schultz, who adds that these renderings may
manifest the desire to bring this law into harmony with that of Num 27:1-11.%* 1In the
Numbers passage, a deceased man’s daughters come before Moses because their father died

without a son (15 PR D'117). Verse 4 states:

Why should the name of our father be taken INNawn TINN ArARTOW Py nnb
away from his clan because he had no son? N

Give to us a possession among our father’s 13 I PR3
brothers. (NRSV) 11PAR TR TINA MK 19700

Let the name of our father not be wiped out W) éEadetd8tw 6 Svoua Tol TaTpds NUEY €
from the midst of his division because he had ~ pégou Toil dMpou adTod, Tt olx EoTwv adTé vids™-
no son. Give to us a possession in the midst  déte Nuiv xataoyeoy év uéow GOeAdEY TaTpds
of our father’s brothers. (NETS) v

There are some textual similarities between this passage and 25:5-6, in particular the
repetitions of the clause J2 H 'R (also in Num 27:8). The narrative goes on to describe the
daughter’s request to inherit their father’s name and land, which is granted. It also further
prescribes that in the absence of both sons and daughters, the inheritance will go to (in order)

the deceased’s brothers, his uncles, or the nearest kinsman of his clan ( PHR miniphyl TIRWY

8 Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, 219. See also the other sources provided by Verburg as well as his
evaluation in Jelle Verburg, “Women’s Property Rights in Egypt and the Law of Levirate Marriage in the LXX,”
ZAW 131.4 (2019): 595-97. He concludes: “Frankel’s hypothesis of the translators’ dependence on pre-rabbinic
halakha is perhaps not the most parsimonious explanation for the LXX, but he did point to a rabbinic
interpretation ... which — much like the LXX’s — sought to unlock the potential of the semantics of ben.”

8 Schultz, “The Differences between the Masoretic and Septuagint Texts of Deuteronomy,” 5. Schultz here relies
on G. A. Smith, The Book of Deuteronomy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1918), 237. See also Tigay,
Deuteronomy, 231. For a more extensive bibliography related to this interpretation, see Verburg, “Women’s
Property Rights in Egypt and the Law of Levirate Marriage in the LXX,” 594-95.

8 OG Numbers renders the phrase as odx €otiv adtd vids since it deals explicitly with the absence of a male heir.
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1NNAWNN). On the face of it, Num 27:1-11 represents a different interpretation of the
conditions in which a levirate marriage is to be undertaken (there are no sons, therefore no
marriage), but specifies in more detail who the nearest kinsman might be. The renderings in
the Greek translation of Deut 25:5-6 would then be an attempt at bringing this prescription in
closer alignment with that of Num 27, a tendency that is also found in a number of ancient
interpreters, though executed in different ways.*

Two elements found in translation suggest that the Deuteronomy text was translated

with the Numbers prescription in mind, perhaps even the OG of Numbers:

1) When describing the relative who is a candidate for levirate marriage, OG
Deuteronomy departs from its usual practice of one-for-one correspondence, using
avdpl un éyyilovtt to translate I W'R. Normally, we would expect dAXdtpiog for I, just
as in 32:16.37 But a derivative of ¢yyls is also found in Num 27:11 to describe the most
distant relative that can receive the deceased’s inheritance: 76 oixeiw 6 &yylora adtod.
In this passage, €yyiota corresponds to 27, its usual equivalent, despite the
superlative nature of the Greek adjective.’® Also of interest is the fact that the
participial form of the verb ¢yyilw is also employed in the Greek Pentateuch to describe

those that are within the family circle, such as in Lev 21:3. It translates the Hebrew

8 In Josephus Ant. 4.254, the paraphrase of this law remains equally vague about the children’s gender, though
the vocabulary employed differs in part from Deut 25:5-6: The deceased is said to be childless (&rexvov), while
the child (tov maide) that is born will bear the deceased’s name and be educated as his heir. In Matt 22:24 (and
parallels), the Greek text, while also more general in terms of the children’s gender, is also slightly different from
the OG Deuteronomy 25:5-6: édv Ttg Gmofdvy un éxwv Téxva, émyapBpeldoet 6 4oerdos adtod Ty yuvaixa adtol
xal Gvaomioel oméppa T6 ddeAdd avTol. See also b. Yebam. 22a-b, where the child born of the union is described
in a general sense (T7177).

87 The Three also resort to the Greek dAXSTpios here. Wevers suggests that perhaps dAAéTprog (“stranger”; see
P.Lond.7.2046 = TM 1608 [Arsinoites — 3" cent. BCE]) is not specific enough. See Wevers, NGTD, 391.

88 The superlative is employed in some contexts to denote the next of kin: of £yyioTa, in Antiphon 4.4.1. See the
similar use in Lev 21:2, where it translates a Hebrew text very much like Num 27:11: GAN’ % év T oixelw Té
gyylota adT@Y = 17K 2P 1IRWS™DX 2 Just as in Deuteronomy it also describes the boundaries of the family
clan.
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2P when employed in this sense. In Lev 21:3, it designates the virgin sister who lives
in the family dwelling (&3eAdfj mapbéva T Eyyilovoy adtd Tf wi) éxdedopévy avopi). The
term does not seem to be employed in a technical sense, however. Since the similarity
only exists at the level of the Greek text, it seems noteworthy that OG Deuteronomy
uses the same form, though negating it.

2) When describing the goal of this prescription, there is a small difference between the
Hebrew texts of Numbers and Deuteronomy. In Num 27:4, its purpose is so that the
deceased’s name is not taken away (Y73 in the niphal). In Deuteronomy, the outcome
is that the name is not wiped out (1112 in the niphal). Both are translated using the
passive form of é&ddeidw (“to wipe out”, “destroy”). To be sure, the Hebrew terms are
synonymous, so that the choice of ¢&ieidw could have been arrived at independently in
both books. That the idiom é§adenpdrw 6 dvopa can be found in inscriptions from this
period might confirm this possibility, both translators resorting to a Greek idiom which
is close enough semantically and quantitatively to their Hebrew source.®® Nevertheless,
influence at the level of the Greek text is also possible. While it is difficult to argue
that OG Deuteronomy borrowed on OG Numbers based on these two renderings (in
the case of ¢¢dleldw, it could be the other way around), it at least suggests the
possibility of a mutual rapprochement at the translational level.

3) In this context, it is also noteworthy that another text dealing with levirate marriage,
Gen 38, also shares some lexical similarities with our text. In 38:8, Judah states that the
purpose of the custom is to raise a P (“posterity”) for the deceased. Here, the usual
Greek match of omépua is found, which is the same rendering as that employed by the

Deuteronomy translator in the similar context of 25:6.

8 See MM, s.v. “¢¢dAeldw”. See also the Attic inscription 1G II? 1237 from the third century BCE.
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Though few in number, the unusual renderings found in Deut 25:5-6 share some
similarities with other Greek translations of the Pentateuch dealing with the same or similar
topics. Though intertextual connections are often difficult to assess, it seems plausible that
these parallel passages would have exerted some kind of influence on the Deuteronomy
translator. This does not imply that he sought to harmonize these texts, however. After all,
they deal with different scenarios. But it is possible that these parallel texts were consulted or
known by the translator as he works on this particular text.

Another explanation for these renderings is that the semantic generalization may reflect
the translation’s milieu, where it has become customary for daughters to inherit. Such a
situation has been documented in Hellenistic times, even in situations where a daughter is the
sole heiress. She becomes eligible to inherit and take charge of the family oixog.*°

The translation strategy observed here — that of semantic generalization — is not
uncommon for j3 in OG Deuteronomy. Both éxvov and maidiov are found several times
translating 2 when the context suggests a more general (non male-specific) sense.’! This is in
keeping with the semantic range of {3, which can, among other things, have the more general

sense of “offspring.”? The translator will therefore often deviate from the usual equivalent

%0 See for example the discussion in Joseph Méléze-Modrzejewski, Droit et justice dans le monde grec et
hellénistique, Journal of Juristic Papyrology Supplements 10 (Warsaw: Faculty of Law and Administration,
Warsaw University, 2011), 373—74. This change occurs early in the Hellenistic period and is attested in the wills
preserved among Egyptian papyri of the 3™ century BCE. Verburg cites many other examples found in Egyptian
documents and inscriptions, some going as far back as the 13" cent. BCE, demonstrating that this practice has a
long history. See Verburg, “Women’s Property Rights in Egypt and the Law of Levirate Marriage in the LXX,”
600-603.

oL A comparable case is found in 28:57, where under the curse of hunger, a mother will even eat her 17°12. Here,
the translator resorts to the singular Téxvov in order to, as Wevers suggests, underscore that there is one baby
(instead of the Hebrew plural) and that it may be male or female. See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of
Deuteronomy,” 75.

92 One can point to the use of maidiov in 11:2 and 22.7, where 12 is employed in this way. In 22:6-7, 12 describes
the mother bird’s young found on the ground. These are translated in alternance with Téxvov in v. 6 and maudiov in
v.7. While viés is the default equivalent for 13, nearly 40% of these equivalents occur in the context of specific

IR

and common Hebrew idioms (787 °32 = viol “Topan]). In the remaining instances, there appears to be some
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when the context implies a more general sense.”® In this way, the ambiguity of the source text
is resolved.”* Similarly, the 122 of v. 6, without context, may refer to either male or female
offspring. In the absence of further contextual specifications, matdiov would be a suitable
match. The ambiguity of the Hebrew term is perhaps confirmed by the fact that the SamPent
adds 72 before 7121 here. This may have been under the influence of a parallel text (21:15-17)
where they are also found together. But the addition of ]2 in the SamPent might also serve the
purpose of clarifying an ambiguity inherent to 71231, and in so doing attest to an interpretation
that is the opposite of that found in the Greek translation.”®

In the end, and despite the sometimes general or ambiguous meaning of {3 and 7123, it
is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the translator is ensuring that the law is not understood
to refer only to male heirs.’® That the Genesis 38 and Numbers 27 parallels are known appears
likely, although an explanation that resorts to the translation’s cultural context cannot be
entirely excluded based on our present knowledge. It should be borne in mind, however, that

the situation of women in Ptolemaic Egypt in relation to inheritance was similar to that

flexibility, as we can observe even in the Decalogue (2°12779 MAR W 7D = dmodidols dupaptias Tatépwy €ml
TEXVQ).

3 However, despite the fact that ]2 can take the more general sense of “offspring”, several commentators argue
that more specific Hebrew terms could have been employed to make that point, should it have been the meaning
in view. This is especially true in a legal context where semantics are important, so that the more restricted sense
of 72 is meant here. This is the argument made in Driver, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Deuteronomy, 282. See also Tigay, Deuteronomy, 231. “Having descendants was one way in which a man’s
name was kept present among the living, at least for a generation or two. A person who had no descendants had
no ‘name or remnant.” This idea may be based on the fact that sons bore their father’s name as a patronym (they
were called “so-and-so son of X”): each time a son was mentioned by his full name, his father’s name would be
pronounced.” See Tigay, Deuteronomy, 482.

%4 This is another reason why it would be ill-advised to proceed by first pointing out the ancient interpreter’s
desire to exploit ambiguities in their texts (See Verburg, “Women’s Property Rights in Egypt and the Law of
Levirate Marriage in the LXX,” 599. He is here quoting Teeter, Scribal Laws, 137.) When the problem is tackled
from the angle of the translation process, issues of semantic equivalence and the constraints of each language
must be addressed first. However, both lines of inquiry are not incompatible.

%5 Other than designating animals fit for sacrifice, the Hebrew term is employed in 21:15-17 to designate which
son is to inherit in a polygamous marriage. In this passage, 7132 refers to sons in the immediate context (it is
preceded by 12), and is therefore translated 6 vidg 6 TpwTdTOXOS.

% Otto, Deuteronomium 12-34. Zweiter Teilband: 23,16 - 34,12, 1821.
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described in Numbers, at least in the absence of a male heir. Such an explanation should
therefore not be prioritized out of hand.”” In contrast, resolving apparent difficulties by
recourse to parallel passages is more frequent in Deuteronomy and in Jewish interpretation

more generally.”®

obx €oTal ¥ yuv)) Tol Tebunxdros Ew avdpl wy eyyilovti. The perfect participle tebvnxéros aptly
renders the corresponding Hebrew participial form of NR.%° The word &uw is employed
adverbially, a consistent equivalent to the underlying Y1 (or 1XI177) throughout the Greek
Pentateuch. For a woman to be fX1177 in Hebrew idiom implies marrying outside the family
clan.'? However, this use of the Greek adverb to describe women is not found in Greek
compositional literature. This collocation could be considered a type of linguistic borrowing
(phraseological Hebraism), the outcome of consistency in lexical matches. The term éyyilovtt
is sometimes used in the Pentateuch to describe people within the family circle, but it is not
employed technically to denote the nearest of kin. One would rather find &yyiota, but in a more
general sense (see the above discussion on Num 27). In OG Deuteronomy, the attributive
participle qualifies God as being close (4:7), surrounding nations (13:8), or a nearby city
(21:3, 6). Whatever we make of the phrase “She will not be outside, to/for a man not close,” it
remains a rather opaque prescription in Greek, one that does not resort to the technical

language one would expect in this kind of context.

97 1t appears that in many cases, Jewish practices in Ptolemaic times in fact contradicted biblical law, for example
lending to other Jews with interest. See Joseph Méléze-Modrzejewski, The Jews of Egypt: From Rameses II to
Emperor Hadrian (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1995), 114—19.

%8 It is therefore not necessary to posit the influence of Midrash here, the rabbis and the translator arriving at a
similar interpretation independently when faced with the same problem. Important in this respect is the fact that
the later interpretations do not match the LXX rendering of this law at all points. As Wagner also points out, solving
problems by resorting to parallel passages was a mode of interpretation not only practiced “among the tradents of
Israel’s Scriptures, but also within the traditions of textual scholarship that flourished in [the] Alexandrian milieu.”
See Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 233.

% This is the most common rendering for the Hebrew participial form, when employed adjectivally. But note the
variation in the next verse.

100 See Judg 12:9 for example.
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It is not impossible that the Hebrew Vorlage read something similar to 2177 89 w'R5.
But given the many departures in this verse from quantitative norms, as well as the pervasive

use of looser equivalents throughout this section, this scenario appears unlikely.

6 GOehdos Tol dvopds avtiic.... The Greek renderings of the Hebrew lexemes from the root D2 in
this law are achieved via different means, in this case a periphrastic translation. The meaning
of D2 is not obvious when considered in isolation. However, since the case begins with two
brothers, one assumes that it here designates the one who survived, and later, the act of
marrying the deceased’s wife. The problem arises because of the absence of a proper
equivalent in the target language.'°! In contrast to the Genesis translator who coins the verb
youPpevw from the cognate noun (Gen 38:8) and Aquila who does something similar in this
verse (6 émyapPpeutys), the translator employs a non-technical designation perhaps inferred
from the context.'®? While the strategy is clear, the translational norms behind it suggest that
clarifying the meaning of the source text was more important than adhering to quantitative
reproduction. The same strategy is adopted in verse 7, where the noun D2 occurs three times

describing in turn the brother and the deceased’s wife.

xal Muetar adt éautd yuvaixa xal cuvowyoel avti. Note how two Hebrew prepositions are
rendered in this phrase: In the first place, Y is appropriately translated using the dative éavtéd
(for himself). Moreover, we find the accusative yuvaixa translating AWK, The double
accusative specifies the object adtiv as becoming the man’s yivA.' Despite the close

adherence to norms of quantitative reproduction (except for prepositions, as is often the case)

101 1¢ is also possible that this translator was unsure of the Hebrew term’s precise meaning, but this appears
somewhat unlikely given the way the Genesis translator dealt with the same problem.

102 For a discussion of the Gen 38:8 rendering, see Marguerite Harl, La Genése, La Bible d’Alexandrie 1 (Paris:
Cerf, 1986), 248, 265. On 25:5, see the discussion in Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 271-72.

103 See BDF §157 who identifies it as a predicate accusative.
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and consistency in lexical matches, the phrase represents good Greek idiom as the verb
AapBdvew is also employed in this context, that of taking a wife for oneself.!*

Frankel argued that the rendering of 112" by cuvouyjoet adtij is another indication of the
presence of halakhic elements in the translation.'> Nevertheless, the Greek guvoucéw
corresponds to the usual term to describe marital cohabitation in the translation’s cultural
context.!% It is noteworthy that instead of resorting to technical vocabulary (or in its absence,
coining a word specific to this purpose), the translator resorts again to a common but culturally
appropriate equivalent. To be sure, the technically specific nuance of the Hebrew D2 s lost,
the noun, for example, referring to both the man and the woman. But the general idea of
cohabitation with the goal of procreation — probably inferred from the context — is preserved.
It is difficult to posit anything other than a contextual translation attempting to communicate
as clearly as possible the meaning of its source despite the similarities it may share with later

interpretations.

25:6
DRI 1MW AR R AR WS 0 THN WK N30 M

xal gotal T madiov, 8 Av Téxy, xatactabdioetar éx Tol vdpatos Tol TeTeAeuTnxdTog, xal ovx

gadeidbioetar 76 Svopa adtol € Topan.

And it shall be that the child that she might bear shall be established from the name of the deceased,
and his name shall not be blotted out from Israel.

194 See the similar constructions in Menander, Perik. 1025, Isocrates Hel. enc. 39.

105 Zacharias FRANKEL, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, p. 219.

106 See Méléze-Modrzejewski, Droit et justice dans le monde grec et hellénistique, 364. Note how at the end of v.
7, the same verb is interpreted as a noun.
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xal ool 0 madiov. As Wevers states, €otal is completely unnecessary in Greek, given that
xatastabioetal represents the main verb in this sentence.!?” Nevertheless, its presence is

required because of the underlying 1°71. On 76 maidiov, see the comment on v. 5.

a n I3

6 &v Téxy. The problems related to the translation of the Hebrew relative TWR in Greek are well
known.'® Here it is attracted to the antecedent, the neuter matdiov, which is conventional
usage.'?” The particle &v is a plus from the perspective of the source text but required to
achieve grammatical well-formedness in the target language, in this case because of the
presence of a subjunctive verb.''® The Hebrew 791 is declined in the feminine, referring to
the mother’s giving birth, but the subject of its equivalent in Greek (tixtw) i1s ambiguous. Its
broader semantic range — that it can refer to either the father or mother (and sometimes both) —
makes it possible that the Greek verb here implies that the deceased’s brother begat the child.
In this case, the translation would be introducing an ambiguity. If one were to use the principle
that the source text is the arbiter of meaning in such cases, an argument could be made that the

meaning intended by the translator is that of the mother bearing a child.'!!

xataotabnoetal éx Tol dvépatos Tod TeTeAeutyrdTog. As Wevers states, the Greek rendering
appears idiomatic when compared to the Hebrew, “the point being that the child...shall be

reckoned as belonging to the dead brother.”!!? The verb D" is used here with the probable

197 Wevers, NGTD, 392.

108 «“It may seem obvious, but it can be forgotten, that there is no such thing (in ancient Greek) as a totally literal
equivalent of "WX. The Hebrew pronoun is undeclinable but the Greek is not. As soon as a translator uses some
part of & to translate WX, a choice of gender, number, and case has been made.” See Lee, The Greek of the
Pentateuch, 223. Cf. Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, “The Rendering of the Hebrew Relative Clause in the Greek
Pentateuch,” in Proceedings of the Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies, ed. A. Shinan (Jerusalem: World
Union of Jewish Studies, 1977), 401-6.

109 See Lee’s comments and examples, which correct an earlier statement by Wevers to the effect that the
attraction to the antecedent represented a grammatical deviation. See Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 22223,
Wevers, NGTD, x.

110 See the discussion and parallels from the papyri in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 137-39.

1 This topic is discussed in more detail in chapter 2, section 2.1.

12 Wevers, NGTD, 392.
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meaning of “standing up upon the name,” that is to be established as heir and bearer of the

family name:'"?

The Hebrew is literally “be established in the name [yakum ‘al shem] of the dead
brother” or “be transferred to the name of the dead brother.” A similar idiom is
used in Genesis 48:6. There, Jacob adopts Joseph’s two oldest sons, Ephraim and
Manasseh, giving them inheritances like those of his own sons; he declares that
future sons of Joseph will “be called in the name of their older brothers [ ‘al shem
‘aheihem yikkare 'u] in their inheritance,” that is, for purposes of inheritance they
will be considered sons of their brothers, Ephraim and Manasseh.''*

In Deuteronomy, the Hebrew D1 is usually translated by a number of verbs built on the
{oyut stem: avbiotyut, avicut, dlavieTywt, émaviotyut, lotnut, along with two instances of
¢upnévw. Conversely, the Greek xabiotyut renders a variety of Hebrew verbs (D'W, (N1, and one
instance of TpPA). There are two passages, 19:16 and 28:36, where it renders DI as here, but
in the active voice.'!®> The first occurs in a judicial context, where the Greek term aptly
describes a witness rising up against someone. The second speaks of the king as being
appointed over Israel. Given the broad semantic range of xafictyw, the NETS translation
appears rather rigid. The Greek text should rather be understood as “he will be appointed after
the name of the deceased,” which is another way of saying that he will be named after his
deceased father. One can suppose that the translator was not familiar with the Hebrew idiom,
but again inferred the purpose of the law from the context. It would have required translating

the preposition oY by éx, which is also unusual.

113 See Driver, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Deuteronomy, 283. Of note is the interpretation put
forward by Tigay who states that “Having descendants was one way in which a man’s name was kept present
among the living, at least for a generation or two. A person who had no descendants had no ‘name or remnant’...
Another means of perpetuating a man’s name was by erecting a memorial pillar. The childless Absalom erected
one and named it ‘Absalom’s Pillar’ since he had no son ‘to mention [his] name’ (2 Sam. 18:18); the inscription
on the pillar kept his name present on earth.” See Tigay, Deuteronomy, 482. This, evidently, is not how the
translator understood the text before us.

114 Tigay, Deuteronomy, 232.

115 That Y would be translated into Greek using the passive voice is not surprising in that some uses of the
Hebrew verb are to be understood in this way despite their gal morphology. See 1 Sam 24:21 and Lev 27:19.
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Also of note is the omission of 1"NX (“his brother”), which in MT stands in apposition to
NN (“the deceased”). The Hebrew suffix cannot, it seems, refer to the child, but designates
the deceased’s brother mentioned in v. 5. But this Hebrew idiom does not translate well into
Greek, the reference to “his brother” being ambiguous: Naming the child after “his brother”
the deceased makes no sense, and it may explain its omission.'! Another explanation would
be that the translator’s Vorlage did not contain the Hebrew 1"M&. It would have been omitted
in the transmission of the Hebrew text for the same reasons a translator would have omitted it
(the ambiguity of the referent).'!’

The participle tetelevtnréros describing the deceased introduces variation, here
translating the Hebrew N1 by use of the root teAeutdw.'!® In verse 5, the same Hebrew
construction is translated using another participle, tevnxérog.!!® As will be seen in the
following verses, variation in the choice of renderings is not uncommon and signals the

existence of another translational norm that is enacted under certain circumstances.

olx égadeidBioeTar 10 Svoua adtol. On the idiomatic nature of this phrase, see the comments at v.

5.

116 That being said, the Hebrew phrase is also not without difficulties for similar reasons. See Peter Craigie, The
Book of Deuteronomy (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), 314.

7 The alternative, that the plus of MT is a later addition, appears less likely, especially since the addition would
be difficult to explain: the shorter text makes sense and is less problematic. The addition does repeat the label
11X often encountered in this law but would not be harmonizing or resolving any discernable issue with the
shorter text.

118 See the comments on this text in Gooding, “The Greek Deuteronomy,” 200.

119 Note, however, that Codex A contains tetedeutyxoTos in v. 5, probably reflecting an assimilation of v. 5 with
v. 6. The opposite is found in o’ 6” 6°, where the Tetedeutyndtos of v. 6 is replaced by TefvnxéTos.
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25:7

PRI TIAKRT DIPIATOR AYWN NN ANHYY NN AR DNRY WRA pan 850N
MY NaR RY SR ow AR opnb N’

éav 0¢ W) Bovntar 6 dvlpwmos Aafeiv v yuvaixa Tol ddeddod adTol, xal avaBhoetal 1 yuvy) émi ™
oA émi THY yepouaiav xal épel OV Bédel 6 GOeddds Tob avdpds pov dvaotijoal T vopa Tol ddeAdol

adtol év Topanh- olx %BéAyoev 6 Goerdds Tol dvopds pov.

But if the man does not wish to take his brother’s wife, then the woman shall go up to the gate to the
council of elders and say, “My husband’s brother does not want to perpetuate his brother’s name in
Israel; my husband’s brother has been unwilling.”

géav 0¢ w) Povintat. A subsection of the law is introduced, clarifying what is to happen should
the brother-in-law refuse to marry the widow. This is done via a new protasis, which is
followed by an apodosis extending to v. 10. As we have seen in v. 2, the Hebrew OR is often
used at the head of a new protasis introducing special cases or clarification clauses that are
subject to the main clause.'?° It is nevertheless translated by ¢av 3¢, which is perfectly
conventional. But what stands out here is the pervasive use of éav d¢ to translate both "2 and
DN."?! Since 2av 3¢ also renders the initial *3 in v.5, the structure of this law is flattened as the
source text’s discourse level markers are ignored.!?? As in v.3, 8¢ can be understood

adversatively, an apt rendering of the underlying contrastive 1.!?*> This corresponds to the

120 Tt is a way of providing structure to complex sequences of conditionals. See the discussion and examples
found under rule 4, which states that “when they appear, 3 clauses indicate a higher level of organization than
that of OX clauses”, in John Zhu-En Wee, “Hebrew Syntax in the Organization of Laws and Its Adaptation in the
Septuagint,” Bib 89 (2008): 529-33.

12193 is translated by éaw 20 out of 22 times. The other two instances are translated by &i, but these are found outside
of the legal section of the book: 1:35 and 32:30.

122 In Zhu-En Wee’s words, “The failure to distinguish between °2 and oKX clauses in the Greek significantly
reduces the visibility of organizational structure, especially in the books of Exodus and Deuteronomy.” See Zhu-
En Wee, “Hebrew Syntax in the Organization of Laws and Its Adaptation in the Septuagint,” 537. Zhu-En Wee
goes on to discuss some examples taken mostly from Leviticus and Numbers where this feature introduces, in
some cases, an organization of laws that is different from the Hebrew, and thus provides a glimpse into their
interpretation in the translator’s milieu.

123 One should translate with “But...,” as NETS does.
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syntax found in contemporary legal documents, except for one difference. In Ptolemaic legal
documents, new topics are initiated with ¢av, while éav d¢ typically signals that what follows is
a continuation of the preceding law.!>* This would imply that the flattening out of the
organizational structure of the laws found here transgresses the text-linguistic conventions of
legal texts in the target language.'?® Though we may posit that the translator considered all
Deuteronomic laws as related and building on each other,'?® the use of the éav o formula
might simply represent a borrowing or imitation of certain linguistic traits for translational
purposes, without attempting to mirror exactly the syntax and style of Ptolemaic law in
general.

The verb PanN is translated by BodAopat, the first of four verbs in vv. 7-8 designating
willingness (or lack thereof): “éav 0¢ un PovAntat...00 Béel...00x RBEANTEY... OV Bodropar”. Lee
notes that the semantic range of both BodAopar and 8édw were difficult to demarcate by the
early post-classical period, but may have differed slightly in tone, with fodAopat being the

more formal, official of the two.!?” However, there is also a discernable pattern of variation

present in the papyri, both terms being employed interchangeably in a conscious manner. Lee

124 For a good example of this structure, see papyrus P.Hal.1.Il = TM 5876 [Apollonopolites — 259 BCE], 186-
213. See the discussion on this topic in Joel F. Korytko, “The ‘Law of the Land’ in the Land of the Lagides: A
Comparative Analysis of Exodus 21.1-32” (M.A. Thesis, Trinity Western University, 2018), 27, 66.

125 Tt must be noted, however, a number of Ptolemaic laws begin simply with an imperative clause, followed by
several éav 0¢ sub-clauses further specifying what is to be done in various circumstances. But this is not what we
find here and there are numerous examples of the éav — é&v 0% structure just described.

126 The pattern of imperative + éav 0¢ is found in one large papyrus containing a set of laws for the overseeing of
oil production, P.Rev. [Arsinoites — 259-258 BCE], cols. 38-56. There are, however, subsections introduced by a
title which deal with particular issues that are not logically related to the preceding. We might say they are related
to the main subject, oil production, but not the topic that immediately precedes it. Yet, this new section is also
introduced by €av 0¢. This might represent another way of using the Greek formula to connect laws that are
apparently more distant. Though the topics are quite varied (especially in this section of Deuteronomy), they are
all subsets of the same law, so to speak. This may explain why each is introduced by éav 8¢, the translator
signaling that there is a connection between them. This is, of course, highly speculative but would explain the
deviation from the conventions structuring legal discourse in the translation’s milieu.

127 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 66-67. See also the discussion in Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek
Pentateuch, 229.
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cites the alternation in Deut 25:7-8 as a manifestation of variation.!?® It should be noted,
however, that these terms translate different Hebrew lexemes: In both of its occurrences,
Bovdopat is matched to PAM.'?” Moreover, the Greek 0é\w is also the most frequent rendering
for 1R Seen in this light, the variation identified by Lee is no more than the rendering of
different underlying Hebrew terms. More significant is the translation of "R (“to refuse”) by
a negated verb (Od 8é)et). Since this is the only instance of this Hebrew verb in Deuteronomy,
little can be inferred in terms of translation strategies. However, a glimpse at the Greek
Pentateuch reveals that 13 out of 15 instances of this verb are translated similarly, using a
negation and 0éAw (7x), BovAopat (5x), adinut (1x). In Exod 7:14, it is translated with the
negation w). Curiously, Exod 22:16 is the only once occurrence where a positive term is
employed: dvavedw (“to deny”, “refuse”). In the context of 25:7-8, the translator’s rendering of
"R is not surprising, though he did have to choose between 8éAw and ovlopatr. The Hebrew
'8N and NAR &Y are synonymous, so that the choice of 6¢Aw rather than foddopar introduces a
repetition in the widow’s statement: “Od GéAet...o0x #0eAnoev.” Yet, a difference is introduced at
the level of the Greek text via the choice of tenses. As Wevers observes, the present and aorist
are employed, perhaps in order to make sense of this tautology: The brother-in-law is not
willing (in the present), because he did not want to take her (aorist) at some earlier point.'!

This alternation in tense manifests a desire for variation, also possibly the need for clarifying

the source text on this point. The first instance of 6éAw also serves as an auxiliary for the

128 Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 6870, here 70 n. 67.
129 In 21:14, y5n is translated by 8éAw. This is the only other instance of the Hebrew verb in Deuteronomy.

130 The Greek 6¢éAw translates 7128 in 6 out of 9 instances in OG Deuteronomy.
31 See Wevers, NGTD, 393. Cf. the comments in Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 81.
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infinitive that follows, perhaps with the intended meaning of “he does not intend/mean to

perpetuate....”!

v yuvalixa o8 adeddod adTol... % yuvd). As in v. 5-6, the translation of D2 avoids technical
terminology, opting instead for a periphrastic rendering. The second instance of 122" is
shortened to % yvvn, perhaps because of the repetitious nature of the periphrastic strategy and
the fact that there is no ambiguity as to the referent.!3® This rendering most likely represents a

third way of introducing variation (or avoiding repetition) in this short passage.

émi Ty moAny émi v yepouaiav. As Wevers notes, yepouaia (“council”) is the preferred terms for
D31 (“elders”) in OG Deuteronomy. It describes more explicitly the role of the elders.!**
Here YW (“gates”) is not translated by metonymy (using méAi) as is often the case in this
book. When something is said to be “in the gates,” év mé\ic is employed almost exclusively.!®
But when one goes “to the gate” (137\2'58), the common rendering is émi ™)v moAny, as we find
here. In our text, however, we do not have a Hebrew preposition, so that éni probably
represents the directional 1.!3¢ The outcome is that we find two prepositional phrases

following each other (éml ™y mOAny émt ™y yepouaiav), each governed by the same preposition in

132 In this case, the verbal repetition plays on two uses of the verb. If that were the case, it would contradict
Voitila’s statement to the effect that this use of 6éAw only becomes predominant in the later books of the
Septuagint. He states that Exod 2:14 is the only instance of 6¢Aw with this meaning in the Pentateuch. See Voitila,
“Septuagint Syntax and Hellenistic Greek,” 115.

133 The shorter reading is supported by the pre-hexaplaric 848 manuscript and under the asterix in the Hexapla.
134 It accounts for 16 out of 20 occurrences in OG Deuteronomy. See Wevers, NGTD, 313. On explicitation as a
translational strategy, see Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 80. Note that the collective noun is
accompanied by plural verbs.

135 The Decalogue is one glaring exception, which may suggest that its translation was not done by the same
translator, or that there was assimilation in the transmission of the Greek text. 17:5 and 23:17 present textual
issues which make it doubtful whether 2¥¥ was in the translator’s Vorlage. One exception is 12:12 where it is
translated using the preposition émi + genitive: éml T@v muA&v Uuédv. Note also how in 6:9 and 11:20, the
commandments are to be written émi T6v TUAGY Upbiv, that is, “on” the gates.

136 As we also find in 22:15.
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apposition: The gates in question is the council of elders. But one could also argue that this is

an accident of the translation process.

avaotiical T Svopa Tol ddeddol adTol. A small deviation from the usual norm of reproducing the
source’s word order is observed here. The Hebrew “to establish for his brother a name,” in
context, has to do with the offspring who would bear the deceased’s name. In light of Gen
38:8, the undetermined nature of DW (“a name”) should be understood as designating the
heir.!3” He becomes the name bearer. This nuance is lost in translation as the phrase is
rearranged so that the indefinite “name” becomes simply the deceased brother’s dvopa. We
thus simply have the brother’s name perpetuated. It is difficult to determine why the translator
resorted to this strategy. The Hebrew syntax is familiar (see 27:2 for example), and the
Genesis translator had no issue with a very similar construction (note, however, the different
Hebrew word order): 7’1 RS pr DPM = xal avaomyoov omépua T@ adeAd@ oou. One possibility
is that the idiom dvaotiioat T6 ddeAdé cov Svopa was deemed improper or too ambiguous and a

more idiomatic Greek phrase was chosen.!3®

25:8

AnnPS nran 8H AR TAYT POR 1937 1YIR 1HTIRAD

\ 4 el \ ¢ 4 ~ 4 3 ~ A ~ 3 ~ \ \ I el A ~.
xal xahéoouaty adTov %) yepouaia Tiic méAews adTol xal épolioty adTé, xat atas eimy OO BovAopat AaPely

el A
avTny,

And the council of elders of his city shall summon him and speak to him. And, while standing, he
should say, “I do not wish to take her,”

137 See the comments in Tigay, Deuteronomy, 233.

138 See Ruth 4:5, 10, where the Greek phrase is similar to 25:7, but also reflects the underlying Hebrew syntax. A
TLG proximity search shows no examples preceding our era where dviotyu and dvopa can be found in such a
relationship. But this is also the case for dviogtnut and omépua. It is to be noted, however, that the New Testament
Gospels quote this law by using the term omépya in this slot instead of dvopa. See Matt 22:24 and par.
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xal €poliowv adt@. The intransitive use of eimov may appear confusing, especially in the absence
of a description of the contents of the discussion.'*” It is not necessary, however, to posit a
more specialized sense such as “interrogate.” It is perfectly suitable to say that “they will
speak to him.” Alternatively, this verb with the dative can also be understood as ordering

someone: “They will command him.”

xai otag eimy. The previous clause suggests that the deceased’s brother, after initially refusing
to take his brother’s wife, may reconsider. The paratactic wegatal forms AR TAYI are
broken up using a subordinate participle and a subjunctive: xal otag eimy. This represents a
departure from the norm of quantitative reproduction of the source text in favor of source
language conventions (here a higher register of Greek), and the first of several instances of the
participium coniunctum in this chapter.*® Of particular interest, however, is the second verb,
which is rendered as a subjunctive. Wevers suggests that the use of the subjunctive highlights
potentiality: “And standing up he would say” (or “Publicly he would say”). This is in contrast
to a sequential description of the man’s actions “Then having stood he says.”'*! The
implication is that the Greek translation continues its description of the sequence of actions
each participant is expected to perform after the initial refusal. Thus, NETS simply translates it
as “and he should say,” describing the sequence of events in linear fashion: The woman goes
up, and she says, and the elders say, and the man says, and she loosens his sandal. There is no
conditionality anywhere, and the Hebrew text could be read in this way.

Another possibility is mentioned in the comments of Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola on

this text. They argue that the translator switched from indicative to subjunctive to mark the

139 See the puzzlement in Wevers, NGTD, 393.

149 On the participium coniunctum, see Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum as a Criterion of Translation
Technique.”

141 Wevers, NGTD, 394. Wevers’s suggestion could be categorized as the so-called Homeric subjunctive, which
has the force of the future form. See BDF §363.
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difference between the instructions to the elders and the possible response of the brother-in-
law.!*? However, this motivation appears unlikely as the change in number already achieves
this purpose.!'**

The presence of the subjunctive in what appears to be the continuation of the apodosis is
unexpected, even if we take the position that it can sometimes be interchanged with the future.
All verbs in the apodosis so far (starting in v. 7b) are in the future indicative (excluding, of
course, the embedded speeches). This reflects the Hebrew which, all the way to the end of
v.9 (and excluding embedded speeches), consists of a simple sequence of wegatal verbs
delineating the sequence of events. But as Tjen has pointed out in his study of Deut 24:1-4, the
alternation of the future indicative and subjunctive forms in what appears to be the apodosis
can function as a way of signaling a new condition. In Hebrew, paratactic constructions can be
interpreted conditionally depending on context, and usually display some kind of grammatical
parallelism.'** Deuteronomy 24.1-4 provides an interesting parallel to our text. Though the
Hebrew text is often interpreted as consisting of a single protasis — apodosis combination, the
situation is different in Greek.!* The main apodosis is introduced in v. 1b with a future

indicative. It is followed by a subjunctive in v. 2, thus marking a new condition:'*®

142 “Hier markiert der Ubergang vom Ind. Fut. zum Konj. Aor. aber in subtiler Weise den Unterschied zwischen
der Handlungsanweisung fiir die Ortsiltesten und der moéglichen (aber unerwiinschten) Reaktion des
Betroffenen.” See Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 582. They further state that in post-classical
Greek, the subjunctive can sometimes be interchanged with the future indicative, as stated in BDF §363. This still
raises the question as to why a subjunctive was employed here.

143 We might also add that there are similar unresolved ambiguous subjects in verses 1-2.

144 Their identification involves a fair amount of subjectivity, some cases being more obvious than others: “In the
absence of clear morphosyntactic clues, the interpretation of such a structure depends to a large extent on
diacritic, or, in the case of ancient languages, on the linguistic context. The same holds true for determination of
the degree of hypotheticality in such constructions.” For a discussion on this topic, see Tjen, On Conditionals in
the Greek Pentateuch, 19-22, 100-102, here 22. Good examples of this are Gen 42:38 and 44:22. The first is
ignored in translation (all future forms) while in the second, an éav + subjunctive marks the new conditional
sentence in Greek.

145 In the NRSV, for example, verses 1-3 are all part of a huge protasis and the apodosis begins in v. 4.

146 T am drawing here on Tjen’s observations in Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 135-37.
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7 YAl WK WIR npP@™2
PIP INTRRNAN RH-DR

"Edv ¢ Tig AdfBy yuvaixa xal
quvoxney adt, xal éotal éav i
elpy xapw évavtiov adtol...

la: Protasis #1 (with
subcondition),
subjunctive forms

7732 103 N2 N80 1H an
nan nnbw

xat ypaet a0t BiAlov

amootaciov xal dwoet eig T xeipag
abtiic xal ¢gamootelel admiy éx THg

oixlag adTol,

1b: Apodosis #1, future
forms

nvan nRen !4
INR-YRY AR nabm
NINKRA WIRA ARIWY

xal dreAbolioa yévyral Gvdpl

ETEpW, xal WaYTy aOTNY 6 QVip O
goxatog

2-3a: Protasis #2,
subjunctive forms (with
part. coni.)

7732 103 NN 180 1Y 2o
nan onbw

xat ypaet a0t BiAiov

amooTagiov xatl 0waeL ig Tag XElpas
adtiic xal égamooTe)el admiy éx Tig

oixiag adTol,

3b: Apodosis #2, future
forms

SIWR AR WIRD IR 7D IR
AWRY H AnpY

7 @mobavy 6 dvmp 6 Eoyatog, g
E\afev admny Eautd yuvaixa

3c: Protasis #3,
subjunctive forms

“qWR TWRIN A9Ya 5K
B nrad nnnph 2wH nnbw
R

ol QuvnoeTal 6 Gvnp 6 TPGTEPOS 6
¢gamooteilag abdT) Emavaatpédag
Aafeiv admyy Eautd yuvaixa...

4: Apodosis #3 (The
main apodosis,
logically tied to the
others), future forms

This example illustrates the ambiguity of the yigtol-weqgatal forms in conditional

sentences (as observed in 25:1) and the various possible interpretations.'*® The same can be

envisioned in 25:5-10, with the subjunctive in v. 8b initiating a new protasis: “If having stood

up he says...then....“ The structure of the case is illustrated as follows:

147 Both OG and 4QDeut® lack the phrase 1N°27 7XX", probably caused by homoioteleuton. See McCarthy,

Deuteronomy, 69.

148 See the discussion in Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 133-35.
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TR DTN D AR AV | Ry 52 warowdow adeddol émi oo | Sa: Protasis #1,

Dan | aVté xal dmofidvy els adTév, subjunctive forms

SWIMA ANATRWR an-RY | 0ox Eeta %) yuvy Tol Tebvyxdrog .
w avdpl wy eyyilovri 6 adehdds | Sb-6: Apodosis #1,
oY R N W WRY | 0p Gvdpds adtiis eloeletoetar mpdg | future forms

adTy...
WRA Pam RH-ON) | v 68 w) Boldytar 6 dvBpwmog 7a: Protasis #2,
AafBelv ™y yuvaixa Tol ddehdod subjunctive forms

MANR NNPY | gios,

-5R 7YWN N2 AnOM xal gvaProeTat v yuvi éml TH
TOAYY €Tl TV yepouaiay xal gpel
D27 PRI TINKR DIPTA | O 6é)er 6 &deddds Tob dvdpds pov
LRI DW TARD D’Pﬂs avagtijocat T Svopa Tol adeAdol
avtol év IopanA... xal xaAégovaw
1YTIPT 1‘7‘1&1,71. .. | adTov 1) yepovaia Tijg méAews
adtol...

ANNPY TNYAN KD IR TV | xat otée gimy OO Bod w | 8b: Protasis #3,
i | DY | xal otag el OV Poddopar AaPely subjunctive forms (with

7b-8a: Apodosis #2,
future forms

adTy, .
part. coni.)
DYIPTA 1YY PHR NN wan | ¥ mpooeAbodioa ) yuvi) Tod
adeAdol adtol Evavtt T 9-10: Apodosis #3,
1937 HYn HY1 neom yepouaiag, xal OmoAloeL To future forms (with part.
Omédnua avtol 6 &v 4md Tol moddg | coni.)

avtol...

This is the way that verses 8 and 9 are translated in La Bible d’Alexandrie and the
Septuaginta Deutsch, treating the subjunctive &imy as the introduction of a new condition.
Consequently, an apodosis has to follow in v. 9: “Et s’il se léve et dit...alors la femme de son
frére s’avancera....”'* This seems to be the most plausible explanation for the presence of the
subjunctive in light of the translation patterns. It seems best to understand it as introducing a

third level condition: “If having stood up he says....”"*® The corresponding apodosis is

149 See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 272. Septuaginta Deutsch translates similarly: “Und sollte er sich
(dann) hinstellen und sagen...dann soll die Frau...herantreten....”

159 Another possibility is to understand the participle as introducing a condition. Aejmelacus has identified a few
of these in the Greek Pentateuch, and such a participle could perform the function of a virtual protasis: “Should
he stand/persist saying...” Aejmelaeus cites as examples Gen 34:30, Lev 18:5, Num 21:8, and 23:19. See
Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum as a Criterion of Translation Technique,” 391; Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in
the Septuagint, 100. Cf. William Watson Goodwin, 4 Greek Grammar, Revised and Enlarged Edition. (Boston:
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introduced at the beginning of v. 9: “then the widow, having approached....” It is perhaps the
ambiguity of the Hebrew syntax that motivates the translator to undertake the delimitation of
the various conditions, at least in this particular case. Within the framework of his translational
norms, the translator is able to signal the condition without the usual syntactic markers.'>!

It is also interesting to note that on the very next line, we find another participle
rendering a Hebrew wegatal form, which at first glance also appears to be a participium
coniunctum. The widow will approach the man and untie his sandal: “xai mpogeAfolioa % yuvn
Tol adeddol adTol Evavtt THs yepouaiag, xai vmoAvael T Vméonua adtol.” But the participle does not
in fact break up the polysyndeton of v. 9. A xai is located between the participle and the finite
verb, immediately preceding vmoAveet, so that the usual verbal sequence is interrupted. NETS
attempts to resolve the difficulty by interpreting the xai as ascensive or adjunctive (“also”,
“even”):'>2 “And his brother’s wife, having approached him in the presence of the elders, shall
also loosen his sandal.” A temporal sense is also possible: “He shall then loosen.”!>* Since, as
we have argued above, the translator seems intent on rendering the 1 in circumstances where
xai lends itself to a more conventional use, this is certainly a possibility.!>* Another

explanation is that the participle mpoceAbolica could be understood as conditional, thus

Ginn & Co., 1892) §1413, who provides several examples. However, these examples would most likely require a
present participle but Deut 25:8 has an aorist form. Muraoka notes, citing Mayser, that this usage is rarely
attested in the papyri. See Muraoka, Syntax §31dg, n. 4. The subjunctive could also be interpreted as injunctive
(“let him say”), but such uses are rare: “Should he persist, let him say.” See Muraoka, Syntax §29ba(ii).

151 Commenting on the preservation of parataxis in such contexts, Aejmelaeus argues that conditionals are
avoided because “this kind of radical change in the course of translation requires a mastering of the wider context
and anticipation of the effect clause that follows.” See Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 17. In fact, the
translator shows he is quite aware of the wider context and anticipates what follows. He can still manage to
structure conditions within the constraints of parataxis. This shows mastery “of the wider context and
anticipation” of the clause.

152 Smyth labels this use of xal as adverbial. See Smyth §2881.

153 See BrDAG, s.v. “xal”, section 4.e.

154 Muraoka notes that despite the Greek of 1 Macc. being recognized as “generally idiomatic,” we do find there
circumstantial participles follow by xai + finite verb: “xal Aafav dpydptov xal xpuaiov xal ipatiopudy xai érepa
Eévia melova xal émopetfy mpos Tov Pagidéa...” See Muraoka, Syntax §32d, n 5. Ideally, we would need other
examples from compositional literature to confirm the conventionality of this usage of xai.
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introducing another protatsis: “if/should she approach...” The 1in %™ thus becomes an
apodotic 1, and the xai introduces the extended apodosis (as discussed in v.2): “...then he/she
will remove his sandal....”">® It could also be argued that the presence of the xaf represents a
mistake on the translator’s part. He would have intended to build a part. coni. construction at
the beginning of v. 9, but lost track of it in the process of translating. When reaching neom/
xal molboet, he proceeded in the usual way.!*° This explanation is more difficult to entertain in
light of the way the translator has been keeping track of extended conditional sentences and
their apodosis in this chapter and throughout the book. Yet, there is some inconsistency in the

rendering of xalf, and this possibility cannot be ignored.'’

O Bovropat Aafeiv adthv. On the use of Povopatl, see the comments on v. 7.

155 On this possibility, see note 150. The conditional could be understood temporally: “when she draws near,
then....” A more remote possibility would see the participle mpooeAboloa in a coordinate clause with the previous
participle in v. 8b, as part of the same protasis:
ol oTeS

elmy OV Povdopar Aafeiv adThy
xai mpoceAfoloa 1) yuwy)
“And should the man say, having stood up, and his brother’s wife having approached him before the elders: ‘I do
not wish to take her.”” Here also the 1 is interpreted as an apodotic 1, while the xal introduces the extended
apodosis: ““...then he/she will remove his sandal....” The fact that the participles are separated by a subjunctive
verb and conjunction may render this combination of conjunctive participles unlikely, such constructions usually
being asyndetic and related to the same subject. A genitive absolute would have been more appropriate. See BDF
§421. Matt 27:48 comes closest to what we find here, but the participles are all related to the same subject, which
is not the case in Deut 25:8-9.
156 Aejmelaeus argues that “the remoteness of the main verb nearly always results in the use of xal. Cases in
which xali disturbs the connection between the part. coni. and its main verb must be considered as examples of
failure in the translator’s attempt to write idiomatic Greek. Similar failures occur even in texts originally written
in the Koine.” See Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 107. In note 4 she discusses the findings of Mayser
and Frisk who argue that similar phenomena in the papyri represent failed attempts at improving the style.
157 A similar issue is found in 3:27: “xal dvafréyag Tois dpBauols... xal 1de Tois ddpBauols cov.” Aejmelacus
identifies several such examples in the Pentateuch, though only one in Deuteronomy (11:16-17) where she argues
the xal rendering is incorrect. See Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 104—7. Muraoka labels these
“redundant, perhaps erroneous, xai.” See Muraoka, Synfax §31dd.
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25:9

192 FOART AN 1792 AR 190 Y0 11 arhm 0nptn vh vOR 1NN nwan
AR 270K 17327KRY WK RS nwy

\ ~ < \ ~Nod ~ el ~ I ~ 4 A4 U 1 e 4 3 ~ \
xal mpoceAbolioa ¥ yuvi) Tol ddeddol adTod Evavtt Tjs yepouaiag, xal OmoAdael 6 OTédNuUa adTol To
&v amd Tol modds adTol xal éuntioeTal eig TO mpdowmov adtol, xal dmoxpibeloa épel OlTwe mojoovaty
76 dvbpiime, 8s olx oixodoprnaet TOV oixov Tol ddeAdol atTol-

And his brother’s wife, having approached him in the presence of the elders, shall also loosen his
sandal, the one from his foot, and shall spit in his face and, while answering, shall say, “Thus shall
they do to the man who will not build up his brother’s house.”

mpogerbolica...xal...amoxpibeloa. Participles are used here as in the previous verse in an apparent
effort to subordinate clauses and improve style. The xai conjunction following mposeAfolioa is
superfluous in Greek given the subordinating function of the participle but is retained here.
See the comments on this matter in the previous verse.

The preposition 5 and pronominal suffix are omitted, perhaps because the Greek
compound verb mpoaépyouat encapsulates the idea communicated by the preposition.!*® It is
also possible that the construct YR was omitted in translation or in the Vorlage because of
haplography.'*® The outcome is that translation is more ambiguous than MT in terms of what
the woman approaches, apparently the council where the deceased’s brother is already

standing.

70 Uméonpa adTol 6 8v amd Tol modds adTol. The definiteness of the Hebrew construction is
specified via the pronominal suffix, and in Greek by the use of the article. The article is

repeated to link the attributive &v: “the one sandal of his.” In describing the location of the

158 Although, to be sure, compound verbs are often employed even when the matching preposition is rendered.

159 But as Wevers states, it is unlikely that the phrase mpog autov was omitted by copyists of the Greek text, despite
its presence in a majority of manuscripts. It is more likely that it represents an addition to bring the Greek text
closer to MT, while there is no apparent reason to omit it. See Wevers, NGTD, 394.
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sandal, the Hebrew source text employs the compound preposition 5Yn.1 We can posit that
¢mo renders the underlying 9P, since ém translates 991 in a similar context in 29:5 (4)MT and
throughout the book.'®! But how are we to understand the 7o &, which represents a plus in
relation to MT? It would highlight that only one sandal is to be removed. The Hebrew simply
relies on the singular throughout to achieve this sense.!®? The translator apparently feels the
need to designate further, “the one sandal of his from his foot,” producing a nonsensical
phrase (how many sandals would there be on a foot?).'®* According to Frankel, imédnua is
treated as a collective, so that it becomes necessary to specify that only one is to be
removed.'® This would be the manifestation of halakic tendencies.!®> While no examples of
the singular collective sense of vméonua were found in contemporary papyri and inscriptions, it
is known from later sources.'®® In OG Exod 3:5, Moses is asked to remove the sandal
(singular) from his feet (plural): o Omédnua &x Ty mod&y cou = 937 SN THYI 67 It is also
noteworthy that the only instance of vmédnua in OG Deuteronomy outside of 25:9-10 is in
29:4, where the singular “sandal” and “foot” of MT are both translated in the plural. McCarthy

notes that since 991 is often understood as a collective in the Hebrew, the versions adapt to the

160 Tt is vocalized in MT as 1 + 9¥, and not the preposition 2¥7 (“above”, “upward”).

161 See 4:26, 6:15,9:17, 11:17, 13:11, 25:9, 28:21, 28:63, 29:4, and 29:27. Note that a similar use of the
preposition is found in Isa 20:2, where the prophet is told to remove his sandals ¥ his feet. This is also
translated by &mo.

162 Though, to be sure, the word 9¥1 can also be understood as a collective.

163 « XX specifies 70 £, i.e., the one (sandal); this has no counterpart in MT, though it is obvious from the
singular of both ‘sandal’ and ‘foot’ that only one could be involved.” See the comments in Wevers, NGTD, 394.
164 Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, 136. See also Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 282.
For Frankel, to v represents a later addition to the text, but the discovery of Rahlfs 848 (1% cent. BCE) confirms
that the reading is quite old, and in harmony with codex B, thus deemed original per Wevers.

165 See his similar comments in the context of verse 5, also in Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der paldistinischen
Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik, 219.

166 BDAG cites John 1:27 (cited in Acts 13:25), Acts 7.33 (citing Exodus 3:5), T. Zeb. 4:3 (paraphrasing Deut
25:9), where the singular is used although more than one sandal is usually meant. See BDAG, s.v. “Oméonua,
atog, T6”.

167 On the possible influence of Josh 5:15, see John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, SCS 30
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 27-28.
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context by employing singular or plural.!®® Here the reverse is the case as the translation not
only renders in the singular, but add a numeral adjective to further specify the number.

While the motivations for this plus are unclear, it is also quite possible, given the
translator’s overall preference for word-for-word reproduction of his source text, that this plus
was already in his Vorlage. Under this scenario, his source text would have read 1531 5yn
TARA 19119

Other possible explanations ignore the present accentuation and spacing of the Greek
text.!”% It is not impossible to imagine the article governing a substantivized prepositional
phrase.!”! What this prepositional phrase may contain is open to question, but it could be a
compound preposition: T Hmédnua adtod T év ¢md Todds avtol.!’? The meaning of such a phrase
is difficult however (‘“his sandal that is on, from his foot”), but may represent an attempt at
breaking up the underlying Hebrew compound preposition 5vn and translating it as two
lexemes.!”® But given the fact that the translator consistently renders 5Yn with and elsewhere,

this explanation appears less likely.

168 «“Since 91 often has a collective meaning in Hebrew the variation between sg. and pl. in the versions can be
taken as facilitating.” See McCarthy, Deuteronomy, §3.

169 See the similar Hebrew syntax in Ex 25:11. There the OG has émi 70 xAitog 70 &, omitting the possessive
pronoun.

170 After all, our most ancient witnesses for this passage are uncials with no spacing.

171 See for example 21:19: 76 Eddov 6 év 78 dypd. See also the discussion in Muraoka, Syntax §44a. Cf. Mayser
112.161. §78db and 78ga; 2.47-50 §63.

172 On compound prepositions in the LXX, see Muraoka, Syntax §26h. Moreover, the preposition évédmd is not
unknown in Greek and might be reconstructed here. It is, however, always found prefixed to verbs and not
employed independently as is the case here.

173 Note, however, that éx is the most frequent rendering for the Hebrew preposition 2. Wevers notes with
respect to Deut 1:2 that the confusion between éx to év sometimes occurred in the copying process because of
their similarity in uncial script. See the discussion in Wevers, THGD, 117. In 1:2, this variant is known because
of the extant witnesses. It could be argued, however, that the same process occurred here without leaving a trace,
so that the OG originally had éx amd. The prepositions éx ¢nd would then have become év amd. In his critical
edition, Wevers cites 848 (Rahlfs 963) for support. But the critical edition of this manuscript by Dunand shows
that there is a lacuna on line 16 after vmédnpa: 10 dmédnua adr[ol 7o €]v. The v is a conjecture based on fragment
49 (25:15-17), which has a v in the left margin. The support from 848 for this reading is very weak. In any case,
that papyrus is also written in uncial script.
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nowjoova. This verb is pointed as a niphal form in MT, thus in a passive sense in this context,
in the singular. The Greek’s active voice in the plural may communicate a similar
indeterminate subject: “they/one will do to the man” = “it will be done to the man.” See the

comments on v. 2 for a further discussion on this point.

25:10

5an Pivn 2 DR A Y RIPN
el xAnByoetar o Svopa adtol év Topant Olxog Tob Hmodubévtos TO Hmédnua.

And throughout Israel his name shall be called “the house of him whose sandal has been pulled off.”

xal xhnBoetal o dvopa adtod...Olxos. Despite reproducing the underlying Hebrew with the
usual lexical matches, word class, and word order, this phrase is obviously perfectly

conventional Greek.!”*

Ofixos Tol ImoAvBévTos 10 tmédnua. Of note again is the strict quantitative correspondence
between Hebrew and Greek lexemes, as well as the reproduction of the source’s word order.
The Hebrew bound phrase meaning “the house of the drawn off of sandal (barefooted)” is
translated in Greek by retaining a passive participle to match the Hebrew passive participle.
This also allows the translator to employ a verb that usually takes a single accusative object,
and make it doubly transitive in the passive voice.!” The identification of the objective
genitive Syan Pf?ﬂ (removed of sandals) and its marking as an accusative of the participle in

Greek (7o dmoAuvbévtog 6 vméonua) demonstrates the translator’s ability to recognize the

174 See LSJ, s.v. “xiréw”.
175 Muraoka, Syntax §60g. The verb dmoldw normally has an accusative of the thing removed (the shoe), or the
person whose shoe is being removed.
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Hebrew semantics and to render it into the target language within the constraints under which

he is operating.!”®

25:11

AN5WY 1720 TR AWRTIR Denh NN NWR N129P1 PAKRT WK 1M DYWAR RO
"wand apnm AT

"Edv 0¢ paywvtal dvBpwmot émt T adté, dvlpwmos peta Tol ddeddol adtol, xal mpoaéAdy % yuvi) évdg
adtidv egedéobar ToV dvdpa adtiis éx yelpds Tob TOTTOVTOS adTdY, xal ExTeivaca T yelpa émAdPnTal

TGV 010vpwy adTod,

Now if men get into a fight together, a man with his brother, and the wife of one of them comes in to
rescue her husband from the hand of the one who strikes him and, extending her hand, should seize his

twins,
"Eav 0t paywvtat...amoxéeg. A new case is introduced in the same way as in vv. 1, 5, as well as
the subcases of vv. 3b and 7. But as in 3b, the apodosis that follows in v. 12 omits the initial

found in MT. As in 3b, the apodosis is short with no sequence of actions.

dvlpwmog pueta tol adeddol adtol. These are the expected lexical matches except for the
preposition peta which renders the Hebrew conjunction 1. This certainly represents the

favoring of a more idiomatic Greek formulation.

7 yuy évds adtédv. The Greek yuvy is articulated, along with all the nouns and participles
followed by a possessive pronoun in this verse, in keeping with the norm of grammatical well-
formedness that we have observed throughout this chapter.'”” The pronoun adtév is a plus in

relation to MT, probably added for clarification.

176 Wevers, NGTD, 395.
177 As Wevers observes, vds is not articulated, however, but he explains this in light of it being modified by adtdv.

See Wevers, NGTD, 395.
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xal éxtelvaca ™ yelpa. We have here another case of part. coni., this time in the protasis. The
possessive pronoun is omitted, as is sometimes the case when the possessor is obvious, and

especially in the context of body parts.!”8

¢mAdByran Tév 0100wy adtol. Of note here is the translation of ©'WI2AN, a derivative from W12
(“shame”) which is normally understood as a euphemism for the male “private parts.”!”® The
translator opted for the plural of 3idtuog, which is attested with the meaning of “testicles.”!
The Hebrew word is apparently a hapax legomenon, and the rendering represents another

example of the translator’s strategy in such cases, here making the referent explicit.

25:12

TIY OMN RH naonR migi4pll
amoxbeig ™y yelpa adtiis- o0 deloetat 6 ddfaipds gov ém’ adTh.

You shall cut off her hand; your eye shall not be sparing toward her.

ol deloetar 6 ddharpds oou. This rendering is identical to the same expression found in five
instances in Deuteronomy (7:16, 13:9, 19:13, 21, and 25:12). The verb DN can take the
meaning of “being troubled” or “look compassionate (about),” or even “sparing.”'®! It is in the

latter sense that a correspondence with the Greek ¢eidopar can be observed. Only in the

178 Wevers, NGTD, 395. Soisalon-Soininen counted 60 instances of untranslated possessive suffixes in OG
Deuteronomy. 4 of these instances follow the word 7° (“hand”) and another 4 the word 1°¥ (“eye”). See Illmari
Soisalon-Soininen, “Die Auslassung des Possessivpronomens im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur
Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. Anneli Aejmelacus and Raija Sollamo, AASF, Ser.B 237 (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 101. Note, however, that the construction T)v y&ipa adtfjs appears on the next line in v.12.
179 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 72.

130 There is therefore no need to translate as “twins” as NETS does. See LSJ, s.v. “0id0pos”, 111.2.

B8 HALOT, s.v. “0W7”.
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Septuagint is the verb found with the preposition énf, here related to the underlying 99.'32 The

whole expression, while grammatical, is probably a case of transfer from the source language.

¢m adtfj. The prepositional phrase found in OG is also present in the Vulgate and Peshitta but
absent from MT. McCarthy suggests that it represents an assimilation to 7:16.'% Wevers
argues that the translator was swayed by his knowledge of Hebrew, as the verb DN is often
accompanied by the preposition 5.8 1t is unclear why a translator would make such an
unidiomatic addition, the Greek ¢eidopar also being employed absolutely with this meaning on
occasion.'®® The plus likely reflects a variant in the translator’s Vorlage which would have

read 1'9P IV OINN RY.

4.3. EVALUATION

As in the previous chapter, the following sections will provide a summary and
evaluation of our study of the first 12 verses of chapter 25. First, an attempt will be made to
describe how and when the translator favored adequacy (conformity to the source text) and
acceptability (conformity to elements of the target culture). Secondly, a description of the
translational norms at work, and their negotiation, will be provided so as to characterize our

text from various angles.

4.3.1. Adequacy and Acceptability

As noted in chapter 3, adequacy and acceptability are evaluated under three categories:

linguistic, textual-linguistic, as well as literary and cultural.

182 As will be argued in the next section. Other prepositions are used elsewhere in the Septuagintal corpus, for
example mep( in Sir 16:8 and am6 in Wis 1:11.

183 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 72. Deut 13:9 and 19:13 also have the prepositional phrase following the verb.
134 Wevers, NGTD, 396. Strangely, such a plus is also found in the Greek text of 19:21 (with &’ ad7f}) even
though the subject in context is not a woman (nor of feminine gender).

135 See Thucydides, Hist. 3.59.1, for example.
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Under linguistic adequacy and acceptability, it was noted that strictly speaking, none of
the features observed transgress the conventions of Greek grammar from this period. We have
noted in v. 3 how the repeated use of the future form sometimes overrides the nuances of the
modal yigtol and wegatal. While such a practice did not yield unhappy results in 6:13-25, it
certainly influenced the way some laws were recast in Greek. At the same time, our
knowledge of what is conventional Greek idiom and what constitutes Hebrew interference is
in constant evolution. As is well known, many features that were labeled as Hebrew
interference are also found in the papyri, but in much greater frequency in the Septuagint (i.e.,
positive transfer). But the extent to which this is true depends greatly on our sources, which
are quite sketchy. In the case of the future indicative translating the yigtol/weqatal with
imperatival sense, one can still find references labeling this phenomenon as Hebrew
interference.'® Tjen observed, however, that in the papyri, we find a mix of future and
imperative forms in identical contexts.!®” There are documents where the future indicative is
the only form with imperative force.'®® This raises the question as to whether it is still
appropriate in this case to speak of linguistic transfer or interference, even in terms of the
frequency of occurrences. The number of these examples, as well as the very partial nature of
the evidence at our disposal, presents a significant challenge to the goal of describing the level
of acceptability of the translation in relation to conventions of the target language, at least for
a large set of characteristics that fall into this category.'®® Renderings such as évridoyia and

cuvoixéw illustrate the frequent need to draw from the available vocabulary to render Hebrew

186 See, for example, Heinrich von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the New Testament (New
York; Bern: Lang, 2020) §202b.

187 Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 190-93.

138 See also Voitila’s remarks quoted in the comments on 6:13 in chapter 3.

139 That is not to say that linguistic transfer is totally absent, but that caution is necessary, and one shouldn’t
assume it out of hand. See Lee’s cautious approach in Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 22. To this we may add
the issue of style, by which the text might be idiomatic low-register Greek, but apparently mismatched to its
function. We discussed this briefly in our evaluation of 6:13-25.
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technical terms. It would be ill-advised argue for an effort towards adequacy or acceptability
when such terms correspond to both the underlying Hebrew and the cultural context.!”

Finally, representative of the tendency towards linguistic acceptability are the frequent
omissions of prepositions (especially D) in favor of oblique cases. Possessive pronouns or
objects are omitted (vv. 1, 11) when their referent is obvious, while the predicative participle
is employed to replace the Hebrew prep. + infinitive construct + pronominal suffix (v. 4). The
Greek plural is employed to render Hebrew passive constructions. A number of renderings
were noted that depart from the strict adherence to the source text in favor of Greek idiom,
such as &%og 3 mAnyév (v. 2) and émi 70 adtd (vv. 5, 11). We have also noted how the translator
rendered terms from the root DA (v. 5-8) without recourse to a neologism. Instead, the
tendency is to explicitize, as the rendering of D*W121 by didtuoes also demonstrates. We have
already noted this tendency in 6:13-25, but there are more examples in this text.

Under textual-linguistic adequacy/acceptability, we note again that linguistic transfer is
noticeable at the level of collocations, with usages that are not found in compositional Greek.
The desire to render every element of the source text using standard Hebrew-Greek
equivalents sometimes creates ambiguous or opaque phrases such as o0 mpoofioovow (v. 3) or
olx Eotal 1) yuvn Tod Tebvnrétos Ew. (V. 6). We might include in this category cases such as the
deidopar i of v. 12 where the verb + preposition is unknown outside of our corpus. These
elements disrupt the coherence of the text. On the other hand, we have noted the collocations
el xplow (v. 1), éadenpdtw 6 dvopa (v. 6), and Mupetar adtyy éavtd yuvaixa (v. 5) are perfectly
conventional, though each term is the usual match to its Hebrew counterpart and the phrase

reflects the underlying word order.

190 Although in the case of cuvoixéw, a more technical term could have been employed. See our discussion on this
later in this section.
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Moreover, a significant finding related to the way the translator is attentive to the flow
of protases and apodoses that make up the various cases studied. In some instances (v. 1-2, 8-
9), the ambiguity of the Hebrew syntax forces the translator to delimit the various clauses in
ways that sometimes differ from modern readings of the Hebrew text.!! The contrastive sense
introduced by &av 62 in v. 3, departing from expected lexical matches as well as the breaking
up of the long apodosis of vv. 7b-10 into multiple ones, suggests that the translator can ensure
that the flow of the cases is properly understood while remaining within the parameters of his
primary norms. These features represent a tendency towards acceptability. The rendering or
omission of the apodotic 1 also falls into this category. While the motivations for retaining it
are not entirely clear, it demonstrates an awareness of the context beyond the level of the
clause. Its omission also suggests a desire to improve style at the level of the discourse. At the
same time, the repeated use of éav o¢ tends to flatten out the hierarchical structure of the cases,
affecting the text’s overall cohesion. Nevertheless, this is an area where one sees the translator
leaning strongly towards target conventions, enhancing further the textual-linguistic
organization of the text via the features he introduces (alternation of moods, use of participles,
etc.).

Under the category of literary/cultural adequacy or acceptability, one may argue that the
translation’s style, owing to the implementation of translational norms that favor the
representation of every element of the source text and the preservation of its word order,
results in an ambiguous relationship to the conventions governing the literary genre of legal

texts in its Ptolemaic context.!””> The high frequency of the conjunction xai produces a style

191 Whether the different sense divisions introduced reflect a reading tradition, halakhic tendencies, or his own
improvisation is an open question.

192 Except perhaps if OG Deuteronomy is seen as imitating previous Pentateuchal books. Yet, it is doubtful
whether those scriptural texts were considered part of the legal genre, such as the Ptolemaic documents and
inscriptions containing prescriptions and reports on court proceedings.
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that is highly paratactic, despite the sporadic efforts to improve it. We might also cite the
pervasive use of the apodotic xai as another such example. However, the use of éav d¢ to
introduce legal cases, even when 8¢ is not required by the source text, is generally in keeping
with the structure of Ptolemaic legal texts known from the papyri. This suggests some kind of
connection with this particular genre and a favoring of literary conventions despite differences
at the level of wording and style (see above). How to describe this connection remains
problematic given the unusual implementation of the ¢av 6¢ formula and the high degree of
linguistic transfer. We have also described sporadic effort to improve style, outside of the part.
coni., such as lexical variation, and in some cases, a concern for euphony (&vavtt vs. gvavtiov).

In some cases, 25.2b-3a being a good example, the interpretation introduced in
translation could be ascribed to the conventions of the target culture. That is, it would be
owing to exegetical tendencies found in the translator’s context. The modification of the
punishment of the guilty in v. 2 also includes other elements besides the fixed number of
blows, such as a plurality of judges and the people taking on an active role. The probability
that these differences with MT are due to interpretative tendencies is fairly high, not only
because they correspond to later interpretations, but also because of the grouping of many
types of shifts (word order, number, syntactic function, etc.) all relating to the same case. In
other laws, polygenesis appears to be the most plausible explanation We have noted this as the
most likely explanation for the similarities but also differences in the interpretation of some
features of the prescriptions concerning levirate marriage (vv. 5-10). These can be considered
as the assimilation of the translation to conventions of the target culture, namely
interpretations that the translation was required to reflect.

In this category one might also consider the possible assimilation of the text to other

laws in the biblical corpus, insofar as a more consistent version of the scriptures might be

215



desirable in the target culture. Here again the data are sparse. We have noted one possible
attempt along those lines in vv. 5-6, where ]2 (“son”) and 122 (“first-born”) are generalized
and made to correspond to the wording found in parallel texts. The Hebrew 7 (“stranger™) is
rendered uyn éyyilovtt (“not close”), perhaps part of a reference to Numbers 27. In some cases,
25:2 being a possibility, recourse to a parallel or similar passage (19:17) could have been
made primarily in an effort to clarify a difficult passage. More broadly, it is possible that the
translator’s familiarity with scriptural texts (and others) could have influenced his
understanding of particular terms, such as YW (“guilty”, “wicked”). Here again one must
admit that such occurrences are few and that many of the differences between Deuteronomy
laws and those of the other Pentateuchal books remain. While these are inventoried as efforts

towards ideological acceptability, they must be weighed against all of the instances where no

such attempts were made.

4.3.2. Norms and Their Negotiation

Several translational norms can be deduced from the above and ranked according to their
weight. These will be briefly described and illustrated in the table below. Primary norms are

applied systematically, and we note the following:

- Conformity to the conventions of Greek grammar (or grammatical well-formedness):
Favoring this norm will require departing from the other three on occasion, such as
providing an article before a noun followed by a genitive pronoun or adding &v
between a relative pronoun and the subjunctive that follows. But this conflict between
highly valued norms should not be surprising. This norm is systematically observed

and ranks at the top while the following four are occasionally transgressed.
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Significant but secondary norms are not observed as regularly as the primary ones

although they remain consistently observable. Also of significance is how these are negotiated

and related to primary and tertiary norms:

The word order of the source text (or serial fidelity) is scrupulously followed. Only
rarely is this norm transgressed: In v. 2 (“the judges” is relocated and changed from
subject to prepositional phrase) and in v. 7 (“to raise a name for his brother” instead of
“to raise his brother’s name”). Presumably, these changes are made to clarify the text,
in the first instance, or to avoid an undesirable Hebrew turn of phrase for the latter.
The matching of word classes: The translator deviates from it on occasion, to avoid
parataxis, for example. The fact that this is not done very often suggests that this is also
a significant norm guiding his approach.

The representation of all elements of the source text (one-to-one correspondence): This
is clearly one of the most important norms. While there are occasional deviations from
it, often ad sensum or in favor of more conventional Greek, it remains characteristic of
the translator’s approach.

Consistency in lexical matches: The secondary nature of this norm is obvious when
looking at prepositions, which are not stereotypically rendered, but adapted to context
(see especially éx in v. 6, pera in v. 11). This is also seen in the intentional lexical
variation (tetehevtnxoétog and tebvyxdtog for NN in vv. 5-6). The translator also
deviates from the usual matches when necessary, so that ]2 is not always rendered by

vids (v. 5 and elsewhere).

Tertiary norms, which are sporadic or localized in nature, are as follows:
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- The favoring of Greek formulations instead of Hebrew idiom is again observed
sporadically, as in évactfica T6 dvopa Tol ddeAdol adtol, and &log § mAnydv. The
omission of possessive pronouns when the referent is obvious is another example as
well as the occasional participium coniunctum.

- Stylistic variation, whether achieved via word choice (lexical), verbal forms or simply
eliminating repetition (as in v. 6), is also present, more so than in the previous unit
examined (6:13-25).

- Clarification of the source text: As we have noted, this is done occasionally (for
example D" being explicitized in vv. 5-8, didUpos in v. 11). Since it is sporadic in
nature, it cannot be held to be a primary concern. Besides, many apparent difficulties
remain when reading the Greek text.

- The incorporation of existing interpretations of the source text can also be identified in
a few localized instances. This is usually done within the constraints of the primary
norms, except for v. 2 where several shifts occur. Though localized, the two instances
potentially identified in this chapter remain significant for the interpretation of both

laws.

Tertiary norms must be carefully weighed in light of the overall picture. These can be

illustrated as follows:
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Regulative Norms Indices of Relative Acceptability

1) Grammatical well-formedness 1) Linguistic well-formedness
2) Following the source’s word 2) Positive and negative transfer
order (secondary) 3) Textual well-formedness

3) Matching of word classes 4) Stylistic variation
(secondary) 5) Thematically motivated shifts

4) Representing all elements of
the source text (secondary)

5) Consistency in lexical matches
(secondary)

6) Avoidance of Hebrew idiom
(tertiary)

7) Stylistic variation (tertiary)

8) Clarification/Interpretation of
the source text (tertiary)

Strong Accommodation of Target Conventions to the Features of the Source Text

Weak Assimilation of Features of Source Text to Target Conventions

Constitutive Norms (what is acceptable as translation within the target culture)
1) Grammatical well-formedness highly favored

2) Representation of all elements of the source text (isomorphism) favored

3) Textual-linguistic well-formedness favored

4) Semantic well-formedness favored

5) Linguistic interference permitted

6) Intertextual connections permitted

4.4. CONCLUSION

Though the language of 25:1-12 is not as formulaic as that of 6:13-25, the outworking of
the primary and secondary norms produces very similar results. We identified a number of
cases of linguistic transfer in the creation of new collocations. These are usually the by-
product of the word-for-word reproduction of the source text and the consistency in matching

Hebrew and Greek lexemes. Other differences in contrast to 6:13-25 include more frequent
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suspension of norms of lexical consistency and word-for-word reproduction in favor of Greek
formulations of a higher register. We also noticed a higher occurrence of variation which can
be attributed to similar concerns. This has been explained as a tertiary norm. Overall, we
might argue that the translator more regularly favored the tertiary norms within the legal
material. Some of these minor differences in the translator’s preference values perhaps stem
from a need to clarify the source text, either in light of other texts, reading traditions, or by
standardizing certain formulas.

This becomes more obvious when we analyze the text as a whole. One striking
characteristic is the adoption of textual-linguistic markers that imitate Ptolemaic legal texts or
clarify the structure of the various cases. Another is the frequency of interpretative renderings
which, while minor and within the constraints of the more significant norms, provided
interpretations of these laws that are also found in other Jewish traditions. Yet, as Biichner
reminds us, “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.”'®* In the same way, while tertiary norms
were clearly a factor in translating parts of chapter 25, they were not the leading, nor even
secondary motivation. Given the ambiguities that remain in a number of laws (for example,
how would “odx Ztat % yuvy Tod Tebvnrdétos E6w” be understood?), it could also be argued that
the translator did not set out to bring his text in conformity to exegetical tendencies of his day
(as far as they are known to us), nor attempt to adapt these laws to the translation’s cultural

context. For every potential example (the firstborn in 25:6), many counterexamples can be

193 Biichner, “Leuitikon 3.1-17: The Sacrifice of Deliverance,” 103.
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found, sometimes even in the same legal case. These, as all of the tertiary norms, are
subordinate concerns.'**

Nevertheless, we see that even within the constraints of the most significant translational
norms, the Deuteronomy translator is well equipped to deal with the subtleties of Hebrew and
Greek syntax, should he choose to do so. In this context, he also appears to be working with
large segments of text, and thus aware of the literary context as he works his way around
complex cases. Yet, the focus remains on reproducing as much as possible the formal and

semantic features of the source text.

194 See here the comments by Boyd-Taylor on Psalms, in response to Van der Kooij’s claim that its Greek
translation was made by scribes interested in reading and interpreting it in light of the ideological issues of their
day, much like the Qumran pesharim: “Is the constitutive character of the translation consistent with the
hypothesis that it was produced to serve a function analogous to the pesharim? On the basis of the present
analysis, I would say, clearly not. On the contrary, as we have seen, time and again the Greek Psalter resists
addressing the ‘ideological issues of the time’...it would seem that the translator of the Old Greek endeavoured
for the most part to avoid interpreting this source. This in itself is a crucial piece of evidence for the historical
background of the text.” See Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 266.
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CHAPTER 5: DEUTERONOMY 32:1-9

Deuteronomy 32 is commonly designated as the Song of Moses, or Ha ‘azinu in the
Jewish tradition. Since our objective is to analyze different parts of the book, this poetic
section is of great interest. The song is found in verses 1-43, while the rest of the chapter (vv.
44-52) resumes the narrative that was interrupted at the end of chapter 31. Following the
outline, the text will be commented verse by verse. This will be followed by a synthesis of its

characteristics as a translation.

5.1. OUTLINE

The song is commonly divided into several sections, but these divisions are established
thematically and not according to any textual markers. As Sanders notes, “Hardly any of the
ancient witnesses has preserved a division of the poem into units larger than the verse.”' Since
our analysis will focus on a smaller unit of text, we have opted for the first nine verses.
Stopping at verse 9 is rather arbitrary since verses 7-14 are often grouped together.? It is
possible, however, to note a further thematic division within this larger group where verses 7-9
describe how Israel became YHWH’s people, while verses 10-14 portray how he cared for

them.’ In any case, such divisions do not have any bearing on our analysis of the translation as

! Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 258. As Sanders notes, the oldest mentions of such divisions are
from the tractate Soferim (XII:8) of the Babylonian Talmud, which prescribes that the song must be read by six
persons in the synagogue: vv 1-6, 7-12, 13-14, 15-28, 29-35, and 36-43.

2 See for example the proposals by Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 264. This aligns with what
other commentators have suggested, such as in Driver, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Deuteronomy,
344; Pierre Buis, Le Deutéronome (Paris: Beauchesne, 1969), 419; Tigay, Deuteronomy, 298—99; Duane L
Christensen, Deuteronomy 21:10-34:12, Word Biblical Commentary 6B (Waco, TX; Dallas; Nashville: Word,
2002), 792; Nelson, Deuteronomy, 370-71.

* Craigie proposes that vv. 4-9 speak of the contrast between YHWH and his people, while 10-14 describes his
goodness towards them. See Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy, 377-80. Cf. Otto, Deuteronomium 12-34.
Zweiter Teilband: 23,16 - 34,12, 215455, 2174-75.



a unit given the absence of overt structural markers that would be of import to the translator.
This section of the song also presents fewer textual issues than the later parts. Our text can be

outlined as follows:

- 1-3: Exhortation to listen
- 4-6: Contrast between YHWH’s perfection and his people’s rebellion

- 7-9: Recalling Israel’s election

5.2. COMMENTARY

32:1

YATIINAR PARA YNWNI ANATRI DAWA IMTRA
ITpbaeye, olpavé, xal AaAow, xal AXOVETW %) Yi] PRUATA €X CTOUATOS WOV,

Give heed, O sky, and I will speak, and let the earth hear words from my mouth.

ITpéoeye. The translator renders the hiphil TR (“give ear”) by recourse to mpooéyw, as he does
in 1:45, the other instance of this Hebrew verb in Deuteronomy.* In the vast majority of
instances, the Greek mpocéyw translates VAW in the niphal imperative (“watch yourself”).” He
is the only translator of the Pentateuch to favor this rendering of ]"TRi1. The three other
instances of this verb — Gen 4:23, Exod 15:26, and Num 23:18 — each translate the same
Hebrew term using évwtilopat. Each translator knows of mposéyw and uses it with a variety of

Hebrew terms, but elsewhere, IR0 seems to call for a strategy relying on etymology.°

4 In 1:45, YHWH recounts that he did not give ear to the Israelites’ cries after their defeat at Kadesh-Barnea.
511 out of 14 instances.

® That is, the Greek term is selected based on the Hebrew root as well as its most frequent Greek match. It can
also be identified as an analogical translation: The verb is translated by analogy to the noun’s rendering. As
Wevers notes, Theodotion and Aquila here resorted to an imperative form of &vwtilopat, showing that they also
favor a similar strategy. The same occurs in Isa 1:2, a text very similar to Deut 32:1, which also translates 11°TX71
with &vwrtifov. The verb évwtilopar is not attested before the Septuagint and is most likely formed from the
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Although this rendering was popular in the translations that followed the Pentateuch and with
the Three, the translator has no issue with what Wevers identifies as an idiomatic rendering.
This is not surprising and in keeping with his frequent divergences from the other Pentateuchal

translators on matters of lexical matches and specific Greek expressions.

odpavé...  y#j. Another interesting feature is the Hebrew vocative D'2Wi7, here preceded as is
often the case by the definite article. It is translated with an anarthrous Greek vocative.” The
Hebrew vocative is sometimes translated using an arthrous nominative form, however, and the
Septuagint translators are not consistent in this respect.® For example, in Numbers 20:10, the
Hebrew vocative preceded by the definite article (D327 — “rebellious ones” or “rebels”) is
translated as an arthrous nominative (oi ¢metfeic).” That being said, ovpavé is, as far as I can tell,
the only instance in the Pentateuch of a Greek vocative translating a Hebrew vocative which is
preceded by the article. In Deuteronomy, the vocative is usually employed for proper names —
xUpte being most common — so that there is little to compare to.'® But given the fact that the
use of the Greek vocative is not a given in such contexts, one might categorize this rendering
as a small concession towards Greek idiom.'!

In contrast, the article in the PRI of the next stich is rendered into Greek. Though it is

sometimes construed as a second vocative (‘“hear, earth”), it is here rightly understood and

preposition v and the root of the nominative ods. See Harl, La Genése, 118.The derivative évwTiov (« earing ») is
commonly found in contemporary papyri, so that the coining of the verb may be following a familiar path. See
MM, s.v. “évarilopar”. On the process of derivation, see BDF §123.2.

7 See Jotion §137g; Muraoka, Syntax §22ya.

8 See the discussion in Muraoka, Syntax §3d.

% Exod 10.11 avoids translating the Hebrew vocative by making the noun the subject of a 3™ person imperative.
19 Even within Deuteronomy, all other Greek vocatives address God (typically 17%7°) and are translated by 0pte.
1 Of note, however, is the closing verse of the song (v. 43), which according to the OG and 4QDeut? begins with
7MW 117177, there translated eddpavinte, ovpavol. The Hebrew vocative 0% is not preceded by the article, but it
is difficult to extrapolate anything from it for our analysis of v. 1. The Greek is rendered using a plural form,
ovpavoi, unlike v. 1 and everywhere else in OG Deuteronomy. This is one of several reasons that suggest the
possibility that the first two colons of v. 43 are not from the same translator, including the translation of n¥ with
dua, which is also unique within OG Deuteronomy.
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translated as the subject of a Hebrew jussive form (dxouétw # 3 — “let the earth hear”).!?

Rendering the article is therefore expected, although there is strong pressure in the Greek
textual history to remove it, as Rahlfs’s edition attests. This is probably due to the influence of
a similar text, Isa 1:2, which has both heaven and earth in the vocative. But B and 848 do have

the articulated noun, and Wevers takes this reading as the OG."?

xal Aadjow. The Greek translates the Hebrew conjunction and cohortative 727X, The form
of AaAvow 1s ambiguous since the future indicative and aorist subjunctive of this verb are
morphologically identical. Wevers argues, based on the Hebrew source, that the subjunctive
must be intended here, and that it is hortatory in nature.'* How we interpret this equivalence
also depends on how it is related to the preceding imperative. In Hebrew, volitive verbs
following the initial one in a volitive chain can often be understood as introducing the notion
of purpose or consecution.' This is frequent in the case of a cohortative following a jussive or
imperative, as we find here.'® The Hebrew phrase might be understood as: “Pay attention,
heavens, so that I may speak™ or “...then I will speak.” There is one instance in OG
Deuteronomy where the translator clearly understands the sequence in this way. We find in
31:28 a subordinated 1 + cohortative rendered as fva AaAfow.!” But in the majority of such

situations, he does not resort to such a strategy.'® Normally, the parataxis is preserved,

12 For the interpretation that sees this second stich as mirroring the imperative of the first, see Sanders, The
Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 137-38. Sanders argues that the form YnWn can only be a jussive in this context,
and not a defective form of a feminine imperative >ynwn.

13 Wevers, THGD, 84. Chr XVIII 102 also uses the arthrous noun.

14 Wevers, NGTD, 509.

15 See JM §115¢; §116a, where such volitives are labeled “indirect volitives”. GKC describes this use of the
cohortative as introducing an intended consequence. See GKC §108d.

16 See Joosten, Verbal System, 140-45. Cf. JM §116b.

17 This is an interesting parallel to our text. Note, however, that in 31:28, AaMjow is followed by a second
subjunctive, xal diapaptipwuat, on the next line. It is clearly part of a final clause.

18 Similar phrases where a volitive is followed by a cohortative all render the paratactic 1as xal. See 1:13, 4:10
(despite the difference in number and person), 5:31, and 31:14. Deut 5:31 is quite similar in syntax and AeAnow
could also be interpreted there as a hortative subjunctive. Deut 9:14 transforms the paratactic construction into a
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although xai allows for some leeway in terms of how the verbs are coordinated. Muraoka
argues that such ambiguous (future or aorist subjunctive) first person singular forms should be
interpreted as hortative subjunctives when they are preceded by an imperative and joined with
ai.! The resulting translation would read: “Pay attention, heavens, I would like to speak...”
or “Pay attention, heavens, and let me speak,” as Wevers suggests.?

It 1s, of course, possible to analyze it as a future form, but we should keep in mind that in
the five other instances of such volitive chains in OG Deuteronomy, the translator resorts to
several strategies, none of which involving an unambiguous future form.?! The hortative
subjunctive would be another example of his familiarity with the nuances of both the source
and target language, implemented within the parameters of the translational norms observed at

the outset.

pruata éx otépatds pov. The absence of the article before otéuatds is highly unusual, since it is
followed by a genitive pronoun. In similar circumstances, the translator usually provides the
definite article. The presence of the preposition éx is also noteworthy as it has no direct
warrant in the source text and varies from the usual way of translating this construction.
Though the collocation 873K occurs only once in Deuteronomy, it is found in a few places
in the Psalms, where it is always translated t& pAuata Tob otéuatés wov.?? In the very next verse,

32:2, the feminine *NMARK (followed by a pronominal suffix) is translated 7& puard wov.?

finite verb plus infinitive due to the semantics of the construction. Nevertheless, this is also another way of
improving Greek style, but it is not available in the context of 32:1.

19 Muraoka, Syntax §29ba(i).

20 Gen 23:4 and 27:21 are perhaps the clearest parallel of all of Muraoka’s examples, which otherwise usually
involve the particle delipo not found in Deut 32:1. See the NJPS translation: “Give ear, O heavens, let me speak.”
21 In 1:13, the cohortative is translated by a present indicative; in 4:10, it becomes a 3™ person plural imperative;
in 5:31 and 31:14, we find the verb AaAfow; 31:28 has been discussed above.

22 Ps 53:4, 77:1. See also Prov 8:8 for a similar idiom. There are only three instances of the nominative X in the
Pentateuch: Gen 4:23, Deut 32:2, and 33:9.

23 Elsewhere in Deuteronomy, pripata always translates 927 (2x) or 727 (15x).
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Elsewhere in the Pentateuch, these nominal forms of 7R are all translated by Aéyog, which
again shows that this translator does not hesitate to go his own way. Normally the
prepositional phrase would be preceded by an article to disambiguate whether it attaches to the
verb éxodw or the noun prupata. But the noun and prepositional phrase are both anarthrous, so
that the ambiguity remains.?* Soisalon-Soininen has shown, however, that besides the
genitive, prepositions are occasionally employed in the Greek Pentateuch to link constituents
in the Hebrew construct state.?> Presumably, such prepositions clarify the relationship between
both terms.

The rendering of the phrase found here — pjuata éx ordpatés wov — is not very different
semantically speaking, from the typical genitive construct, varying only in matter of nuance:
The earth must hear “from my mouth words,” or perhaps, “words (which are) from my
mouth?"?® And this instead of the Hebrew “the words of my mouth.”

One construction is definite, the other is not. As can be expected, the preposition éx in
this context is perfectly conventional Greek: dxodw is usually accompanied by the accusative
to describe what is heard, and with a prepositional phrase governed by éx to designate who

from.?’

24 Muraoka, Syntax §44a.

25 Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, “Verschiedene Wiedergaben der hebriischen Status Constructus-Verbindung im
griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. Anneli Aejmelacus and Raija Sollamo, AASF,
Ser.B 237 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 69-70.

26 For the latter, see Muraoka, Syntax §44aa and 44b. This interpretation is more common to the construction
where the article is found, in which case it acts as a relative clause.

27 See the similar syntax in Homer, Od. 15.374-375: “éx 8" &pa deamolwg o pelhiyov €otiv dxolioar olt’ &mog olte
7L €pyov,” (“But from my mistress I may hear naught pleasant, whether word or deed.” — trans. Murray) and also
Herodotus, Hist. 3.62.2: “Kapfoons 8¢ dxotoag Tadta éx Tol xjpuxos...” (“When Cambyses heard what the herald
said” — trans. Godley). See Homer. The Iliad: Volume II, Books 13-24. Translated by A. T. Murray and William
Wyatt. 2nd ed. LCL 171. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925; Herodotus. The Persian Wars, Volume
1I: Books 3-4. Translated by A. D. Godley. Revised edition. LCL 118. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1921.
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Why this rendering was employed here instead of a definite genitive construction is hard
to say. One possibility is that it reflects a desire for variation. Or perhaps, this reflects the
value placed by the translator on the reproduction of the terseness of the underlying Hebrew
poetry. This would correspond with what we find in the following verses, where the
(vocalized) text of MT indicates the presence of articles before nouns designating the first two

types of precipitations. These, however, are translated as anarthrous nouns.

32:2

AWPTHY 072711 RWTHY DPYWI "Mk S0 O mph vnd gy

mpogdoxacbw wes VeTdg TO amodheyua pov, xal xatafRTw ws 0pdaos Ta pRUATE [ov, wael Sufpog Em
AypwoTty xal Woel VIGETOS ETL Y6PTOV.

Let my utterance be awaited like rain, and let my words come down like dew, like a rainstorm on
dog’s tooth grass, and like a snowstorm on grass.

[Tpocdoxaabw...xal xatafytw. The only quantitative differences between the source and target
text of v. 2 are the additions of articles before nouns that are followed by a personal pronoun
in the genitive, denoting possession. This is another small concession to grammatical-
wellformedness. The second stich begins with xai in the Greek text, but there is no
corresponding 1 in MT. Several witnesses including SamPent do have a conjunction in this
position, so that it may safely be attributed to the translation’s Vorlage.

In her analysis of this passage, Marguerite Harl notes rightly that the verb mposdoxaw (“to

9% ¢

expect”, “await”), only found in a few instances in the Septuagint, corresponds here to the

Hebrew 7Y which is typically employed with the more concrete meaning of “to trickle” or
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“drip.”?® Harl argues that the translator is introducing the theme of expectancy and, in her
words, “enrichit la tonalité religieuse du texte.”?® No further explanation is provided.

For his part, Den Hertog explains this rendering by appealing to the occasional
confusion between labials. The 8 in §7Y would have been understood as a 2, as in 1:15, where
D202V was likely mistaken for D2"0AW.*° In our case, 7Y (“to trickle”, “drip””) would have
been read as 27 (“to be pleasing”).>! But the seven instances of 27 in the Hebrew Bible are
usually translated by the Greek #duwvw (“to make pleasant”, “delight”) or a derivative.’?
Furthermore, mpocdoxaw is never matched to 27, and has little semantic overlap with its

meaning. A few points deserve mention:

1) Our analysis should also take into account the verb o1 (“to trickle” or “flow”) on the
second line. It is only found ten times in the Hebrew Bible. In four of these instances, it
is appropriately translated by the verb péw (“to flow”). The translation found here is a
case of semantic generalization.* “To come down” (xatefaivw) is more general than
“to trickle” or “flow,” but semantically related. This translation strategy is common for

this particular verb.**

28 Marguerite Harl, “Le grand cantique de Moise en Deutéronome 32 : quelques traits originaux de la version
grecque des Septante,” in La langue de Japhet. Quinze études sur la Septante et le grec des chrétiens (Paris: Cerf,
1992), 185. There are only three instances of this verb in the translations that make up the Septuagint. “The
Targums interpret M here. ..in the sense of 721", “to be accepted” (“let my word be accepted as dew”), with the
addition of a cj. in the case of T'N. It should be recalled at this point that the readings of T™NF throughout both the
Song and the Blessing of Moses are frequently embedded in a considerable midrashic expansion of M, so that at
times their precise textual witness is difficult to determine.” See McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 92.

2 Harl, “Le grand cantique de Moise en Deutéronome 32 : quelques traits originaux de la version grecque des
Septante,” 185.

30 For this example, see Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 153.

3! Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 593. Targum Neofiti translates: “Let my teaching be
pleasant as rain...the word of my mouth be welcomed as dew.” One might argue that Neofiti’s interpretation
stems from the labial confusion suggested here.

32 See Ps 103:34, Prov 3:24, 13:19, Jer 6:20, and 38:26. In Mal 3:4, it is translated by épéoxw (“to please”,
“satisfy””) while émueiyvipt (“to mix” or “have sexual intercourse”) is the rendering in Ezek 16:37.

33 See van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 67—68.

3* One can compare its rendering by é&€pyopat in Num 24:7 or é£dyw in Isa 48:21.
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2)

3)

In light of this and other instances in this difficult text, it should come as no surprise
that a similar strategy might be employed for the verb 7. By resorting to mpocdoxaw,
the simile involving rain is made explicit as the Greek term translates the underlying
concept, that of the vital importance of Mosaic teaching which must be awaited like
rain in a dry place.*®

Another important factor should also be considered: When examining the other
occurrence of this verb, Deut 33:28, we find that the translator also proceeded there in

an approximate manner:

His heavens also drop down dew. (NASB) 50 197 VY PRWTIR

And the sky is cloudy with dew for him. (NETS) | xal 6 o0pavds adtéd guvvedis dpdow

In this line which ends verse 28, the Hebrew verb is translated by the substantive
quvvedrg, here in the sense of “cloudy” or “covered/darkened (with clouds).”® It is
important to note that the cognate Hebrew noun bayp (same root plus a 5) is found a
few times in Deuteronomy with the probable meaning of “thick darkness.” Assuming
the translator was here influenced by the meaning of the noun, the rendering in 33:28
would represent an etymological translation. However, this explanation does not fit in

32:2 since the verb mposdoxdw communicates the idea of an expectation and not

35 For a brief but helpful discussion of the transformation of metaphors in translation, see van der Louw,
Transformations in the Septuagint, 85-86.

36 This is the only instance of this substantive in the Septuagint. Such a change of word class is nevertheless
unusual. On this topic, see van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 144. In Gen 9:14, the verb from the
same root translates the Hebrew 71v. Given the graphical similarity between 71V and 7Y, one may wonder
whether the Vorlage contained the former, or that it may have been read this way.
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darkness. Taken together, these two occurrences strongly suggest that the translator did
not understand the meaning of the verb 7Y in this context.

4) He does not appear to be the only one. Aquila’s revision translates here with yvoddw
(“to darken”), a term whose cognate noun is matched elsewhere to the same Hebrew
5o ¥ Targum Jonathan provides the following rendering: “Let my teaching strike
rebels as rain....”*® The Hebrew verb is here interpreted according to the meaning of
its homonym, that of “breaking the neck” or “striking,” a meaning that is found in a

few legislative texts within the Pentateuch.*

Assuming then that the translator was not familiar with the meaning of the Hebrew verb,
it would be quite natural to translate contextually, and in the process explain the metaphor. In
light of the other translational strategies employed in these few verses (semantic
generalization, contextual translation), this is not surprising. Moreover, it is not clear how the
use of mpogdoxaw would underscore the religious nature of this text. The concept of expectation
or hope is already present in the rain imagery found in its Hebrew source. One might posit,
however, that the choice of mpoodoxdw was nevertheless not haphazard. It could have been
because of its similarity with the first word of the previous verse, thus introducing a stylistic
repetition using the verbal prefix: ITpéoexe... mpocdoxdabw.*® These are not mutually exclusive

explanations insofar as it can be shown that it is a concern of the translator in this text.*!

37 See Wevers, NGTD, 5009.

38 These translations from the targumim are taken from Harl, “Le grand cantique de Moise en Deutéronome 32 :
quelques traits originaux de la version grecque des Septante,” 185, n. 6.

39 n7Vis the neck itself. See also Goldman, who suggests that 77 in Deut 32 has the meaning of ‘to come or
bring down’. M. D. Goldman, “Lexicographical Notes on Exegesis (2),” ABR 1 (1951): 141-42. It is also
synonymous with the root V1 (to flow, trickle), which happens to be very similar to our verb (metathasis).

401 owe this observation to Marieke Dhont.

4! This is another reason why Harl’s suggestion appears less plausible. It is difficult to demonstrate that
heightening the religious nature of this text and introducing the concept of expectation is a concern of the
translator here.

231



3

wg VETOS...005 0p6aos...wael Bufpos...wael videtds. The four terms employed to describe various sorts
of precipitations all ends in -os. One could argue that this is simply the outcome of the
translation process — these Greek terms being the standard equivalents for the underlying
Hebrew ones. But while the first two (Vetds, 0pdoog) are common equivalents to the
corresponding Hebrew, the last two, 8ufpos and videtds, are found only here in the
Septuagint.*? Other candidates, such as Wexds or Bpoxy, were perhaps available, which at least
opens up the possibility that this feature is deliberate.** Both terms are found paired together in
Homer,* leading some to argue that this is an important clue to the translator’s level of
education.* However, one of them (8upBpos) is also found in the contemporary papyri, in
geographical surveys and lists of tasks to perform on plots of land.*® That they would
demonstrate the translator’s familiarity with classical texts, or even point to a higher register
of language is therefore not so obvious, despite the stylistic feature introduced by the use of

these words, which also preserves the parallelism.*’

42 qunis frequent (> 36 instances) and always translated using Vetds. There are also approximately 30 instances
of 9, always translated by dpéaos. The term 8ufpos is found in Egyptian papyri contemporary to the translation,
while videtés is employed by the historian Polybius. They translate 27°¥® (a hapax) and 0°2°27 (perhaps
“showers”). On the hapax 07°9w, Khokhar who suggests that the translator rendered the term by resorting to the
context which provided him three near synonyms. See Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 151-52.
Interestingly, Khokhar points out that Aquila opts for an etymological translation, using tpty!@vta as a match,
perhaps based on his use of Tpuytaw to render the Hebrew root in Lev 17:7 and Isa 13:21.

43 Although Bpox is often found in Egyptian papyri denoting the irrigation brought about by the Nile, the word’s
usage seems to have evolved from “inundation” to “rain” early in the koine. The cognate verb is already found
with the sense of “to rain” in the early 3™ century BCE. See Lee, 4 Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the
Pentateuch, 122-24.

4 Homer, II. 10.7; Od. 4.566.

4 For example, Aitken, “The Significance of Rhetoric in the Greek Pentateuch,” 513; Lee, The Greek of the
Pentateuch, 87.

46 For 8ufpos, see P.Cair.Zen.3.59383 = TM 1026 which is contemporary to Deuteronomy’s translation. The
letter describes a list of tasks to perform on a particular piece of land. The context and register are far removed
from that of classical poetry (Harl). The term is also found in documents of the following century, for example
within geographical surveys. See P.Tebt. 3.826 = TM 5402. For videtds, see Polybius Hist. 36.17.2.

47 The difficulty in positing various theories from this verse is also compounded by the fact that lists of synonyms
are notoriously difficult in translation.
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The variation between &g and @oet represents a better example of the introduction of a
stylistic device.*® The corresponding Hebrew preposition is the same in all four instances,

making the variato all the more obvious.

2 ¢

T dmédheyud pov. ﬂP'? (“teaching”, “instruction”) is only found in four instances outside of the
book of Proverbs, where it is translated by a different Greek term in each of its occurrences. In
the three passages other than Deut 32:2, it is either left untranslated or paraphrased. The term
amodBeypa is found in classical Greek with the meaning of “short, instructive saying” (which
this song is not!) It is found in later Greek sources with the probable meaning of “oracle” or
“revelatory statement.” It is noteworthy that we find pdraia dmodféyuara (“vain utterances”)
in OG Ezek 13:19 to translate the Hebrew 212 (“a lie”), there referring to prophetic oracles.
This would confirm that ¢nédfeyua (with the meaning of “prophetic proclamation”, “oracle”)

is an curious choice given its specificity, but it is nevertheless contextually appropriate since

the Song is presented as a revelatory text from Moses, the chief prophet.>
32:3

15RH 573 120 RIPR M DW *D

< . 4 b} A 4 A ~ ~ o C ~
6Tt Gvopa xuplov éxaleoa- 06Te ueyalwaltvyy T@ Bed Nudv.

For I have called out the name of the Lord; ascribe greatness to our God!

éxdeoa. Verse 3 closes the first section of the song, commonly labeled the exordium or call to

attention.”! SamPent contains two variants in this verse that are not found in the translation’s

48 As described in Aitken, “The Significance of Rhetoric in the Greek Pentateuch,” 513.

4 See G.Mary.Ox. 3525, Cassius Dio 62, 13, 3.

30 See BDAG, s.v. “amédheyua”, where one can trace through time the evolution away from “pithy saying” to
“oracle” or “revelatory statement.”

51 See the introduction in Tigay, Deuteronomy, 299. For a different division of this section of the song, which
sees verses 3 and 4 grouped together as the introduction to the song’s theme, see Sanders, The Provenance of
Deuteronomy 32, 264—65.
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Vorlage, as far as can be ascertained: 1) Instead of DW, we find DW21 and 2) The second stich
begins with a conjunction.

The yigtol of the Hebrew source is here rendered as an aorist. In context, the speaker has
just commanded heaven and earth to attention, stressing the importance of his words. The
phrase is linked to what precedes it by "2, highlighting again, it would seem, the intention of
the speaker in what he is about to say. Therefore, one might translate the Hebrew DW KXIpPKX
as “Listen...for I will invoke the name...” or “I will proclaim the name...,” both perfectly
compatible with the semantic range of x&Aéw.*? It also introduces the praise of YHWH that
follows in the next verse. But the choice of the aorist indicative form is puzzling. As is well
known, this chapter includes several Hebrew preterite forms that are morphologically identical
to the yigtol.>* These are found in verses 8-18, and usually translated as aorist indicatives. As
Wevers discusses, it is possible that the translator understood the verse as stating that invoking
the name of the Lord in the past is the basis for the imperative that follows, that of ascribing
majesty to him:>* “I have invoked/proclaimed the name of the Lord...(therefore) ascribe
majesty to our God.” Alternatively, the translator might interpret v. 3 in light of what follows,
the description of the history of YHWH’s dealings with Israel (v. 4-18). Except for a
comparative optative, all yigtols in this section are translated as aorist indicatives.> This
would perhaps point to a different understanding of the sense division of the song, verse 3
already belonging to that historical account, with the praise of v.4 representing a proclamation

made to Israel in the past.

52 Sanders argues that the latter is to be preferred. See his discussion in Sanders, The Provenance of Deuterononty
32, 140-41.

53 Strictly speaking, this form is often referred to as the preterite yagtul. See for example, Joosten, Verbal System,
74-75.

3 Wevers, NGTD, 510.

55 Verses 6-7 represent an exception, with yigfol and weyiqtol forms embedded inside questions and commands.
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neyadwotvny. As noted by Dogniez and Harl, pey@iwaivy is a hapax in the Greek Pentateuch
built from the verb peyaiivew (“to magnify”) frequently found in the Septuagint. It is also
found in Aristeas 192 and a few later sources.’® The Hebrew nominative 974 is found five
times in Deuteronomy and translated by a variety of terms: iox0s (3:24), uéyds (9:26)*,
ueydheiog (11:2), etc.’® Although we might not want to argue that the Deuteronomy translator
coined this neologism, it seems appropriate to observe how he reaches for various equivalents
when needed. Of course, the nature of the source, with its varied and sometimes obscure

vocabulary forces him to deploy a variety of strategies.

32:4
R IWN PR HW PRI AR SR vawn 1277-52 2 Hya oan rn

Bebe, aAnbiva ta Epya adtol, xal méoatr al 600t adtol xpiaig- Bedg maTég, xal odx 0Ty adixia- dixatog
xal 6atog xpLog.

God — his works are genuine, and all his ways are justice. A faithful god, and there is no injustice, a
righteous and holy Lord.

®eds. God is not described as the rock (71817) in Greek but simply as 6eés. This is not the only
instance where this match is found. There are six occurrences of the word 71X describing
YHWH in this chapter. In each of these, 6eds is found, completely eliminating the metaphor.

For an extended discussion as to why this interpretation is to be attributed to the translator and

%6 Sir 39:15 and Tob 12:6.

57 Here MT has only 72732 while the Greek text has év tff ioy0t cou T§j peyddy. It is not clear whether the Greek
expressions should be understood as rendering the Hebrew we find in MT (and SamPent, V, S, T), or whether the
longer Greek text is due to assimilation (to v. 29 as per McCarthy) or to an additional element in G’s Vorlage. In
3:24, {oxUs translates 273, so that uéyds is probably the plus. On the other hand, 9:29 contains 27377 7122, which is
translated as év tfj ioy 0t gov 7§ nueyady. On the whole, the most probable scenario is that the Greek text in 9:26
reflects a Vorlage that contained 277 Jr22.

58 It is omitted from the Greek text in 5:24, possibly because of a homoioteleuton. Aejmaleus suggests that the
motivation is the avoidance of an anthropomorphism. See the discussion in Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” 174.
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not his Vorlage, see chapter 2, section 2.3.2. This atomistic but significant modification
manages to avoid what we can assume is an undesirable interpretation of the text. The
rendering is also significant because it potentially sheds some light on the cultural milieu of
the translation. Unfortunately, not much is known of the reasons motivating this change, in
part because little is known of the cultural context of the 3™ century BCE Egyptian Diaspora.
It has been argued that it is motivated by the avoidance of concrete portrayals of God, or
perhaps because of some cultural association that should be circumvented.’® Whatever the
reasons, a by-product of the rendering is that another metaphor is eliminated. It is intriguing in
this context to consider the ruler cults of this period. Demetrius I (Poliorcetes), who claimed
the title of king, sailed into Athens in 291 BCE, to be greeted by the population with religious
songs and dance. Their song stated: “How the greatest and dearest of the gods are present in
our city!...for other gods are either far away, or they do not have ears, or they do not exist, or
do not take any notice of us, but you we can see present here, not made of wood or stone, but
real.”®® To be sure, the idea of a visible God is problematic within Jewish circles in general.
But the impetus to avoid portraying God as a stone may be related to this idea of associating
him to a non-existent or remote deity. We can infer therefore the existence of another
subordinate norm, that of avoiding inadequate portrayals of God, or stated otherwise, norms of
the target culture governing discourse about divine beings. It exemplifies some of the

unexpected and undesirable cultural associations that one may want to avoid in translation.

%9 See the comments and references to that effect in section 2.3.2 above.

60 The translation is from Angelos Chaniotis, “The Ithyphallic Hymn for Demetrios Poliorketes and Hellenistic
Religious Mentality,” in More than Men, Less than Gods: Studies on Royal Cult and Imperial Worship, ed. P. P.
Tossif, A. S. Chankowski, and C. C. Lorber, Studia Hellenistica 51 (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 160. The Greek text
(Douris, FGrHist 76 F 13 = Athen. 7.253 d-f), reads: “ag of uéytotot Tév fedv xal dpiAtatol Tjj moAel
mdpetotv..”ANAot pdv 9] paxpdy yap dméyouatv Beol, 7 odx Exouaty Gta, 7 odx eloty, 3 o0 mpocéyouaty Ny 000E v,
ot 8¢ mapévh’ pdpev, o EOAvov 0002 Aoy, GAN GAnBivéy.” See the critical edition in A. Kolde, Politique et
religion chez Isyllos d Epidaure (Basel: Schwabe, 2003), 380-81.
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The use of an anarthrous 6eé¢ might appear surprising, in contrast with the second
instance of ¢ in this verse which can be understood more generically as a divine being.
However, its position as a “fronted constituent...which is in focus™! (casus padens
construction in Hebrew), as well as the context (here v. 3) clarifying the referent, might be

sufficient to explain this feature.5?

xal méoal ai 600t avtod xpicig. The translation of 2 by the conjunction xai is rather striking in
that parataxis is generated instead of being avoided. Wevers offers two possibilities: 1) Either
this rendering was chosen to make the flow of the verse simpler, or 2) perhaps the "2 should
be understood “as an asseverative particle.” The meaning would then be: “Yea, all his ways
are just.”®® Khokhar further suggests that the use of xai “seems to emphasize or stress what his
ways are, namely xpiaig.”®* It appears more likely, however, that the use of §tt (as in v. 3a)
would have clarified more explicitly the relationship between YHWH’s works and his
character.®> Another possibility is that the translator attempted to create parallel lines in

Greek, similar to the following:

A Bebs, aAnbiva ta Epya adtod,
A ~ e ¢ 1 3 ~ 14
B xal méoal al 600t avtol xploig:
b 1 14
A fed¢ maTds,
B’ xal odx €Ty dowxia-
C dixatog xai 6aog xUpLog.

61 Muraoka, Syntax §83a(i).

62 Muraoka also explains this use by the fact that feég is employed as a personal name. See Muraoka, Syntax
§5aa(vi).

3 Wevers is here quoting the NJPS. See Wevers, NGTD, 510.

64 Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 204.

65 See the discussion of 3 with intermediate or direct causality implied, as seems to be the case here, in Anneli
Aejmelaeus, “OTI causale in Septuagint Greek,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays,
CBET 50 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 12—18. If causality is undersood in a less direct sense, it would be possible to
use the connector ydp. But it is quite rare in this position in OG Deuteronomy, the translator generally preferring
oTL.
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Nevertheless, the structure is disrupted by the great difference in length between lines. It
also presumes that a number of potentially independent decisions such as the rendering of
RN by Heé¢ were also made to fit this larger pattern. It seems rather more likely that the
translator preferred a rendering that coordinated clauses, as he does later in v. 9. The rendering
of "2 by xal is rather rare in OG Deuteronomy (9:19, 14:24, 32:4, 9). In 14:24, the translator
avoids the repetition of a conditional "2, but in 9:19, the rendering appears to be exegetically
motivated.%® This would mean that out of approximately 140 non-conditional *J (i.e., limited
to its use as causal, logical, or object clause marker), xai is only employed in three instances —
twice in this song — to coordinate clauses instead of subordinating them.%” Whatever the exact
motivation, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that the translator passed by an excellent
opportunity to reduce the paratactic style of the text.

The majority text renders VAWM by the plural xpiceis, but as Wevers argues, the more
difficult singular xpious, as attested by 848 and a few others, is probably original .%® It has been

suggested that the consistency of this lexical match has caused a shift in meaning for the term

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢

xplotg, from “judgment,” “condemnation,” “trial,” or even “choice,” to a moral and ethical

% As Wevers points out, the present tense that follows 9:19 implies that Moses’s prayer was not caused by the
fact that he feared (as in MT), but that he prayed and was still afraid. See Wevers, NGTD, 167.

7 Verse 9 will be discussed later in this chapter. The total figure is based on Aejmelaeus’s estimation in
Aejmelaeus, “OTI causale in Septuagint Greek,” 19-20. We may add, contrary to Wevers’s claim, that it appears
very unlikely that the translator saw the 72 as assertive since the xai presumably works here as a conjunction.
Nowhere does he translate °> by a Greek interjection. See also the study of Joshua-Judges by Sipild. Out of 141
instances of the causal *J, only three instances were translated by xai, most likely because of contextual factors,
once completely reworking the grammatical structure of the source text. It thus remains exceptional. See Seppo
Sipild, Between Literalness and Freedom: Translation Technique in the Septuagint of Joshua and Judges
Regarding the Clause Connections Introduced by 1 and *2, Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society 75
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999), 162—-63.

8 Wevers, THGD, 84—85.
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sense.® It is to be noted, however, that a few usages can be found in this period where moral

qualities are in view, so that xpiai is not out of place in this context.”

xal o0x &0ty 4. On the rendering of the Hebrew negative particle 'R, see our comments at
25:5. A majority of witnesses have ev autw before ddixia. This widespread variant in the
manuscript tradition suggests that the terseness of this idiom was difficult for Greek speakers,

who tended to smooth out the difficulty.”!

dixatog xal 6atog xUptog. The Greek datos 1s not the usual term employed to translate . The
more common rendering of e06¢ might have been avoided because it would represent an
inappropriate way of describing YHWH.”” It is noteworthy, however, that Deuteronomy is the
only place where éotos words are found in the Greek Pentateuch. The expression 225w
(“uprightness of heart”) found in 9:5 denotes the same in noun form, and is commonly glossed
as “uprightness”, in the sense of integrity and honesty, the uprightness of inward
dispositions.” There the translator renders it by recourse to éaiétng. This is also unusual since
the typical match for the nominative form of " is ed80tns.”* Outside of Deuteronomy, words

of the datog family usually render the Hebrew 'O or words of the O family.”

% See for example the comments in Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 593.

0 MM, s.v. “xplag”.

"I Note especially how variations of this prepositional phrase are found later in the song: “odx &oTiv mioTig v adTois”
(v. 20) or “odx EaTtv év adTols émaTiun” (v. 28).

2 Two variants of this explanation are found in Siegert, Zwischen Hebrdischer Bibel und Altem Testament, 227,
Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 511. The Hebrew 2% is most commonly translated in the Septuagint
by words of the 060¢ family. The distant second choice are words of the 8pbé¢ group.

3 Helmer Ringgren, “°,” TDOT 6:468. See also DCH, s.v. “W”.

74 The other renderings are found in translations that are not as guided by norms of consistency in lexical
equivalents (Job, Chronicles). These use terms such as ¢mAdtyg and xafapds.

75 Of further interest is the fact that while éciétyg is only found in four places in the translational corpus of the
Septuagint, two of these instances appear to be alternate readings of the Hebrew Vorlage. In Prov 14:32, 6c16Tyg
renders MT’s 117, which the translator probably read as 120 (“his purity/innocence”). In 1 Sam 14:41, the
translator seems to be reading the Hebrew text vocalized as 0’ (“symbols of truth”) instead of MT 210
(“complete”). What these readings suggest, however, is that 6g16Tng is usually tied to the Hebrew 7n.
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Identifying the precise meaning of the term in this context is difficult.”® Two recent
studies shed light on these terms in classical and early Hellenistic contexts. Mikalson argues
that 6g1étn¢ should be understood as religious correctness, that is, a (passive) state of being in
conformance with religious tradition. This is in contrast to edoéfeia, which denotes instead
proper respect for the gods.”” Peels’s thorough lexical investigation of all Greek literature and

inscriptions down to the early 4" century is relevant here. She concludes as follows:

A person was considered éatog if he/she respected the gods by acknowledging them as
gods, knew his/her place with respect to them and honoured them in ritual practice. But
crucially, in order to be considered 8atog, a person also had to honour those relationships
that the gods were especially interested in, and behave well towards parents, children,
spouses, brothers, sisters, guests, hosts, suppliants, and the dead.”®

Another conclusion related to our inquiry is that éoto¢ words are commonly found in the
same context as dixatog words, in fact, often describing the same situation. Plato has dealt with
this rather extensively: The term écios would describe conduct that is fitting in relation to the

gods while dixaioc would designate proper conduct towards fellow humans.” But despite

76 Muraoka’s lexicon suggests “piety,” “holiness,” or “holy things.” See GELS, s.v. “8ai0¢”. BDAG is a bit more
elaborate, offering “a state of proper attitude toward God as exhibited in action”, but this could hardly be applied
to YHWH. In a later subentry for éatog, it suggests “pertaining to being the standard for what constitutes
holiness.” This usage is based on two Septuagint texts, however, including the one mentioned above, Deut 32:4.
See BDAG, s.v. “Gatog”.

7 Jon D. Mikalson, Greek Popular Religion in Greek Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 169.
Should one rely on literature and inscriptions of the classical period to investigate religion of the early Hellenistic
period? Mikalson seems to think so: “For this study I use the writings of philosophers of both the classical and
early Hellenistic periods because it is becoming increasingly clear that for most Greeks in the early Hellenistic
period practised religion remained very much what it had been in the classical period.” See Mikalson, Greek
Popular Religion in Greek Philosophy, 4.

8 Saskia Peels, Hosios: A Semantic Study of Greek Piety (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2015), 66. Further, §ciog and
cognates refer to “everything that humans do to give xapts to gods, thereby pleasing them and giving them Tt
To accomplish this, humans should not only honour the relationship with the gods themselves, but also those
relationships between humans in which the gods take a special interest.”

" For example, Plato, Gorg. 507a6-b4.
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Plato’s struggle to identify differences between uses of 8aios and dixatog, lexical investigations

show that they are often used interchangeably. On this very subject, Peels argues that:

oo & cognates (and edoéfeie & cognates) in the fifth century answered the users’ need
for more dedicated, specific terms to express morality from the imagined perspective of
gods when dixatog & cognates became more specialized for other usages.°

In other words, while 8gi0¢ and cognates always invoke a religious frame, dixatos words
often do not and operate in a variety of contexts. This is in keeping with other findings, here
from Rudhardt, to the effect that “éoiog a pour le Grec une consonance spécifiquement
religieuse, alors que dixatos, bien que la justice intéresse les dieux et complete la piété, parait a
cet égard moins nettement caractérisé.”®!

However, and more importantly for our purposes, the use of both of these words
together is quite common and does appear to cover the whole spectrum of ethical and religious
appropriateness, whether framed in terms of honoring the gods or what is legally right.®? It

could very well be that the choice of 8atog/6a16tn in Deuteronomy is related to its common

occurrence with dixatog/dixatoatvy in Greek parlance to convey the sense of integrity and

80 Peels, Hosios, 254. Peels mentions that some usages of dixatootvy can also express the imagined perspective of
the gods, so that limiting the term to a non-religious, ethical sense is too restrictive. Cf. Peels, Hosios, 111-12.

81 Jean Rudhardt, Notions fondamentales de la pensée religieuse et actes constitutifs du culte dans la Gréce
classique, 2nd ed. (Paris: A et J Picard, 1992), 30, 33. Inscription UPZ.1.33 = TM 3242 [Memphis — 161 BCE]
represents an example from the early Hellenistic period using 6a16tv¢ much in the same sense as that described
here: 6 Sdpamis xal ¥ Elows énadpodiaiav ydpew popdny mpds tov Pacidela xal Ty Bacihooay O 1g Exels mpds To
feiov 6aiétnTa. (lines 9-10) “For all these may Sarapis and Isis give you grace, favor and appreciation by the king
and queen, by reason of your sacred relationship with the divine”. See Fassa Eleni, “Shifting Conceptions of the
Divine: Sarapis as Part of Ptolemaic Egypt’s Social Imaginary,” in Shifiing Social Imaginaries in the Hellenistic
Period: Narrations, Practices, and Images, ed. Eftychia Stavrianopoulou (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2013), 126.
More recent inquiries have yielded similar results, though the topic is still much debated.

82 Examples of this usage are too numerous to quote, but very common in judicial contexts, where prosecutors
will appeal to the dixatos and 8aiog of jurors. In terms of time period, this usage can be found from Euripides to
Sextus Empiricus, and in terms of register, from Plato, to the Zenon archive. We also have sources which
demonstrate that such pairing of the two was not uncommon in the context of 3rd century Egypt, presumably the
same period as Deuteronomy’s translation into Greek. The first example comes from P.Zen.Pestm D = TM 2493
[Arsinoites — 248 BCE]. In it, Zenon speaks of a man whose father is in trouble, stating that for someone to
support his father is dixaiog xai 8atog: “Ardn[plnxdros 08 Tol matpds adTol xall Svtos]év xatoxft oletar delv wuy
éyxatadeimew xabdmep \dixatov/ xai 8a1év éotw....”
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correctness in every respect. This is all the more significant since dixatog and e06ig rarely occur
together.®® Through the pairing of dixatos and 8aios the translator is able to convey both the
religious and ethical dimensions that PT¥ and " might have.?* However, the use of dixatog
and 8atog to describe YHWH presents some difficulties. Peels points out that there are very few
applications of §atog to gods in classical Greek literature.®® She argues that it constitutes a
marked usage often designed to arrest the attention of the listener/reader in comical plays or
reductio ad absurdum arguments.®® We could perhaps argue that the translator chose this
formula to follow the pattern initiated by his rendering in chapter 9. But given his relative
flexibility in other places when it comes to lexical choice, it is difficult to settle for this
explanation.

Perhaps the meaning of “holy” can be entertained in the sense of “being blameless in all
duties towards gods,” but this hardly fits here.®” But as stated earlier, such a use is very rare
outside of the Septuagint and later Jewish and Christian literature.®® The idiom should then be

considered as a whole. The contrast is set up between YHWH in v. 4 and his people in v. 5. He

83 QOutside of the Septuagint, there are only a handful of examples where the two words are found in close
proximity. In about half of these, e080¢ qualifies dixatog (“a straight justice”). We find £060¢ and dixatog in parallel
in two places: Herodotus Hist. 1.96.2 (“i00s Te xal dixatos %v”") and Demosthenes Cor. 322 (“td yap € dpxdis e00Ug
8pBny xai duaiav TV 600V THc ToAlTelag EIASUNY”).

84 Neither 7P7X or W are religious terms in the way that 6g1étyg is. %> R or 701 might be closer in meaning
to what 6a16tn¢ conveys. In fact, §otog most often translates words of the TN family. Is it significant then that
when speaking of 7017 towards God (i.e., the 7°0n), 810 is used, denoting the fulfilling of obligations towards the
deity. But when the reverse is considered, YHWH’s 7017 is translated as é\enpoaitvy, perhaps underlining the
asymmetrical nature of the relationship? See Peels, Hosios, 55.

85 She notes only seven instances, all of which are discussed in Peels, Hosios, 154—66. In these, gods are often
portrayed as humans and thus sharing their traits. But this can hardly be what the translator has in mind in 32:4.
8 This is how Peels understand Euripides’s prologue of Alcestis, where Zeus refers to himself as being §aiog. In
context, he is portrayed paradoxically (and comically) as both human and divine. See Peels, Hosios, 158.

87 There is, however, at least one example in contemporary literature where §atog is used in a more abstract sense.
Sextus Empiricus, quoting a 2nd-century BCE philosopher, describes 6167y as being a kind of dixatooivy
directed towards the gods. The argument goes like this: If according to common notions 6014ty exists, then the
8a16v also exists. See Sextus Empiricus Phys. 1.123-124. 1t designates what seems to be the recipient or standard
of 601dtn¢, then equated with the divine. Therefore, the divine does exist.

88 In fact, it is rather striking that following the translation of the Pentateuch, we find §aiog applied to god(s) in Ps
145:17 (144YXX), and then in a few Jewish and early Christian texts. These remain the exception however as the
word is usually employed to define people, the faithful, and not God.
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is faithful and blameless in every respect, while his people have sinned, are crooked and
perverse. Verse 5 seeks to establish a contrast between YHWH and Israel in order to exonerate
him. It could be argued that the translator resorts to 8oto¢ while having in view both the idiom
as a whole and the contrast with Israel. This contrast is stated not only here in 32:4 but also in
9:5 where Israel is said to lack these very qualities, dixatootvy and éo1étng.

The pronoun K177 is translated by designating its referent, here xdptos. Harl wonders
whether this was done in order to create a chiastic structure with the beginning of the verse
Beds... xUptog,> or perhaps as part of a larger pattern of divine names initiated with x0piog in the
preceding verse (ABBBA). There is at least one other example of such a device in this song.
In the Greek text of v. 9, each stich ends with a name for the people: Jacob, Israel. This is in
contrast to MT which does not have the final “Israel.” This plus creates two balanced lines that
follow the same pattern. However, this variant is also found in the Samaritan Pentateuch,
which strongly suggests that the parallelism in v. 9 should rather be attributed to the
translation’s Vorlage. The situation is slightly different in v.4 in that x0pios does not represent
a plus. But should this explanation be favored, one should be open to the possibility that the
explicit mention of the divine name at the end of v.4, and the inclusio that it forms with the

other divine name(s), was already in the translator’s Vorlage.*®

8 See Harl, “Le grand cantique de Moise en Deutéronome 32 : quelques traits originaux de la version grecque des
Septante,” 187. See also Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 322-23.

% Assuming the Vorlage contained MY, it may explain why scribes sought to explicitly define the identity of this
being (our god) by changing the pronoun for the Tetragrammaton. Alternatively, as Soisalon-Soininen suggests,
the similarity between X7 and 7177 is close enough to imagine the possibility of confusion in reading the Hebrew
text, whether this was done by a Hebrew scribe or the translator. See Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, “Die Wiedergabe
des hebrdischen Personalpronomens als Subjekt im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax,
ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus and Raija Sollamo, AASF, Ser.B 237 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 81.
The name (or pronoun) is entirely omitted in V and S.
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32:5
5nonat wpy N7 0min 113 &Y H nnw

NUAPTOTAY 0UX QUTE TEXVE UWUNTA, YEVEL TXOMA XAl OLETTPAUUEY).

Blemished children, not his, have sinned, a generation, crooked and perverse.

Nudptooay odx adTé Téxva pwuynta. The syntax and meaning of the first stich of v. 5 is disputed
and has given rise to many emendations in antiquity.’' That SamPent contains a version of the
line that corresponds word-for-word to our translation (072 "2 H RH 1NNW) makes it very
likely that the translator’s Vorlage was identical.”> This will be the starting point of our
analysis.

Wevers takes téxva pwunta as the subject of the verb nuaprooav. The negation odx adté
would then qualify the téxve, but the Greek text can be read a number of ways.”* Given the
difficulty, it appears that the translator was content to translate the Hebrew phrase lexeme-for-
lexeme, nevertheless interpreting the construct chain D2 *J21 as adjectival in nature.

As observed by Dogniez and Harl, auapravw is unique as a rendering for the Hebrew

DMWY in the Greek Pentateuch.”* When used intransitively to designate the corruption of

1 McCarthy lays out the various scribal emendations and interpretations in the ancient witnesses. See McCarthy,
Deuteronomy, 93.

92 This is also Sanders’s opinion: “The translations of the LXX and the Peshitta probably go back to a Hebrew
text similar or equal to the Samaritan reading.” He adds, “Obviously the Samaritan version hardly makes sense. It
must be the result of elimination of some of the difficulties from the even more problematic MT.” See Sanders,
The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 145. Den Hertog states that the translator managed well given the difficult
MT text, but it appears unlikely that such a rendering would have appeared independently of the identical
SamPent text. See Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 593.

93 Other possibilities are: “Have they not sinned against him?” or “they have sinned, not towards God,” or “they
have sinned, they are not blameworthy children.” Dogniez and Harl’s preference is as follows: “They have
sinned; they are no longer his children; they are blameworthy.” See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 323.

%4 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 323. The Greek Téxvov is not the most common match for J2. On this see
our comments at 25:5.
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oneself, the Hebrew verb is usually translated using évopéw.”> Conversely, the Greek quaprdve
consistently translates the Hebrew 80T except here.”® The reasons motivating this lexical
match are not clear, and this is another example of translation choices that are unique to this
chapter in OG Deuteronomy.”’

On the second line, the adjective 5nbna (perhaps “tortuous”), a hapax in the Hebrew
Bible, is translated using a participial form of dwotpédw (“twisted”, “perverse”).”® This is not
unexpected as the hithpael verb of the same root, 5n1, is translated by the same Greek verb in
Ps 18:27, a text which also contains the parallel Hebrew WpY. HALOT notes that the adjective
in 32:5 is often translated as if it was 19NN, and this may be how the translator proceeded
here.”” Nevertheless, the perfect passive participle is an curious choice, though it is
semantically identical to an adjective in many situations.'? Its use here may signal the desire

for stylistic variation.

32:6

T3 TWY NI TP TAR RI0-R1HA 0O KDY Ha3 oy ARrdRIn M

TalTa xuplw GvTamodidote oUTwg, Aads mwpds xal olxi codds; 00x adTds OUTOS TOU TTATHP EXTNTATS OE

95 See 4:16, 25, 9:12, 31:29. This is true of both the piel and hiphil forms of the Hebrew verb which seem to be
used interchangeably. Transitive uses of the verb have the sense of “to destroy” and are in all but one instance
translated by 2£oAebpelw.

% Out of 59 instances of the verb (Logos search based on Rahlfs’s text), only Lev 4:3 and 4:22 have the verb
apaptavw translating another term, there a derivative of the root QWX.

7 The Hebrew 0°nNis translated by ¢Anfivés only in this chapter (v. 4), but there are only two instances of this
substantive in Deuteronomy. One might argue that apaptavw was chosen to create an intertextual link to chapter
9, where Moses recounts Israel’s disobedience at Sinai. The translator would employ the same verb twice to
describe Israel’s behavior. However, the alternative and more common dvopéw is also found in chapter 9, so that
choosing apaptdvw over it does not enhance the intertextuality that might have resulted.

%8 For a discussion of its possible meaning, see Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 153.

% See HALOT, s.v. “7no”.

100 Muraoka introduces his discussion of the perfect passive participle with the statement that it “underlines a
continuing state resulting from an action in the past.” But later on, he concedes that “in indicating a resultant state
a passive pf. ptc. verges on an adjective...” He adds a few examples where the choice of the participle over an
adjective seems to be purely stylistically motivated. See Muraoka, Syntax §28ea.
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xal émolncév oe xal ExTioéy ae;

Do you thus repay the Lord these things, O people, foolish and not wise? Did not he himself, your
father, acquire you and make you and create you?

tadta xupiw dvtamodidote oltws. Two features deserve comment. First, the demonstrative tadta
appears to be a plus in relation to MT. Den Hertog, following Frankel, argues that the Hebrew
DIRT is here the subject of a double translation. It is rendered once as talita, and another as
ottwg.!%! The Greek text is translated by NETS with tafta as the direct object of the verb:
“These things (do you thus repay)?”'%? The exclamatory question is straightforward in
Hebrew: “Do you render that to YHWH?”'* Throughout OG Deuteronomy, the Hebrew
demonstrative is rendered using the Greek demonstrative ottog.!® This would suggest that the
otitws found in this phrase is either not OG (o%tog might have been original), or that it was
added ad sensum. The latter is what Wevers ponders after initially suggesting that N7 is here
understood adverbially.!® He acknowledges that the presence of both taiita and ofitwg as
verbal modifiers raises questions concerning the way the translator would have understood
NINT.1% We might add that it introduces a superfluous redundancy in the question.'”” Thus the

motivation for a double translation is not clear.

101 Den Hertog, Labahn, and Pola, “Deuteronomion,” 593; Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der paldistinischen
Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik, 209. Other examples of double translation are discussed in the
introduction to the book, but many are problematic and can be explained by issues of syntax (copulative verb
required in 9:3) or Vorlage (both terms most likely found in the Vorlage of 23:18, 32:19).

192 1.q Bible d’Alexandrie proceeds similarly : “Est-ce cela qu’au Seigneur vous rendez au retour ainsi?” See
Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 324.

103 The demonstrative NXTis therefore not to be understood adverbially, as many English translations render it: “to
render thus.” Such a reading would normally entail an additional preposition (NX72).

104 Out of 53 instances, 51 are rendered by o0tog, one by éxelvog, and then we have our present text which is
ambiguous.

105 Deut 6:1 could also be cited as an example of such ad sensum addition of oUtwg, but closer inspection reveals
that the presence of the Greek adverb reflects assimilation to 4:5, which was most likely done at the level of the
Vorlage.

196 Wevers, NGTD, 511.

197 The pleonasm is well rendered by Dogniez and Harl: “Est-ce cela qu’au Seigneur vous rendez en retour
ainsi?” See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 324.
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On the other hand, an original of o0tog would also represent a difficult fit in terms of
syntax since it would most naturally occur in the accusative instead of the nominative form.
Another possibility related to the preceding is that the Greek oltwg is to be connected to what
follows: “This is a foolish people and not wise” or “Thus a foolish people and not wise.”!%
This would be in contrast with the second half of the verse: “Is he not, this one....”'% That the
Greek demonstrative or adverb was sometimes understood as related to the second stich can be
supported from manuscript 848 where ofitws is found in this position.''” Wevers does not
discuss this possibility, the layout of his edition following the stichometry of MT.

However, assuming that oUtwg translates NRT, we may also argue that tafita renders the
Hebrew 1, pointed as an interrogative in MT, since it stands in the slot where the Hebrew
interrogative particle is found.!'! The Hebrew particle may be used for exclamation

%9 ¢

(“behold!”),''? or in the context of rhetorical questions (“indeed”, “surely”, “verily”) to

“express the conviction that the contents of the statement are well known to the hearer....”'!3

Some unusual uses of talita (n. pl.) do overlap with these, such as the elliptical expression

29 ¢ 9% ¢e

(“yes”, “certainly”, “there”), all exclamatory in nature.''* Alternatively, it is sometimes

108 If that were the case, then it becomes more likely for the original to be a demonstrative o0tog. Yet, odtog is
poorly attested in the textual tradition (F® ** CantS™).

109 Tt is not impossible that otitws would translate an additional particle in the translator’s Vorlage. In the vast
majority of instances, oUtwg translates the Hebrew 12, and it is not impossible that this term would have stood at
the end of the first line of the verse. On oUtw¢ as a plus in 8:5, see the explanation in Wevers, NGTD, 147.

110 See the edited text is Dunand, “Papyrus grecs bibliques (Papyrus F. inv. 266) Volumina de la Genése et du
Deutéronome (Texte et planches),” 144—45.

1 In 15:2, olitwg translates NXT adverbially, a way similar to 32:6. The magqqef separating the interrogative i from
the lamed is present in Codex Leningradensis, but the Aleppo Codex and Damascus Pentateuch only have a small
space, the 17 being vocalized with a patach. For a brief discussion of the manuscript evidence, see Sanders, The
Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 149.

2 HALOT, s.v. “7”. Note that the interjection XiJis also employed in a similar way: “Lo! Behold!” Some have
argued that 277 here (without spacing or magqef) might be an alternate and more ancient form of the interrogative
particle, as found in Arabic. See GKC §100i; Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 149.

113 GKC §150e.

114 See for example Aristophanes, Vesp. 142, Pax 275, Eq. 111.
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99 ¢

employed with causative force: “This is why,” “therefore,” etc.!'> One might therefore
translate as “Certainly/Indeed...it is the Lord you repay in this way?”” With causative force,
one might formulate it as a question connected to v. 5: “Is this why... you repay the Lord in
this way?” Or as a declarative sentence: “Therefore, you repay the Lord in this way....” This,
however, would be a unique rendering of the interrogative 1.

In the end, taita may simply be an explicitation without direct warrant from the source
text.!'® Given the departure from the usual practice of reproducing the source text’s word
order in the second half of this verse, it becomes more difficult to argue that taiita is
necessarily rendering a Hebrew lexeme, and therefore challenging to come to any conclusion
as to what the translator might be intending. The word order of the Hebrew text highlights
astonishment at the fact that it is YHWH who is repaid in this way. Unless one opts for the
exclamatory use of talita, the Greek demonstrative would rather underscore the nature of the
things repaid (i.e., by becoming a perverse and crooked generation).

The translation of dvramodidwyt in the present tense also stands out. As discussed in v. 3,
the majority of yigtol verbal forms in this section (esp. vv. 8-18) are understood as describing
past actions and translated as aorist indicatives. This would have been an option here: “You

have repaid the Lord thus.” A future indicative is also within the realm of possibility: “Will

you repay the Lord thus?” But the present indicative in this context most likely stresses the

115 Two examples will suffice: “GAN" adta tTabra xal viv fxw mapa of, va Omép éuod diadexbfic adtd.” (Plato,
Prot. 310e) “But it is on this very account [i.e. because of this] I have come to you now, to see if you will have a
talk with him on my behalf.”

“o1 8" &\ot mavreg 8hovto. Talh vmepydavéovres Emetol yatxoyitwves Nuéas vBpilovres drdobala unyavéwvro.”
(Homer, 7/ 11.693-695) “...and all the rest had perished; wherefore the brazen-coated Epeans, proud of heart
thereat, in wantonness devised mischief against us.” See Plato. Laches, Protagoras, Meno, Euthydemus. Translated
by W.R. M. Lamb. LCL 165. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1924; Homer. The lliad: Volume I, Books
1-12. Translated by A. T. Murray and William F. Wyatt. 2nd ed. LCL 170. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1924.

116 As suggested in the apparatus published by White Crawford in Sidnie Ann White Crawford, Jan Joosten, and
Eugene Ulrich, “Sample Editions of the Oxford Hebrew Bible: Deuteronomy 32:1-9, 1 Kings 11:1-8, and
Jeremiah 27:1-10 (34G),” V'T 58 (2008): 354.
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customary or habitual nature of the Israelite response.'!” This represents an accurate
translation of the underlying yigfol, which in this context can express a general truth or a
situation that occurs repeatedly.!!® In any case, its occurrence demonstrates attentiveness to the

broader context.

otk adtds 0UTés gou matip. The second half of this verse is also said to contain a double
translation, but that is inaccurate. Strictly speaking, the 3™ person pronoun and the
demonstrative appearing in close proximity most likely correspond to the two Hebrew
pronouns X771 found on the third and the fourth line.!"” As Wevers observed, the Hebrew
pronoun is translated throughout the book by both attés and otrés without any apparent
difference in meaning. Furthermore, when the Hebrew pronoun is repeated in the same verse
(as in 1:38 and 3:28), it is translated in alternation by adtéc and odtéc.'*° We might be facing a
similar situation here, though the translator has rearranged the second half of the verse in the

process, thereby modifying its syntax. In Hebrew, lines 3 and 4 may be analyzed as follows:

T3P TAR RI7-R17 | Is it not he, your father, who has formed you?

T3397 TP K17 | (Is it not) he, who made you and established you?

In translation, the three verbs are rendered consecutively (X171 being moved to the head
of the sentence). Because of this, a xai becomes necessary to connect the first and second verb.

The Greek rendering of this section breaks the parallelism of the Hebrew text:

7 See Muraoka, Syntax §28b(vii).

118 See Joosten, Verbal System, 61-62. The yiqgtol within a question could also point to an action going on at the
moment of speaking. But given the context of the song, repeated occurrences seem to be in view.

119 For some examples of an independent X377 translated into Greek as a demonstrative pronoun, see Deut 14:8,
19.

120 See the discussion in Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 61.
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olx adtds 00Tés gou Tatnp éxtioatd oe | Did not he himself, your father, acquire you

2 ! 4 \ 4
xal émolnoey o€ xal EXTIOEY OF; and make you and create you?

As Wevers intimates, what was originally two questions is now a single one so that the
question no longer requires two lines.'?! This reconfiguration is surprising given the
translator’s preference for the reproduction of the source text’s word order. One might have
expected the Hebrew verbs to be rendered as attributive participles, qualifying the nominative
gou mathp. It also implied a minor plus, the conjunction xai.'*?

Another change in word order is the possessive pronoun gouv coming before the head
noun matip. In this context, one can read adtos otds as a single expression, with gov matip in
apposition: “Did not this one himself (i.e., this very one), your father, acquire you.”
Alternatively, the combination of demonstrative + possessive + noun can also be understood
in this context as “this, your father.”'?* This clause would be in apposition to the 3" person
pronoun and translated as: “Did not he, this your father (i.e., your very father), acquire
you?”!?* The placement of the possessive pronoun before the noun would serve the purpose of
bringing the father’s status into prominence.

Therefore, the emphasis in translation appears to rest on highlighting the identity of

YHWH as a father to his people, with the pronoun and demonstrative together emphasizing its

121 'Wevers, NGTD, 511-12.

122 The addition of xal is also more easily understood if the OG did not include the last clause, xal éxTioéy €.
This scenario is discussed in more detail below.

123 See for example Xenophon. Anab. 7.3.30: “éyw 0¢ got, & Zetbyn, didwut Euavtdv xal Tols éuols TovTous ETaipoug
dlhous elvar moTols.” “And 1, Seuthes, give you myself and these my comrades to be your faithful friends.” See
Xenophon. Anabasis. Translated by C. L. Brownson. Revised ed. LCL 90. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1998. In context, the use of the demonstrative underscores the special status of the comrades, a rhetorical
device that goes beyond the simple demonstrative use of identification. See also Sophocles /. 530, where the word
is different and the context rather negative: “this father of yours.”

124 Which is basically what Wevers suggests here. See Wevers, NGTD, 512.
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extraordinary nature in this context.'?> Perhaps the translator thought this was not as easily
achieved in Greek by simply replicating the Hebrew text’s parallelism. The astonishing nature
of Israel’s action is therefore highlighted in both halves of this verse using demonstratives.

Turning to the final xai éxtioév o, it is worth noting that the phrase is not represented in
codex B but well attested in the Greek textual history. It is not clear whether 848 actually
contained xat xtioév ge. The phrase éxtoaté oe found at the end of line 3 in Wevers’s edition
(“otw adtds 00Tés gou maTip éxmjoaté oe”’) is located at the beginning of the fourth stich in 848.
Thus, the third line of 848 is simply “otx adtds 00té[s cou matnp],” while the fourth line
contains the chain of verbs: “éxtoaté [oe xal émoinoév oe xal Eéxtioéy oe].” Though the
manuscript’s lines are variable in length, the longest reconstructed line in this column (verse
2a) contains 33 characters. To fit xai éxtioév oe on line 4 of v. 6 would imply 35 characters,
making it the longest line of this column of the manuscript. In a more recent edition of 848,
Aly states that “the division of the sentence into these two cola results from the omission of
xat Exmiody oe.”126 Wevers attributes this omission to parablepsis (haplography), but Aly argues
that the division of the sentence on two lines invalidates Wevers’s judgment.'?” It should be
noted, however, that Wevers considers 848 as “the product of a long textual history,”
containing numerous variants and several examples of parablepsis. It is therefore possible that
both Wevers and Aly are correct: The scribe who copied 848 had a shorter text, but this

parablepsis may have occurred earlier in the transmission process.

125 Note here the similar phenomenon in Gen 3:15-16 and the discussion in Muraoka, Syntax §76ee. Muraoka
suggests that the proximity between both pronouns against the Hebrew word order may suggest a desire to
highlight the “confrontation and hostility between the two parties” by juxtaposing their pronouns. Here, the
opposite effect might be implied, underscoring instead the close relationship between them.

126 Aly and Koenen, Three Rolls of the Early Septuagint : Genesis and Deuteronomy, 118.

127 Wevers, THGD, 65; Aly and Koenen, Three Rolls of the Early Septuagint : Genesis and Deuteronomy, 120. It
is likely that xal &xTioév oe was not present in manuscript 848, but whether it represents the OG is debatable.
Should it be so, a case could be made that xai &xTioév oe is not original since Wevers usually takes the combined
shorter reading of B and 848 as OG.
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But under the assumption that xal éxticév oe is original, could &xtigév have been
employed on line 4 for the purposes of creating a wordplay with éxmjoaté on the previous line,
as Wevers suggests?'?® The translator would be reproducing (albeit differently) the assonance
also found in the source text where lines 3 and 4 end similarly: T3P 7'2R...7330M JWY. This
1s not impossible, the four instances of 12 being translated by a variety of terms in OG
Deuteronomy. The only other instance of x7i{w in OG Deuteronomy translates the Hebrew
verb 872. More broadly, the four other instances of xti{w in the Pentateuch translate three
Hebrew terms: N3P (“to create” or “acquire”), TO" (“to found”, “establish”), and [2W (“to
settle”, “reside”).!'? But in v. 6, J2W is already present on line three and understood in the
sense of “acquiring” (and translated by xtdopat). On line 4, the polel 112 is rendered by xtilw, a
term whose usage (in the classical period) denotes the setting up, founding of a city, colony,
altar, or festival. In this light, the rendering seems appropriate. These terms being rare, it is
difficult, when looking at this sequence in isolation, to establish whether the translator resorted
to this Greek verb for stylistic reasons.

A similar example is found in v. 15, where three verbs are found in sequence: é\mavéy,
émayvln, émhativly. These share end rhyme along with the assonance and alliteration provided
by the augment and the repetition of the internal pi and alpha. The last two words of the
sequence also have rhyming penultimate syllables.!*® In contrast, the Hebrew line displays end
rhyme and similarity of vowels: I"W2 N2V MINW, but this is the natural outcome of placing

three verbs of the same conjugation one after the other. The rhetorical effect is generated in a

128 Wevers, NGTD, 512.

129 See Gen 14:19, 22, Exod 9:18, Lev 16:16 respectively.

130 That this represents stylistic feature of the Greek text has not escaped notice. It was inventoried for example in
Jennifer Dines’ chapter on the stylistic features of the Septuagint in Jennifer Dines, “Stylistic Features of the
Septuagint,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh:
Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 375-85.
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different fashion, using a rapid succession and switch to a direct address.'*! Here again one
might argue that this is mostly a by-product of the translator’s usual methodology. The first
two Hebrew verbs are not common but translated by an appropriate Greek term, in keeping
with what we find elsewhere in the Septuagintal corpus.'*? The last verb, W2, is a hapax
whose root appears nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible. It most likely has the sense of “being
gorged with food.”"** As expected, the Greek verb in the middle-passive voice has the sense of
being broadened, diffused, dilated, or to figuratively to swell up.!** It is difficult to say

whether the match is a semantically accurate, but mAdtivw certainly fits in this context.!> It

131 This device is also present elsewhere such as in the Song of the Sea (Exod 15:9): 72wp 2R »wR 97 (“1 will
pursue, I will overtake, I will divide the spoils.”) See GKC §154a who describes the hurried effect but does not
mention the idea of progression: “On the other hand, the constructio asyndetos in a series of verbs is used as a
rhetorical expedient to produce a hurried and so an impassioned description.” In the examples provided, the
semantic progression seems limited to instances where a sequence of three verbs is present. See also Christensen,
Deuteronomy 21:10-34:12, 806. “The phenomenon of enallage, the use of one grammatical form for another, in
vv 15-16 is striking, as the grammatical forms move from third singular to second singular to third singular and
then third plural forms in v 16.” Joosten also suggests that the apostrophe to the people is a way of emphasizing
that the description applies to the audience directly. See Joosten, Verbal System, 418.

132 1w is found in the Qal here and in Jer 5:28. The Jeremiah passage is part of the MT plus and therefore not
found in translation. It pairs 7AW with NWY, also a hapax legomenon. However, the cognate nouns suggest
something along the lines of being or becoming fat. The Aiphil form of the verb is found in Isa 6:10 and Neh
9:25. In the context of Isaiah, this fattening is said of the heart, a metaphor for becoming dull or hardened. In the
Nehemiah passage, it has the sense of becoming fat, which is the apparent meaning of the term here. In both these
texts, the Hebrew verb is translated by Aimaivw, which is a quite appropriate match. In Isaiah, it is translated by
maxVvw, which can also take the sense of making or being made dull. This nuance is probably better suited to the
metaphorical usage of the term in this context. The next verb, 712V, is also quite rare, occurring only twice (here
andin 1 K 12:10 = 1 Ch 10:10). It is most likely related to the cognate 2¥ which is understood as “thickness.” In
both instances they are translated by méyUs / mayOvw. This seems to be an accurate rendering as maydvw in the
passive voice usually has the meaning of growing big or fat but can at times be understood as “becoming thick.”
While these first two Hebrew terms are not frequent, their translation into Greek is unsurprising and consistent
across the corpus.

133 Lexicons approximate its meaning based on context and cognate languages. It could represent being obstinate,
which may be connected to the Arabic kasiya (see HALOT, s.v. “aw2”). This obviously relates to the previous
line, where 117W" is said to have kicked. But it is more commonly thought to have the meaning of being gorged
with food (DCH), again from the immediate context, but also with potential relation to the Arabic kS’ (“to eat” or
“be gorged with food”). See the history of interpretation in Tigay, Deuteronomy, 306. Sanders argues that the
meaning of “growing fat” is probably primary while “to be stubborn” would be secondary. See Sanders, The
Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 179. Cf. Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 156.

134 For example, Aristotle, [Mir. Ausc.] 841a.

135 The Greek term is also employed in several similar sequences in Deuteronomy: When you enter the land, you
will be blessed, you will become full, be proud and turn from God (See 6:11, 8:14, 31:20). In 11.6, the warning is
preceded by the verbs éo6iw and éumiuminut, just as in the first line of 32:15. Tt is followed by mAdT0vw, here
describing the heart being made broad. This might explain its use when the translator met a similar sequence, a
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also happened that the word was a prime candidate to approximate the stylistic effect found in
the Hebrew line.

In isolation, both of these examples might not be thought to reflect a desire to introduce
stylistic features, but taken together, they form the beginning of a pattern which reflects a

desire to raise the register of this text by resorting to various stylistic devices.

32:7
T AR TIPT T TAR HRW MTTNT Muw 12 oo mnt O

wnobnte nuépas aidvog, alvete €Ty yevelis yevedv- EmepwTYooV TOV TATEPQ GOV, Xal GayyeAEl got,
ToUg TpeTBuTépous aou, xal épolicty ot.

Remember days of old; consider years of a generation; ask your father, and he will inform you, your
elders, and they will tell you.

wmobnte nuépas aidvog. The verse begins with a plural verb in translation, in contrast to MT’s
singular. But since SamPent shares the same variant, we may posit that it is very likely that the
plural form was also present in the translator’s Vorlage.'*® The expression Huépag aiévog refers
to the days of old (or everlasting days), and appropriately renders the underlying construct
chain of @91 M. Dogniez and Harl note that 09 in this position is usually rendered by
the adjective aicvios in the Greek Pentateuch, and that the use of the noun aiwv here represents
a Hebraistic genitive.'*” It has to be noted, however, that the Deuteronomy translator prefers

this match, which he uses for ten of the twelve occurrences of the Hebrew D5W throughout

CLINT3

sequence that he translated using natural equivalences (“fattening”, “thickening”), but also included a Hebrew
hapax for which he had just the perfect term.

136 Khokhar discusses the reasons why SamPent and the OG would have opted for the plural form, arguing that it
is the better reading. He leaves open the question as to whether the plural in the OG is the work of the translator
or his Vorlage. See Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 134—46. Another possibility is that the
translator would have read 737 as an infinitive absolute, ambiguous in number. He would therefore have
attributed the number based on context.

137 See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 324.
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the book.'*® Only in the poem of chapter 33 do we find a different rendering, one that has a
poetic flavor (gevitog).!** Whether this is truly a Hebraistic genitive is debatable from the
perspective of syntax. This type of construction is common, even though these two nouns are

seldom found in this relationship.'*

cUvete €y yeveds yeve@v. While this line clearly parallels the previous one, the precise meaning
of “&ty yeveds yevedv” 1s not easy to decipher. NETS has “years of a generation,” but this seems
to depart from its usual reproduction of the form of the Greek text.!*! Dogniez and Harl
suggest “les années de la génération des générations” instead.'*? The translator is obviously
trying to render the Hebrew 71717 NIW within the constraint of his predominant
translational norms. The Hebrew expression W T1717 has a plural sense, either collective (“all
generations”)'* or distributive (“every generation”).!#4

The only similar expressions in the Pentateuch are found in Exod 3:15 and 17:16. There
the Hebrew 7T 779 121 and 77 771 is translated respectively as pvnudouvov yevedy yeveals

and amo yevedv eig yeveas. Muraoka speculates that in the context of Exod 3:15, the construction

might be understood in the general sense of “in many of the generations.” He further notes that

138 It has to be said, however, that except for 32:7, the Hebrew genitive construction usually rendered in Greek
using a preposition: “oixétyngs eig Tov aidva” (15:17). But this variation is necessary because of the semantics of the
phrase. A prepositional phrase would hardly fit in 32:7.

139 Also of note is that 33:15 and 27 represent the minority rendering, the adjective devitog. Lee notes that devéog
has a strong poetic pedigree and is only employed in poetic passages of the Septuagint. See Lee, The Greek of the
Pentateuch, 83—84. It is intriguing therefore that it is employed in Deut 33 and not in chapter 32, and perhaps
another indication that chapter 32 was not seen as a poetic text as much as the chapter that follows.

140 As Soisalon-Soininen comments, the Hebrew construct chain is sometimes rendered using a genitive noun,
which unsurprisingly represents a conventional expression in Greek. See Soisalon-Soininen, “Verschiedene
Wiedergaben der hebriischen Status Constructus-Verbindung im griechischen Pentateuch,” 64. See also the
discussion in Muraoka, Syntax §42a. Other examples of these terms are found in Amos 9:11 and Mi 3:4.

141 One explanation might be that the NRSV, which is the point of departure for NETS translation, has “years
long past” here.

142 See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 325. The Septuaginta Deutsch translates “die Jahre von Generation
zu Generation.” See Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer, eds., Septuaginta Deutsch. Das griechische Alte
Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 212. Codex B and a
few daughter versions have “&ty yevewv yeveats”, but this may represent an assimilation to Exod 3:15.

3 GKC §123c.

144 Jotion §135d.
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in the context of 32:7, the critical text of yeveds yevedv “is an odd locution.”'* Moreover, the
construction is not found in classical or contemporary Greek (nor is #tv yeveés).'*® Thus the
Hebrew text might be understood as an imperative to search the years of each past generation.
Dogniez and Harl understand the compound genitive as a superlative, much as “Song of
Songs”: “The years of a generation of generations.”'*’ This interpretation may parallel uses
found in classical poetry, where a cognate genitive in the plural is employed with a superlative
meaning.'*® The 1 in 9 TI™ 1T is omitted in the process so that a genitive construction can be
achieved. We may tentatively conclude that this rendering represents a skillful way of
introducing a stylistic feature, one that implies a superlative meaning. In this context, the
superlative sense would be a way of communicating the meaning of the underlying Hebrew

idiom.'#*

Gvayyelet... épolictv. The underlying Hebrew verbs are likely jussive forms,'>® which would
closely relate them to the preceding imperatives: “Ask your father so that he may tell you....”
But as is common in Deuteronomy (see comments on 25:3 above), these are not recognized as
such by the translator, who resorts to the future indicative, his most common match for the

Hebrew yigtol.

145 See Muraoka, Syntax §22we, note 1.

146 Tt is found in Sybilline Oracles (2.71) and 1 C1 61.3, both much later than the Greek Pentateuch.

147 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 325. One might posit that in English, it would be better rendered as “the
years of generations of generations.”

148 For example, éxBpobs éxBpéiv in Euripides, Andr. 520, or dppnt’ dppytwv in Sophocles, Oed. tyr. 465. T owe
these references to Dries De Crom, “On Articulation in LXX Canticles,” in Florilegium Lovaniense: Studies in
Septuagint and Textual Criticism in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez, ed. Hans Ausloos, Bénédicte
Lemmelijn, and Marc Vervenne, BETL 224 (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 157.

149 1t is also easier to understand than a rendering such as #ty) yevedic xal yeveds.

150 Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 153.
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32:8
DR 12 990nH oY NYas AR 0TR 113 77A02 0 YOY Snana

144 4 4 pld 3 4 ¢\ b A bl4 144 b ~ \ 3 \ [ ~
8te depépilev 6 UroTog EBvn, we diéometpey viobs Aday, Eotnaey Spia é0viv xata dptbudy vidy Beod,

When the Most High was apportioning nations, as he scattered Adam’s sons, he fixed boundaries of
nations according to the number of divine sons,

8te Orepépilev...cs dréometpev. The first half of this verse contains two parallel and synonymous
lines, with the subject, 11’5}7, elided on the second line. The parallelism is syntactically
anchored, with a 2 + infinitive governing each line.'>! That the 2 + infinitive construction is
understood as introducing a subordinate temporal clause is confirmed by the selection of éte to
translate the first one. The translator resorts to a number of different strategies to render this
Hebrew construction throughout the book, the most common being the participle.!>> However,
there are also multiple instances of the use of e + aorist or imperfect indicative, or nvixa/ag &v
+ subjunctive.!> A third possibility is the év ¢ + infinitive construction, of which there are a
number of instances.!>* In some cases, the length of the temporal clause can be a factor in the
selection of a éte + indicative or év ¢ + infinitive construction. Nevertheless, a comparison of

similar passages such as 27:3-4 and 27:12 demonstrates that several of these Greek

151 The infinitive of line one, as vocalized in MT, can be analyzed as an infinitive absolute. Sanders argues that it
is better understood as a defective spelling of the infinitive construct. See the discussion in Sanders, The
Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 154. Since the Greek text also suggests it was understood as an infinitive
construct, we will assume as much.

152 The genitive absolute construction will be favored if the semantics of the sentence allows it. For instances of 2
+ infinitive translated as participle, see: 4:45, 46, 5:28, 6:7 (4x), 9:9, 11:4, 19 (4x), 15:10, 15:18, 23:5MT (4LXX),
24:9, 25:4, 25:17, 27:12, 33:5. See also the discussion in Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum as a Criterion of
Translation Technique,” 388.

153 See 4:10, 9:23, 25:19, 27:3, 4, and 29:24MT (255%XX), In 29:18MT (19%%X), the clause is understood as a
conditional protasis and introduced with éav.

154 See 9:4, 16:13, 28:6 (2x), 19 (2x), 31:11, and 34:7. In 33:18, the 2 + infinitive is translated as a év +
nominative form. Another unique occurrence is the use of §tav + subjunctive in 23:14MT (13LXX),
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constructions can be used interchangeably with no apparent difference in meaning.'*® In the
context of v.8, a participial or év 7é + infinitive construction would be within the realm of
possibility. It could be argued that §te + indicative is a better choice to render the formal
features of the source text. But the frequent use of the participle, and the deviation from this
construction on the next line of this verse, shows that this is not a primary concern in such
circumstances. In other words, the translator is not tied to one particular option.

Also of note is the Hebrew pronominal suffix on the second infinitive, ¥7°73972, which
is not rendered. To be sure, it is not required in Greek, the verb carrying its semantic content.
The translator is not consistent in this matter, sometimes omitting (see 27:12) and sometimes
representing the Hebrew pronoun (see 24:9).

The translation introduces two elements of variation, the result of which might imply the
subordination of the second line to the first. The term w¢ + indicative of the second line could
be understood as a conjunction indicating purpose or consequence, or alternatively, a temporal
sense. NETS translates it using the latter (“when” or “as”) in parallel with the first line.'>® But
the former is also possible, subordinating the clause, thereby also explaining the presence of
the imperfect on the first line. Another explanation for the imperfect is that it serves the
purpose of depicting the apportioning of nations as a process.'>’ But there is no reason to think
that the apportioning (diapepilw) should be construed as a process while the scattering
(draomeipw) a punctual action. The reverse would make more sense. Moreover, wg + indicative

is a unique rendering for the 3 + infinitive construction. It may signal that the translator

155 One might also compare the very similar 6:7 and 28:6, where the former employs participles, and the latter the
év 7§ + aorist infinitive construction. This would suggest that the Greek formulations are semantically
comparable in this period. See BDF §404. But contrary to the discussion in BDF, the use of the present infinitive
does not here denote ‘while’, and the aorist, ‘after that’. The context of both 6:7 and 28:6 suggests simultaneity,
as well as the parallel usage of the present participle. That being said, &g &v + subjunctive is typically used when
the event is set in the future, while éte + aorist indicative is employed for past events.

156 This is also how it is translated in La Bible d’Alexandrie. See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 325.

157 As suggested in Wevers, NGTD, 512.
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understood this line as introducing a subordinate clause: “When the Most High was
apportioning nations, so that he scattered Adam’s sons....”!>® Taken together, the use of the
imperfect on the first line and the use of wg to introduce the second line may rather reflect a
norm of stylistic variation, already encountered in this chapter. The effect is not unlike that
noticed in 25:7-8, where aorist and present indicative forms are alternated.

The Greek verb diapepilw (“to divide” or “apportion”) here renders the Hebrew hiphil of
513, which is typically understood as “to give as inheritance.”'® Dogniez and Harl note that
this verb is always rendered with xataxAnpovopéw in the context of the gift of the Promised
Land.'®® Out of seven instances outside of 32:8, six are translated by xataxinpovoyéw. Only in
19:3 is the land described as having been xatapepilw by YHWH, a term usually reserved for
the piel or hithpael form of the verb. In that context, Wevers suggests that the translator
wanted to avoid confusion with the xataxAnpovouéw of 19:1, where the verb describes the
disinheriting of the nations that were in the land.'®! If variation is necessary in 19:1-3 to avoid
a possible misunderstanding, perhaps the variation in 32:8 is also motivated by similar
concerns.

The verb dapepilw is only employed twice in the Pentateuch outside of our text, both in

Genesis. In Gen 10:25, it is used in the passive (rendering the niphal 155) to state that in the

158 Another possibility is raised by Soisalon-Soisinen, who points out that &g clauses rendering 2 + infinitive
construct are rather rare and usually render a Hebrew 3 + infinitive construct. He argues that in such cases, it is
perhaps more likely that we are dealing with a textual variant. In other words, he would argue that the translator
read the Vorlage here as 3 + infinitive. See Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta, 85. One example
of this is in Deut 5:23 where the @¢+ aorist indicative translates a Hebrew 3 + infinitive. But given the variety of
renderings for the 2 + infinitive construct in Deuteronomy, it is difficult to settle for a Hebrew variant in this
case.

159 Though some lexicons here suggest the meaning of “to apportion as an inheritance the nations.” See HALOT,
s.v. “om”.

160 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 325. In the Pentateuch, 213 in the Aiphil is only found in Deuteronomy.
161 Wevers, NGTD, 308.
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days of Peleg, the earth was divided.'®> A little later in 10:32, Sizomeipw is used to describe the
dispersion of Noah’s descendants. The same is done in the following episode, that of the
Tower of Babel, where it is said in 11:8 that YHWH scattered (dieomeipw) humankind. The two
verbs of 32:8a are therefore found in the same Genesis narrative, but despite the similarity in
content they seem too distant from each other to have both influenced the Deuteronomy
translator.'® A closer parallel is Gen 49:7 where the same two Greek verbs are employed on

parallel lines in the same sequence:

Olapepté adTols év Taxw,

xal Oleomepd adTovs év TopanA.

The context is different: The poem describes the lot of Simeon and Levi, who are to be
dispersed in Israel on account of their anger. Nevertheless, the underlying Hebrew terms are
different than those found in 32:8a and arguably more closely related to their Greek
counterpart.'®* Despite the striking similarity, it remains difficult to explain why the translator
would have gone back to Gen 49:7 for inspiration. It is certainly not because of a difficulty
with the Hebrew. Perhaps he sees a parallel in terms of divine judgment being the motivation
for dispersing both the nations and Simeon and Levi, but it may simply be a coincidence.
¢0vév xata dpiBudv vidv Beol. That the translator’s Vorlage contained D'HR "33 or DR 13 is

fairly certain, especially when considering the reading found in 4QDeut.'®> The majority of

162 The wordplay on the name of Peleg, so named because of the divided earth is lost in Greek. Instead, we find
the proper name ®dex and the passive diepepiody.

163 Dogniez and Harl speak of the verbs of 32:8 “evoking” the scattering described Genesis 10-11 narrative. See
Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 325. The intertextual connection is more obvious for the readers of the
Greek text but cannot be easily credited to the translator.

164 These are P71 in the piel (“to divide”, “apportion”), and 719 in the hiphil (“to disperse™).

165 See the discussion in Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 156-58; McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 93.
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Greek witnesses read dyyéiwv. But since 848 has vidv, Wevers argues for the originality of this
reading and there does not seem to be any reason to suggest otherwise.!'®®

As is well known, the translator generally matches the Hebrew DY to Aaés when denoting
Israel. Conversely, £6vos is employed to refer to other nations or peoples, as a study of the

rendering of this term throughout the book (and v. 9) will confirm.'®’

32:9
1n5n3 Han apy ny M phn o

xal eyevndn pepls xupiou Aads adtol Taxwf3, oyoivicua xAnpovouias adtol TopanA.

And his people Iakob became the Lord’s portion, Israel a measured part of his inheritance.

xal &yevndyn pepic xuplou. This is the second instance in this chapter where the Hebrew 2 is
rendered into Greek by xai. As mentioned in our discussion of verse 4, this rendering is quite
rare and introduces parataxis instead of the subordination that would be expected of a text
aiming for a higher register. At stake here is the connection between v. 9 and the preceding.
McCarthy suggests that since DRI is secondary in the preceding clause, “a causal "2 here
would not make much sense. It is more likely to have been asseverative.”'®® Wevers also relies
on the secondary nature of HRIW” in the preceding clause to argue that *2 was originally to be
interpreted as asseverative. 'J would have made little sense to the translator if D'11HR was in

the Vorlage of v. 8. It should rather be interpreted as emphatic: “Indeed YHWH’s portion is

166 See Wevers, THGD, 85. This variant occurs again in v. 43, whose text history is related to that of verse 8.

167 But see Himbaza who argues that this distinction may represent in some cases a standardization performed
later in the transmission of the Greek text in Innocent Himbaza, “What Are the Consequences If 4QLXXLev*
Contains Earliest Formulation of the Septuagint,” in Die Septuaginta - Orte und Intentionen: 5. Internationale
Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 24.-27. Juli 2014, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer,
Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund, WUNT 361 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 302.

168 McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 93. McCarthy also cites the Vulgate in support, with its rendering of autem, which
would also support the text being interpreted as “indeed.” Like the NJPS translation, Nelson opts for a similar
translation of this clause, beginning with “Indeed” in Nelson, Deuteronomy, 363.
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his people.”'®” Both assume that the fixing of the boundaries of nations according to “the sons
of God” instead of the “sons of Israel” changes how we should read v. 9: We cannot read the
"] as a causal (“because YHWH’s portion is his people”) since Israel is not the standard by
which these boundaries are fixed. But this does not follow. Verse 9 simply affirms YHWH’s
special relationship to Israel. Its relationship to v. 8 is that in all the apportioning, Israel
remained (or became) his. It does not really matter whether the boundaries of nations are fixed
according to the sons of God or Israel, or whether it signals that nations have been allotted to
angelic beings as is often understood. In both scenarios, we can posit a logical relationship to
v. 9, which simply affirms that this occurred since Israel is YHWH’s people.'”°

But even if the translator understood the "2 in its emphatic sense, it still raises the
question as to why it was rendered by xai. As Joiion concedes, identifying such uses of *2 can
be done with varying degrees of certainty.!”! A survey of instances of *2 commonly listed in

Hebrew grammars as asseverative or emphatic reveals the following translation options:

- $m: 1 Sam 14:44, 20:9, 1 Sam 2:30, 2 Sam 12:5,'7? Ps 77:12M7(76:12%%),

141:8M7140:8M%,
- Omission: Gen 18:20, Ps 118:10MT(119:10%%%),
- ovot: Is 7:9.
- Srav: Ps 49:16 (48:162%%)
- 7 wiv: Gen 42:16 (introducing an oath)

169 Wevers, NGTD, 513—14. Otto speaks of the originally deictic function of the particle in this context in Otto,
Deuteronomium 12-34. Zweiter Teilband: 23,16 - 34,12, 2147.

170 The vast majority of commentators read the relationship thus, translating the °J as a causal “for”: Driver, 4
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Deuteronomy, 354—56. See also Buis, Le Deutéronome, 409;
McConville, Deuteronomy, 444; Otto, Deuteronomium 12-34. Zweiter Teilband: 23,16 - 34,12, 2144. Craigie
translates as “But.” See Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy, 378.

171 Jotion §164b

172 Tn 1 Sam 2:30 and 2 Sam 12:5, °J introduces an oath formula.

262



Only in Isa 32:13 does one find what appears to be an emphatic *J translated as xai. In
the end, the "2 here may suggest some kind of logical relationship, such as coordination (“for”,
“denn” in German).!”> When such a clause is understood to be the basis for another, is
introduced by '2, and is constituted of a verbless clause (as we find here), one finds the *2
translated by éti.!”* In Deuteronomy 32, ten out of sixteen 2 are translated as ért while two
more are translated by similar subordinating or coordinating particles such as ydp.'” If the
events described are in the past, a copulative verb will be provided as in Gen 8:9. But the
Deuteronomy translator does seem to have analyzed the relationship between verses 8 and 9 in
this way. The use of the verb yivopar suggests that the partition of v. 8 is not motivated by the
statement of v. 9. It is rather the other way around: When (or because) the Most High divided
nations, then Israel became YHWH’s inheritance.!”® In this case, the xai could be understood
sequentially (“then”).!”” In this way, the logical relationship of the clauses is maintained

though reversed.!” Nevertheless, the comments pertaining to the resulting style are still valid.

173 The so-called emphatic use of * has been questioned, at least outside of oath formulas and a few very specific
contexts, since it is very difficult to distinguish between it and indirect causal cases. The particle may introduce
motivational, explanatory, or evidential clauses. See Aejmelacus, “Function and Interpretation of °J in Biblical
Hebrew,” 202-5, 208. See also the comments to this effect in Bruce Waltke and Michael P. O’Connor, 4An
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990) §9.3.4.e. See also the discussion
in Sipild, Between Literalness and Freedom, 140—41.

174 On the Hebrew syntax, see Waltke and O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax §38.4.a2.§38.4.a.
175 See the comments to this effect in Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 234.

176 This seems a more reasonable explanation for the use of yivoua: than Wevers’s claim that it became a “natural
equivalent” in this context. See Wevers, NGTD, 513-14.

177 Alternatively, the xal could be interpreted in an ascensive sense: “Also, Israel became.” On the ascensive
sense, see Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 135. Another possibility is to posit a Vorlage of >, but this
is not necessary in light of the similar rendering in v.4 and the fact that nominative clauses often call for a
copulative verb. The translator does supply the yivopat verb in nominative sentences where such a sense is
required (see 9:21 for example). A possible parallel is Num 24:21, but the Greek text differs significantly from
MT in this clause which raises questions as to the way the translator understood the context in the first place.

178 But yivopat need not be understood this way. Since there is no aorist form of 207w and the imperfective aspect
of %v might have been inappropriate, the aorist ¢yevéunv fills the role of the bare stative in past time contexts.
However, its use with two nouns suggests the sense of “a thing becoming something”.

263



There are many other ways in Greek of communicating this relationship that would avoid a

paratactic style, but these were not favored here.

Aadg avtod Taxwp... TopanA. The parallelism of 'Taxwf and ‘IopanA has already been discussed in
v. 4. Since Israel is found at the end of the second line in SamPent, it is very likely that our
translator’s Vorlage already contained the reconfigured parallelism.'”

We may also note that oyoivicua xAnpovopiag adtod is not articulated, as is often the case
when a noun phrase is followed by a genitive pronoun denoting possession (see vv. 2 and 4 for
similarly articulated nouns + genitives of possession). The Aads avtol of the first line is in
apposition to Taxp, thus anarthrous.!®® But the noun phrase of the second line should
normally be articulated unless it is somehow conceived as being in apposition with Aads adTod.
Another such example is found in v. 11 (voooiav adtol), which suggests that the translator did
not proceed with any kind of consistency. Though articulation became more common in later
post-classical Greek, it is rather striking that the song contains several instances where the
article governing a substantive + genitive pronoun is omitted. These decisions are made
irrespective of the Hebrew Vorlage.'®' They must therefore be motivated by factors other than

the source text.'®?

179 See the discussion in BHQ or Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 326-27.

180 The predicate nouns in 9:29 and 10:21 are also unarticulated even if followed by a genitive pronoun, which is
conventional.

181 BDF §259 suggests that the absence of the article is a Semitism, at least in the New Testament corpus since
these tend to occur in sections quoting a Greek translation of the Hebrew scriptures or a “Semitizing formulae.” It
also states that these omissions tend to take place in fixed prepositional phrases, but this is not what we observe
in Deut 32 where such phrases tend to include the article. See, for example: €l Tois veogaols adTol = 12NA™HY (v.
11); éx ol Bupol wou ="8RA(v. 22). But, piuata éx otépatds wov = 5="K (v. 1) and &v Bdeddypacty adtdy =
navin2 (v. 16) clearly demonstrate that the omission was possible and not motivated by the source text since in
both cases either the preposition or the genitive of possession are absent.

182 See also the comments in Muraoka, Syntax §3a-c. He notes inconsistencies in this respect for similar
expressions within the same Septuagint book, adding that “a measure of flexibility in this matter is evident.” It is
not necessary, then, to posit as suggested in Smyth §1196a that these anarthrous constructions should be
translated as indeterminate, in this case, “a people of his.” As De Crom notes in his study of the similar
phenomenon in OG Canticles, there is an impetus to articulate such constructions. “Apparently, the need to
supply articles was felt more keenly with such constructions than with genitival phrases consisting exclusively of
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oxoiviopa. As Harl notes, this word is not attested before we meet it here in OG
Deuteronomy.'®* As a derivative of axowiov (“rope”, “measuring line”, “measure”), it is a well-
suited match to the Hebrew 9am, here denoting a length of rope as measurement, or simply an
allotment. In this context, it designates Israel as YHWH’s allotted inheritance among the
previously apportioned nations. The Greek oyoivioua xAnpovouiag renders this quite aptly, the

verb of the first line being alliterated. This produces hyperbaton. However, it is not achieved

by omitting a conjunction of the source text, but by reproducing it as is.

5.3. EVALUATION

We now turn to a descriptive summary of the relationship between the translation and its
source (adequacy) and the target conventions pertaining to language and culture
(acceptability). This will be followed by a discussion of the underlying translational norms and

their negotiation.

5.3.1. Adequacy and Acceptability

As in chapters 3 and 4, adequacy and acceptability will be evaluated under three
categories: linguistic, textual-linguistic, and literary and cultural. From the perspective of
linguistic adequacy and acceptability, the remarks made in the previous chapters concerning
the grammatical well-formedness of the translation apply here as well. For the most part, the

Greek text is understandable despite its terseness. We have noted that xal Aadjow in v. 1 is

nouns. One may wonder why anarthrous nouns with a pronominal genitive were found to be less acceptable, but
no easy answer seems to be forthcoming.” In OG Canticles, about half of the substantives followed by a genitive
pronoun are articulated. See De Crom, “On Articulation in LXX Canticles,” 163. There was also an impetus to
add the article during the transmission process.

183 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 326. The clearly related oyowiouds (“measurement of land”), however, is
found in a number of occurrences in the papyri of the period.
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syntactically ambiguous and most likely stems from the desire to reproduce the source’s
paratactic construction. A subordinate clause introduced by va was also a possibility.

Other renderings sometimes identified as Hebraisms are most likely not. We noted that
the Greek xpioic used to describe someone’s character in v. 4 actually began being employed in
a moral or ethical sense in this period. Likewise, the adjectival genitive in the expression
Nueépag aidvos in v. 7, appears to be conventional despite adherence to word class.

Other linguistic features rather point to a preference for target language conventions:
The rendering ITpéoeye ovpavé of v. 1 represents a preference for Greek idiom instead of strict
quantitative representation and conventional lexical pairings. Also representative of the
tendency towards linguistic acceptability is the collocation of dixaios and éoiog in v. 4, which
departs from expected lexical matches in favor of reproducing a common Greek expression
denoting full integrity.'** We noted how the participial form of dixotpédw in v. 5 may signal a
desire for syntactic variation. Since grammatical-wellformedness remains a foundational
norm, more obvious decisions in favor of target language conventions include the frequent but
inconsistent addition of articles. The rendering prpata éx otépatds wov could arguably be
counted on both sides. It represents acceptable Greek, yet introduces syntactic ambiguities not
present in the source text. This speaks to the level of interference from the source that is
tolerated, even though this rendering might be construed to provide variation from the usual
genitive, as found in the next verse.'®®
Under textual-linguistic adequacy or acceptability, the strict adherence to the Hebrew

parataxis reflects a strong preference for reproducing the source’s discourse features and little

interest in the hyperbaton that might be expected in Greek poetry or the subordination typical

134 As we have noted, this rendering may also serve to preserve an intertextual connection to 9:4-6.
135 On the matter of ambiguity, Boyd-Taylor comments along the same lines in his study of Deut 19:16-21 in
Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot,” 37-38.
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of compositional literature more generally.'®® One striking feature of this translation unit is
that parataxis is not only reproduced but created where it does not exist in the source text.
Though most occurrences of xai were not introduced by the translator, some pluses such as
that in v. 6 can plausibly be traced back to him. Moreover, two instances where *J is rendered
as xal were identified (vv. 4 and 9), thereby eliminating the few discourse markers already
present in the source text and “flattening” its structure.'®” Not only is this an indication of the
translator favoring the representation of his source text’s textual-linguistic features, we can
only assume that this was also part of the style that he wanted to produce in the target
language despite the occasional lack of cohesion. In terms of the coherence of the text, we
noted how in v. 4, the phrase xai o0x €ottv ddxia is a word-for-word reproduction of the source
text to which the manuscript tradition often added ev avtw to perhaps make it more easily
understandable as conventional Greek. Evidently, disambiguation was not a concern of the
translator here. In verse 5, he also opts for a word-for-word translation of a corrupt Hebrew
source text, uaprooav odx adTéd Téxva pwunta, which produces an ambiguous Greek phrase.
The genitive chain of &ty yeveds yevedv of v. 6 is also quite unusual, as far as it can be
ascertained, despite being grammatical and perhaps even the manifestation of an isolated
stylistic effect. The expression remains difficult to understand (“year of a generation of
generations”). Though the text is not incoherent, strictly speaking, it remains nevertheless
difficult to understand in places.

The ambiguity of the yigtol form in this chapter, some of which are actually older

preterites, also seem to introduce confusion in places and may explain the choice of the aorist

136 It was noted that the hyperbaton found in v. 9 was not introduced by the translator, but rather a word-for-word
reproduction of the Hebrew source.

187 Khokhar identifies eight instances in the song that contain xal pluses, though this variant is supported by
SamPent “in a couple of instances.” See Khokhar, “May My Teaching Drop as the Rain,” 234. There are also no
part. coni. in this chapter, though, to be sure, the Hebrew source is made up of shorter lines that do not afford as
many possibilities for such renderings.
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indicative (éxaAesa) in v.3. This rendering may be understood as organizing the discourse
differently, by initiating its historical account earlier. The syntactic variatio introduced by the
8te repépilev...os Oiéometpev of v. 8 may also signal a rearranging the connection between
clauses for the sake of clarity. Overall, however, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that at
the level of text-linguistics, the translator only rarely favored target conventions. In other
words, he seldom opted for renderings that were more in line with textual-linguistic norms of
the target language for this genre, that is, a register higher than the almost colloquial style of
this song.

Under the category of literary/cultural adequacy or acceptability, we found one
significant effort towards cultural (or ideological) acceptability in the rendering of X by 6eéc.
Moreover, the rendering of the Hebrew DY by Aaés when denoting Israel, but £6vos when
referring to other nations or peoples, might represent another similar tendency.

In some respects, the translator seems to be adapting to the underlying “genre” by
resorting to stylistic devices, although the majority of examples are limited to vv. 2 and 6:
Assonance of the initial word with that of the previous verse, the alternance of w¢ and a@oel,
similar ending words for precipitations. Likewise, the assonance of the chain éxtnoatsé oe, xal
¢molnoev oe xal Extioey o of v. 6 could signal the desire to introduce a stylistic effect, much like
what we find in v. 15 with élmavln, eémayivly, émhativly. In both cases, the assonance of the
source text is recreated in Greek. We have also noted how v. 6 is rearranged, and its word
order modified, perhaps as a way of highlighting the unique character of the God who was
spurned by his children. Though otx adtds odtés cov mathnp breaks the parallelism of the Hebrew

lines, it produces a nice effect in Greek, drawing attention to YHWH’s role as a father.'®®

138 Of note also is the poetic superlative of v. 7 and the (perhaps) stylistic variation in tense found in v. 8.
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To these stylistic concerns, we might add the use of distinctive vocabulary, rare or
previously unattested words, which render equally rare or difficult Hebrew words: vigetds,
amédbeyua, ueydrwaivy, oyoiviopa. Others such as dinbivés for DAN; auaptavw for NNW are
unique matches in the book and even the Pentateuch as a whole. These may also signal a
desire to raise the text’s register and adapt it to cultural expectations.

However, when taking into account the remarks made concerning the textual-linguistic
features of the translation, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that the translator is not
producing a text that meets the conventions of poetry or rhetorical discourse in the target
language. For example, we do not find here the meter of iambic poetry. Some metaphors are
explicitized or eliminated, and Hebrew poetic devices lost — for example the fact that the
Hebrew contained regular lines with three feet — and equivalent features in the target genre not
produced. Instead, as noted above, the translator seems to have sought to produce a text with a
high incidence of parataxis, preserving (and perhaps highlighting) its source’s terse paratactic
style. The outcome is a Hebrew-styled prose that is nevertheless distinctive in relation to the
rest of the book, in large part because of the more frequent occurrences of stylistic flourishes.

The evaluation by Dogniez and Harl that the translation preserves in great part the poetic
nature of the source (its syntax, vocabulary, imagery) should be understood in this context.!®’
Despite punctual efforts at elevating the level of language, its style remains very much calqued

on its source.

5.3.2. Norms and Their Negotiation

Turning now to the analysis of the underlying norms, we have already observed that

conformity to the conventions of Greek grammar is achieved systematically in this translation

139 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 320.

269



unit, as with the other texts that we have analyzed. We may therefore conclude that this
reflects a primary translational norm. The working out of this norm entails deviations from the
following set of norms. These are therefore secondary:

- We have observed generally that a prominent guiding principle is the representation of
each element of the Hebrew source: It is a « one-for-one » type of equivalency, the
word being the unit of replacement. There are a few exceptions, however, but these are
usually motivated by conformity to the primary norm, and less often, by the desire to
produce a more idiomatic Greek turn of phrase.

- Another characteristic is the reproduction of the source text’s word order, which is
carefully replicated throughout this passage. In some cases, this is done at the expense
of readability as the underlying source text is simply reproduced (v. 4b and 5a). One
verse clearly stands out in this respect as several elements of the source text of v. 6 are
reordered in translation, perhaps for rhetorical effect.

- Very rarely does the translator deviate from the matching of word classes. One
exception is, of course, constructions in Hebrew which have no equivalent in Greek,
such as the infinitive construct. Even the matching of a passive participle to a Hebrew
adjective in v. 5b is a borderline case since the distinction between both forms in

Hebrew and Greek is rather fuzzy.

In terms of tertiary norms, we note the following:

- In contrast to the previously examined units, we have noted how lexical consistency is
not as much of a concern in this section. Though this is generally a matter of degree
and not of categorical difference, it is obvious that the translator does not hesitate to

forge his own way and create renderings that are unique, especially in this segment.
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Though this is sometimes motivated by the difficulties of the source text or by a desire
for variation (see below), several novelties at the level of lexical matches are
introduced without any other apparent considerations. Lexical consistency is not a
primary or perhaps not even a secondary norm, as we identified it in the previous
chapters.

We have noted a number of stylistic devices, mostly but not limited to vv. 2 and 6,
including assonance and variatio. These are not insignificant in number and more
frequent than in the other texts that we have analyzed. We can therefore posit that such
stylistic devices are the outcome of another norm, one dictating that a text such as Deut
32 be translated in a higher linguistic register. It remains obvious, however, that the
outworking of this norm is usually achieved in the context of the primary and
secondary translational norms just mentioned, so that its significance should be
understood in light of the others. Thought this norm ranks higher in the translator’s
preference values, it remains tertiary in its application.

Avoidance of improper discourse about God and his people is perhaps another norm at
work, guiding the choice of not portraying YHWH as a rock, and distinguishing

lexically between his people and other nations.

This configuration of translational norms can be summarized in the following table:
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Regulative Norms Indices of Relative Acceptability

1) Grammatical well-formedness 1) Linguistic well-formedness

2) Representing all elements of the 2) Positive and negative transfer
source text (secondary) 3) Textual linguistic interference

3) Following the source’s word order 4) Stylistic flourishes
(secondary) 5) Thematically motivated shifts

4) Matching of word classes (secondary)
5) Consistency in lexical matches

(tertiary)
6) Stylistic flourishes (tertiary)

Strong Accommodation of Target Conventions to the Features of the Source Text

Weak Assimilation of Features of Source Text to Target Conventions

Constitutive Norms (what is acceptable as translation within the target culture)
1) Grammatical well-formedness highly favored

2) Representation of all elements of the source text (isomorphism) favored

3) Textual-linguistic ill formedness favored

4) Semantic well-formedness favored

5) Linguistic interference permitted

5.4. CONCLUSION

It may be helpful to situate the style of this translation unit by observing, on the one
hand, that this translator negotiates translational norms differently than the Psalms translator,
for example. In the case of Deuteronomy, the scale tips slightly more in the direction of target
acceptability: Quantitative representation and lexical consistency are not preferred with as
much regularity. On the other hand, a cursory glance at the Song of the Sea in Exodus 15
shows that the Deuteronomy translator values the representation of all elements from the
source text more highly. The Exodus song avoids paratactic constructions more frequently,

which betrays a more frequent favoring of target conventions at the textual level.!”® Here

190 To be sure, this is but one aspect of our text, the characterization being done at multiple levels. Instructive in
the respect is the wordplay and other stylistic features characterizing Greek poetry that are also found in Exodus
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again, the introduction of stylistic elements such as variations spanning entire verses also
suggests that the translator is working with large segments of text.

The most substantial finding, however, lays in the comparison with 6:13-25 and 25:1-12.
There are important differences in the way the translator negotiated the various translational
norms guiding his work in this section. Most significant is the relegation of consistency in
lexical matches from secondary to tertiary norm, and a greater concern for stylistic features.
This is followed by the almost complete disregard for two other norms that apply in the other
two units examined: In contrast to 25:1-12, few clarifications of the source text are introduced,
unless one considers the instances where the translator was forced to opt for a specific
rendering of an ambiguous Hebrew form (i.e., the aorist copulative verb in v. 9). Moreover,
fewer Hebrew idioms are avoided as the translator passes on obscure Hebrew phrases to the
Greek reader. In fact, as we have noted, the paratactic style of the source is rather reinforced.
This is also apparent in the inconsistent use of articles before nouns followed by a genitive
pronoun. The article is always present in the other units examined. These point to a different
configuration of translational norms, perhaps because of the underlying genre, and in some
cases, undoubtedly because of the difficulty of the Hebrew. Nevertheless, the translation style
adopted here does not preclude the presence of so-called theological interpretation in the

translation. The following chapter examines a few examples in more detail.

15. For more on this, see Gera, Deborah L. “Translating Hebrew Poetry into Greek Poetry.” BIOSCS 40 (2007):
107-20.
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CHAPTER 6: LEXICAL CHOICE AND THEOLOGY IN OG DEUTERONOMY

6.1. INTRODUCTION

The characterization of a translation such as OG Deuteronomy also implies the
evaluation of the presence of theological or ideological tendencies. Having performed a
detailed analysis of a few sections of OG Deuteronomy as a translation and as text, we are
now in a better position to examine some of the interpretations that were possibly introduced
via the choice of various Greek terms. In this chapter, we will examine how the use of
particular Greek vocabulary in specific contexts can be the subject of historical exegesis in
light of the hermeneutical lens developed through the examination of the translational
strategies and norms that produced the translation. In their commentary, Dogniez and Harl
describe the translator’s choice of vocabulary as stressing (“insistant’) particular ideas:
Israel’s rebellious tendencies, the preference for terminology relating to morality and justice
when describing Israel’s duty, and the use of affective terms when describing YHWH’s
relationship with Israel.! In the following, we will test this hypothesis by examining three
areas pertaining to wickedness-impiety, justice-mercy, and the character of Israel which
appears to receive special attention from the translator. The use of this vocabulary will be
examined in its cultural and historical setting, also investigating possible patterns and
connections between diverse renderings in order to determine whether they are ideologically

motivated.?

! Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 63.
2 The term “ideology” is here employed rather broadly as an umbrella term to designate the perceived
motivations behind the phenomena observed.



6.2. WICKEDNESS AND IMPIETY

The first area of interest focuses on words pertaining to impiety (doéfeie and cognates),
which translate words from the Hebrew root YW (“wicked” or “guilty”). This lexical match is
intriguing and raises questions concerning the suitability of words of the é¢o¢p- family in terms
of their usual semantic range and concerning the factors that might have led to their use.

The most concentrated use of these terms is found in chapter 25, verses 1 and 2. As we
have briefly discussed in chapter 4, the use of dcéf- words is puzzling in this context and will

therefore constitute the starting point of our investigation. The Hebrew text reads as follows:

If a dispute occurs between people and they enter into litigation, and they judge them,
and they justify the innocent and condemn the guilty (YW1), Then it shall be if the guilty
man (YWI) deserves to be beaten, the judge shall then make him lie down and be beaten
in his presence with the number of stripes according to his guilt (7PWA).?

The Hebrew root YW1 is employed here in the context of the settlement of disputes. Its

29 ¢¢

expected meaning would be “guilt,” “guilty,” or the like. This law describes the judicial
process that is to be carried out when one of the parties is found guilty, its main concern or
purpose being to limit the potential abuse in the punishing of the guilty. The use of doéfeiz and
cognates in these verses is somewhat surprising given the very general nature of the

prescription. The wrongdoing is against a fellow Israelite and the context seems quite general

with no specific offense in view.* It is located near the conclusion of a section containing

3 Unless otherwise noted, all translations are provided by the author.

4 Ancient interpreters did attempt to link this prescription to particular offenses. Josephus argues for example that
“...but for him that acts contrary to this law, let him be beaten with forty stripes, save one, by the public
executioner” Josephus, Ant. 4.8.21 as translated in Josephus, The Works of Josephus. When Josephus speaks of
acting contrary to “this law,” he apparently refers to the prescription which is found immediately before our text
in Deut 24:19-22, the command to leave some of the harvest ungathered for the needy. Having just explained this
law, he goes on to state that its transgression exposes one to the 40 blows minus one. Josephus also applies the 40
stripes minus one to the husband falsely accusing his new wife of not being a virgin (Deut 22:18-19), whereas the
Hebrew text does not specify the nature of the punishment (Josephus, Ant. 4.8.23). As Prijs observes, the
tendency to read the prescription of 40 blows into other laws was frequent in early Jewish interpretation. The
reading of 22:18-19 as prescribing a beating is also attested in a number of other sources (but not always 40
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mostly unrelated laws that share a concern for the fair and humane treatment of people and
animals. We have both the Greek noun and the adjective present, but what is their meaning in
this context? Are these terms to be understood contextually, or is their presence solely justified
on the basis of their Hebrew counterpart (YW7)?° Neither of these options proves satisfactory.
On the one hand, reading these ag£$3- terms in their Greek context seems to diminish their
religious import as paradoxically, they take on a meaning closer to the underlying Hebrew. On
the other hand, simply treating the Greek term as a stereotypical match of the Hebrew does not
do justice to how words of the ¢oéBeie family are employed through the book.°

But first, it is necessary to examine the meaning of both Greek and Hebrew terms. After
looking at the way agép- words are employed in the general period of the translation (third
century BCE), we will examine the instances where words of the YW family appear in the
Pentateuch, with an eye on their Greek counterpart. We will then return to specific texts in

Deuteronomy employing this vocabulary.
6.2.1 Impiety Words in the Hellenistic Period

The description provided by Polybius is as good a starting point as any. He states that in
contrast to treachery (mapacmévonue) and injustice (&dixnua), aoéfnua “means committing a

wrong (&uaptdvew) in respect of what is related to gods, parents and deceased persons.”’ The

blows). The same is also done to 21:18, where the rebellious son has not heeded his parent’s chastisement. Here
also, many ancient sources translate using the vocabulary of physical punishment. Sanh. 71b Sifre states that the
40 blows are meant. See Prijs, Jiidische Tradition in der Septuaginta, 16.

5 In other words, the vertical relationship to its source text (i.e., the corresponding Hebrew term) requires the
corresponding Greek term. See Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint:
Basic Principles,” 12.

® These two options represent, broadly speaking, the two polarities in the debate over Septuagint hermeneutics.
More nuanced positions adapted to the unique character of each book are to be found, but these extremes
nevertheless represent two conflicting tendencies, as laid out in Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book, 2—-5. The
reader can refer to chapter 2, section 2.1, for a discussion on the semantics of words in translation.

7 Polybius 36.9, here as translated in Aurian Delli Pizzi, “Impiety in Epigraphic Evidence,” Kernos 24 (2011): 59,
note 1. Pseudo-Aristotle On Virtues and Vices (1251a) states that doéfeta is an “error (plemmeleia) concerning
gods and daimons or concerning the departed, parent, and homeland.” Plato refers to “asebeia and eusebeia to the
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category of adixnua would describe something that is contrary to law and custom. While
acéPnua appears to be a distinct subset of wrongdoing, it is not immediately obvious how the
various parties offended (gods, parents, deceased persons) are related. According to Peels,
acéf- words overlap to a large extent with avéoiog concerning the types of behavior they
describe. They designate a lack of proper respect for the gods and the failure to honor the
relationships they are interested in.® Both are clearly religious terms, in the sense that even
when human relationships fall within their scope, their frame of reference is that of the
imagined perspective of the gods.

The bulk of scholarly research has focused on the Athenian trials in the fifth and fourth
centuries, while evidence from the later period and other regions is comparatively limited.’
The latter is nevertheless the type of evidence that seems most appropriate for our inquiry as it
offers examples of how these words have been employed in everyday life, or at least in

cultural and historical contexts closer to that of the translation of OG Deuteronomy.

gods and to parents” (Resp. 615c; Symp. 188c). Bowden further observes that other authors and especially
inscriptions make a sharper distinction between what is owed to gods and parents. Thus, Xenophon states that the
Persians regret “their asebeia towards the gods and their adikia towards men” (Cyr. 8.8.7). See Hugh Bowden,
“Impiety,” in The Oxford Handbook of Ancient Greek Religion, ed. E. Eidinow and J. Kindt (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015), 327-28.

8 Peels, Hosios, 104. Mikalson would make a sharp distinction between edoéfeia and 601y, the former referring
to proper respect for the gods (attitude), while the latter, would be in contrast religious/ritual correctness
(actions). One has to do with inward disposition and the other with action. He further claims that classicists have
overstated the synonymy of these terms. See Mikalson, Greek Popular Religion in Greek Philosophy, 140-41.
However, this thesis has been subject to criticism because very little distinction can be observed between the
usages of these terms in a majority of texts. Peels states: “It should be noted that the differential evidence is
scanty. Terms such as 8o, edoefrs and their cognates only refer to ritual practice in a minority of their attested
occurrences (around 16%). And although there are no parallels in which datog qualifies nouns that refer to an
attitude/state of mind/character, there are actually only six such attested cases of edoeBr¢ and antonyms in the
corpus. Moreover, there is one case of ‘Goia dpoveiv *“thinking thoughts that are o1e’. These differences in
distribution appear insufficient to support the hypothesised distinction. More generally, it seems impossible to
make the distinction between religious attitude and actions in these texts.” Peels, Hosios, 83. See also the review
by Anna Lénnstrom, “review of Greek Popular Religion in Greek Philosophy, by Jon D. Mikalson,” Ancient
Philosophy 32.2 (2012): 446-52.

® See Bowden’s overview of the research in Bowden, “Impiety,” 325-28. As with Delli Pizzi’s article, there is great
difficulty determining whether these terms denote a status or an offense as some texts imply one or the other.
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Evidence from papyri and inscriptions is found in two different contexts. In the first, we
find a variety of prohibitions where the consequences of doéfeia are not always spelled out.°
This is the case for a group of texts recording oaths found among the surviving papyri of this
period. Their imprecatory formula commonly contains doéBeia or related terms.

For example, the following document contains an oath taken by an assistant to the agent
of the royal banker in the Herakleopolite nome. This assistant swears by the gods to perform

his duties well.!! The oath, of which two copies are extant, is in the first person:

..ouvdw Paciina Tltodepaiov Tov éx BacidMws TITolepaiov xal Baciiooay Bepevixy[v] xai
Beols Adeddols xal Beobs Edepyérag Tods TodTwy yoveis xal Ty Elow xal tov Sapdmy xal Tods
&Ahoug gyywploug Beobs mavtag xal Bei[¢] mdoas... e0[opx Jolvrt wép wot €v €y, édi[o]pxolivr
d¢ #voxov elvat THt doeflelat]. (P.Fouad I Univ. App. I 3-4 = TM 7212 [246-222 BCE])

...I swear by King Ptolemy, the son of King Ptolemy, and by Queen Berenike and by the
Brother and Sister Gods and by the Benefactor Gods their ancestors and by Isis and Sarapis
and all the other gods and goddesses of the country... If I keep this oath, may it be well with
me, but if I break it I am to be guilty of impiety.'?

There are at least three other papyri from the third century BCE containing the same
formula, or a variation thereof.!® One striking feature is that despite the document describing
rather common administrative functions, here those of a bank clerk, the oath is made by
calling on various divine beings, including the current king and queen. Perhaps this is to be
expected in contexts where many of the clerk’s activities are unsupervised. An oath to the
gods can be a powerful means of ensuring his integrity. To break the oath, then, becomes an

offense in relation to them, but nothing is said of what this implies.

10 This is the thrust of Delli Pizzi’s article, which seeks to find out whether inscriptions state that an individual is
liable to a charge of impiety, or guilty of impiety, and in relation to what. See Delli Pizzi, “Impiety in Epigraphic
Evidence,” 73-76.

' He is also enjoined not to seek refuge from justice in a temple.

12 As translated by Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic Period, 146.

13 P Cair.Zen.1.59011 = TM 672, PSI 5.515 = TM 2137, and P.Eleph. 23 = TM 5855. P.Cair.Zen.1.59011 = TM
672 is too fragmentary for our purposes.
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In an inscription from Rhodes dated to the third century BCE (IG XII,1 677 = LSCG
136), one finds regulations concerning animals not allowed in the temple, as well as the

consequences for transgressing the prescription:

8t1 0€ xd Tig Tapd TOV V6oV Moo, T6 Te iepdy xal TO Tépevos xabalpétw xal émpeléTw, 7
gvoyos Eotw Tl doePeiarr (IG XI1,1 677 = LSCG 136 [Rhodes, third cent. BCE or prior])

Anyone acting contrary to the law, let him clean the temple and temenos and offer a sacrifice,
or let him be liable to this impiety.

On the whole, the consequences described here appear rather mild, in that a clear way of
remediation is provided. Only when this remediation is not undertaken is one liable to acépea,
and this status appears to be the consequence of leaving a sacred space in a defiled state.

In another inscription from Asia Minor dated to the same period one finds a decree on
funerary regulations (IMT Kaikos 922 = LSAM 16). Towards the end, it deals with what is to

happen to those who transgress these rules:

Toig Ot wy metbopévorg undt Tais éupevoloals Tévavtia: xal wi dolov adtals elval, og
aoePoioals, Bvety undevi Beddv émi déxa €ty (IMT Kaikos 922 [326/325 BCE])

And to the men who do not abide by the rules and the women who do not respect them, the
contrary (shall be wished); and it shall not be licit to these women, as they are impious, to
sacrifice to any of the gods for ten years.'

This inscription implies that the non-compliance with regulations pertaining to the dead

clearly affects one’s relationship to the gods, resulting in a kind of ritual impurity. In this case,

!4 Translation by Delli Pizzi in Delli Pizzi, “Impiety in Epigraphic Evidence,” 66.
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the consequence is spelled out and consists of the prohibition to sacrifice for an extended
period of time."

Secondly, this vocabulary is also employed in situations describing people found guilty
of particular offenses, or one’s enemies. A papyrus from the second century, UPZ.2.199, relates
a case of bank fraud. The manager has illegally withdrawn a sum of money to finance the
campaign of a usurper to the throne. But he comes to regret this action and now orders his
second in command to cover his tracks. In the letter, he now characterizes the usurper as an

enemy of the gods (6 feolow éxtpds) and the act of giving him money as a sacrilege (70 yeyovds

acéPnua).

(Taddvtwv) av, ad’ G[v] xal dvelpnto 6 “Beoiow éxtpds” Apaifiois eis Adyov (tdAavta) ¢...
mpoatpovpeda petadpapeiv 0 yeyovds doefnua... (UPZ.2.199 = TM 3601 [Thebes, 131 BCE))
250 talents, of which Harsiesis, that enemy of the gods took 90 talents...we will endeavor to

reverse the sacrilege that has happened...

While such a designation for the usurper could represent nothing more than a rhetorical
ploy, one can also interpret the use of doéBnua language in the context of the king’s divine
status. This usurper is the enemy of the current king and this could be the reason why he labels
his actions not only as treason but as sacrilege.'® Alternatively, this bank administrator would
presumably have sworn an oath similar to the one found in the first text mentioned above. In
this context, his conduct could be construed as a violation of that oath, which makes him

guilty of doéfeia.

15 1t is striking how the status of doePrg is sometimes portrayed in a fashion that is very similar to purity taboos.
See the related discussion in Bowden, “Impiety,” 329-30.

16 On this text, see the article by Raymond Bogaert. He adds: “Les expressions ¢ eoloty éxtpés et doéfnua ne
signifient pas seulement « ennemi des dieux » et « sacrilége », mais aussi « traitre » et « haute trahison»
puisqu’en Egypte le roi était dieu.” See Raymond Bogaert, “Un cas de faux en écriture a la banque royale
thébaine en 131 avant J.-C.,” CdE.63 (1988): 146. That the religious frame is in view is confirmed by the fact that
the author of the letter continues wishing “xat edidatov Tov Bedv Exewv oV xal dpyiic xal viv oblovta Hudg.”
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A further example from the second century is P.Tor.Choach. 12 = UPZ.2.162, a fairly
detailed court transcript. The plaintiff claims that a certain house belonging to him was ruined
by the Egyptian family living there. These impious men (doefév avpwmwv) have spoiled it
because the family is engaged in the funerary service of the dead and buried corpses on the
property. The petitioner claims this practice was improper because the house was near the
temple of Hera and Demeter, for whom dead bodies as well as those who care for them are

unlawful (&bépita).

Odx aprechévtes 0 Eml @ Evoixelv &y THt Eudjt oixlat, GAAG xal vexpols amnpelouévol
Tuyxdvouaty évtadfa, ob oToxacduevol TGV Egaxolovbolvrwy adTols émtinwy, Tabta olong
éml Tol dpdpov Tiic “Hpag xal Auytpos T6v peylotwy Bedv, als dOéuiTd oty vexpd capata
xal of Tadta Bepamelovtes ...010 &16 EuPAébavta el Ty yeyevnuévyy pot xatadbopay o
Goefév avbpamwy, GAN 2dv daivytar cuvtdEal ypdbat ‘Hpaxeidet...(P. Tor.Choach. 12 = TM
3563 [Thebes, 117 BCE])

But not satisfied with living in my house, they even deposited corpses there without paying

the fines incumbent on them, and this although the house lies on the road of Hera and
Demeter the very great goddesses, to whom dead bodies and those who care for such are
unlawful...I ask you therefore to look upon the disaster that has happened to me at the
hands of these impious men, and if it seems good to you, to order a letter written to
Herakleides..."’

Again, one could explain the recourse to doéfeia language in light of the reference to the
way gods were offended.!® The context of this occurrence is also important, as labeling
someone “aoefPrns” in a court of law was neither accidental nor inconsequential. It likely
represented a most serious accusation.'” The use of ¢oéBeia language in this context seems to

be done for the purpose of casting the opposing party in a bad light — apparently they did

17 As translated in Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic Period, 219-20.

' On the other hand, one also notes that in the rhetorical context of such a trial, it would be convenient to label
the opposing party with as many pejorative labels as possible. The dcéPeia rhetoric may not relate to anything
they did.

1 In this case, the judges later determined that the plaintiff’s request only amounted to elegant speeches whereas
the Egyptian family was able to provide the required documentation supporting their claim.
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offend Hera and Demeter — but this had nothing to do in practice with the issue of the
property’s tenancy.

On a different note but from the same period, the same vocabulary is found on the
Rosetta Stone (Prose sur pierre 16 = OGIS 1.90) where the exploits of King Ptolemy V are

recounted:

THY TE MOAMY xaT& %pdTog lhev xal Tods év alTijl doePeis mdvtags diédbepev xabdmep ‘Epyiis
xal *Qpog 6 Tiis "Totog xai ‘Oaiplog vids Exelpricavto Tols v Tols adTols Témolg dmooTavTag
mpoTepov. (OGIS 90,A = Memphis decree [Bolbitine, 196 BCE])

He took the town by storm and destroyed all the impious ones in it just as Hermes and
Horus sons of Isis and Osiris subdued the men who rebelled in the same places formerly. *°

It is not uncommon for soldiers to portray their enemies as impious, and this may
present an extension of this language into the political realm.?! Yet, the inscription makes clear
that the king here presents himself as a god, acting just like the gods before him. It is also
noteworthy that the people destroyed are described a little earlier as the impious (doeféow)

who had carried out many evil deeds against the temples and the people of Egypt.>

Perhaps
then, this label is not only related to treason against god and king, but also to the desecration

of temples.

20 Translation by Quirke in Stephen Quirke, The Rosetta Stone (New York: Harry N Abrams, 1989), 18-19. This
represents a somewhat shorter version of what is found in the Demotic text, which reads (lines 13-14): “He went
to the stronghold of Shekan...on account of the enemies who were within it who had inflected great wrong upon
Egypt, having abandoned the path of duty to Pharaoh and duty to the gods.” (line 16): Pharaoh seized the
stronghold in question by force in a short time; he prevailed over the enemies who were within it and gave them
over to slaughter as did Re and Horus son of Isis to those who were hostile to them in the said places formerly.”
See Ibid.

21 C.Jud.Syr.Eg is another such example, where an officer writes to another to congratulate him and to praise their
gods on account of his victory over the impious ones.

22 “roic émavvaybelow els admiy doePéow, of foav els e Ta fepd xal Tods év AlyUmTwt xatoxobvras moANE xaxd
ouvTeETEAETUEVOL.”
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Overall, this evidence does not attest to any significant variation in usage over time.
Several other documents and inscriptions could have been cited from earlier or later periods
with the same or similar wording. These imply that éoéfeia is an offense usually related to
sacred things (for example a shrine or temple) or gods. It is also a way of labeling one’s
enemies, often in the context of treason. To be doefrs is to be guilty of this particular type of

wrongdoing, or as Peels suggests, a wrong in which the gods take a particular interest.??
6.2.2 WA in the Pentateuch and Beyond

The meaning of words of the YW family tends to oscillate between two poles: That of
guilt in a judicial context, and the more general sense of wickedness or behavior in opposition
to YHWH. The verb in the Aiphil form is the clearest representative of the judicial meaning,
and it is found in Deut 25:1 with the clear sense of declaring someone guilty.2* In this context,
the YW1 is the guilty one, whereas the P*7TX is best understood as the innocent. That this was
understood by some translators is clear from a few examples, such as Prov 17:15, where both
Hebrew terms are appropriately rendered by the natural Greek antonyms: 6 dixatov xpivet Tov
&ducov, ddixov Ot ToV dixatov.?

At the other end of the spectrum, and perhaps not unrelated to this meaning, is the sense
often expressed in wisdom and prophetic literature of “evildoer,” or “wicked and godless

person.” These are the oppressors of the P*TX, sometimes portrayed as overtly opposing

YHWH.? In Proverbs, the focus is predominantly on the consequences of this conduct, which

23 On the basis of some of these texts, one could also argue that it is a condition one enters into, the severity of
which was determined by the nature of the relationship between individuals and the gods or fellow humans.
Bowden argues for this understanding in Bowden, “Impiety,” 330-31.

24 See the discussion in Helmer Ringgren, “Y@,” TDOT 14:2.

25 Rahlfs’s text corresponds here to the Hebrew P78 ¥2wm) ¥ p>781. However, Prov 18:5 takes a different
approach, reverting to the more usual match as found in Deuteronomy, and even inserting the word 6atog. 1 Kings
8:32 also presents another approach as Y¥1 words are there translated using dvopéw and the cognate adjective.

26 They are the antithesis of those who observe the Torah; they do not have the fear of God.
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is not judicial punishment, but a calamity of some sort. In contrast, the P*TX are those who are
faithful to YHWH and live rightly. Thus, the pair YW7/PIX is also present in this context, but
with a different emphasis. The judicial meaning is either absent or backgrounded, while the
religious aspect is foregrounded.?” It is perhaps more appropriate to say that on the one side,
these words are employed with reference to the court of law, whereas on the other, they are
employed in reference to one’s relation to YHWH and his law. In many cases, however, the
precise nuance is ambiguous, perhaps due to the fact that in the Hebrew Bible YHWH is often
represented as a judge. It is to be expected, then, that some conceptual blending would occur
between the two contextual frames. Both are related to ethical conduct.

As we turn to examine their use in the Pentateuch, we are immediately faced with this
problem. Words of the YW family are found for the first time in the narrative relating
Abraham’s intercession with YHWH in Gen 18:23-33. There we find the YW1 (doefrs) in
Sodom and Gomorra being contrasted with the P"TX (dixatog).”® This is the first appearance of
both YW1 and doefys terms in the Pentateuch. In this context, the choice of dcef¥s is perhaps
motivated by a remark found a few verses prior, where it is said that these cities’ sins or
wrongdoings (NXVM) are very weighty, that and cries (of distress) have reached up to YHWH.

Nothing is said at this point concerning the nature of their wrongdoing, but Abraham assumes

27 The word “religious” is potentially problematic, as modern conceptions concerning what counts as religious
can oftentimes be at odds with ancient worldviews. Similar comments concerning édoéfeia terminology is found
in Bowden, “Impiety,” 328.

28 One of the great oddities of Septuagint lexicography is the near absence of ebcéfeia in contrast with the
numerous instances of doéfeta and related words. Instructive in this respect is the thorough study by Madeleine
Wieger, although her material focuses mostly on the positive terms. See Madeleine Wieger, “Edoéfeia et

« crainte de Dieu » dans la Septante,” in Septuagint Vocabulary: Pre-History, Usage, Reception, ed. Jan Joosten
and Eberhard Bons, Septuagint and Cognate Studies 58 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 102 and
especially note 6. For the most part, the translators (or revisers?) opted to translate the idiom “fear of God”” word-
for-word instead of resorting to ebcéfeia.
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that they are guilty and about to be punished by YHWH.?* It is clear that there is an interplay
here between the judicial and religious meaning of the term as the offense reaches YHWH and
he undertakes to punish it. But Y7 could also be understood simply as “the guilty.”

The next instance of this vocabulary is found in Exodus, where its four occurrences are
translated using either &dixog or doePrs. In Exod 2:13, Moses interrupts two Hebrew men who
are fighting and asks the YW why he is hitting his companion. This is rendered using a
participial form of the verb &dixéw. In this type of context, adixéw could simply designate to
injure or cause harm, which is precisely what the man was doing before Moses’s
intervention.’° The choice of 4dixéw therefore appears judicious in this context. Furthermore,
there does not seem to be any contextual references to gods or sacred things.

Exodus 9:27 describes Pharaoh as confessing that he is in the wrong and YHWH is in
the right. At least, this seems the most natural meaning here, with one party in this litigation
being innocent and the other guilty. This is rendered by the dixatos/doef%¢ pair, just as in
Genesis 18. Another similarity with the Genesis text is the presence of sin or wrongdoing.
Pharaoh begins his statement with the phrase “*N&XVN,” [ have sinned (presumably against
YHWH). The vocabulary of offense against gods seems appropriate in this context.

In Exod 23:1, we find a legal prohibition against false testimony in support of the YW

in a court of law.3! To ensure the fair treatment of all parties involved, one is not to unlawfully

2 Ringgren sees this and other instances in the Pentateuch as examples of the forensic meaning of these terms,
but it is not so unambiguous. See Ringgren, “Yw7”, 3. We may note, however, that Gen 13:13 also portrays the
inhabitants of these cities as great evildoers and sinners before God.

30 There are papyri and inscriptions of this period which confirm this range of meaning.

31 Ex 22:8 (9¥%X) is not discussed here since it represents a use of the hiphil verb for which the meaning appears
unambiguous.
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associate themselves with the person accused of wrongdoing. This is clearly a judicial context,
and this individual is appropriately described in Greek as the &duxos.*

A few verses later, again in a court of law, a judge is not to receive a false testimony (in
Greek, a puatos adixov) and order the death of the PTX, here rendered dixaios. From here on,
we are faced with some textual difficulties. MT provides a rationale for this command: for
YHWH will not declare innocent the YWA. The Greek translation either harmonizes with v. 8
or (more likely) appears to be based on a Vorlage that does the same: “you (2" person sing.)
will not declare innocent the YW for a bribe.” Here YW1 is rendered with doefrns in Greek.
Despite the textual difficulties, it is not clear from the context why a word of the ¢oef%¢ group
was chosen. The context is generic and very similar to that Deut 25:1-2. This could represent
an early characterization of guilt in terms of an offense against God. On the other hand, the
Exodus translator is known to value lexical variation, and this rendering could represent his
wish not to repeat &duxos.*>

In Numbers, the two occurrences of these terms are translated rather differently: Num
16:26 describes Korah, Dathan and Abiram as people from whom Israel is to separate
themselves since they are about to be swept away. The expression FONM QWY DWIRD is
translated by “tév dvlpwmwy Tév axdnpdv Tovtwy.” Numbers 35:31 is part of the legislation
concerning the cities of refuge. It states that a murderer cannot be ransomed because he is “the
murderer who is guilty to die (nm'v YW RITTIWNK 1NX7).” This Hebrew idiom is rendered

into Greek as “7ol povedaavtog Toli évdyou Svtos avarpebijvan (the murderer who is liable/subject to

32 Wevers suggests that the translator is here creating a wordplay. One is not to associate with the Tof ddixou so as
to become an &dixog witness. By associating with an unjust person by false witness, one becomes an unjust
witness. See Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 358.

33 Larry Perkins, “To the Reader of Exodus,” in New English Translation of the Septuagint (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009), 43—44.
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be killed).” This represents a skillful rendering of a syntactically complex Hebrew phrase,
with YW1 being represented in this syntactic position with &voyos.

These seven examples show that the translators of the Pentateuch (excluding
Deuteronomy) dealt with YW terms in a variety of ways. Outside of Exod 23:7, the use of
acéPeia language is not incongruous and follows what we might expect based on the
contemporary usage of these words. The match found in Exod 23:7 might represent a
precursor for what we find in Deuteronomy. Yet the varied ways in which these Hebrew
words have been translated show that the translator of Deuteronomy had many options at his

disposal and was not constrained to a particular term.>*

6.2.3 ’AcéBeia Vocabulary in Deuteronomy

Turning to Deuteronomy, we find that all instances of the root YW1 are translated by
words of the dcéBeia family. Moreover, the translator also resorts to the same vocabulary in a
variety of situations where YW1 is not found, including several in which its meaning as
“offense pertaining to the gods” seems appropriate.

The first occurrence is found in 9:4-5, where Moses states the reasons why Israel is to
possess the land. Israel should not boast or think it is inheriting the land because of its own
virtue. Its lack of “righteousness” and “uprightness” is strongly emphasized, while the

Canaanite’s “wickedness” or “guilt” is cited as reason:

34 The only other instances of these terms in the Pentateuch are Lev 18:17 and 20:12, where an illicit sexual union
between close parents is described as 220 WY or 717, In Greek, this is translated as doeféw and doéByud. It is
rather intriguing that in both cases, the union is with a stepdaughter. Even though a different Hebrew expression
is used to describe this crime, they are both translated using doéfeia cognates, perhaps indicating that this was
seen as a particular type of wrongdoing. In context, however, the translator is dealing with several nearly
identical formulations and could simply be reaching for a variety of Greek terms.
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OYWIa1 ORI PARATOR WD M 2IRa0 "NpTea RS 72253 nRn-HR
OYWI3a "2 DRIR-NR WY 82 A0KR 7325 9wy TRpTea RY...A5R0 00

(MT) 19R71 OM31
W) eimns év Tff xapdie oov... Aéywy Al T dixatochvyy rov elafyayév ue xOplog xAnpovousioat
Y Yiv ™Y dyabny tadTny- dAAa die ™y doéfelay T@Y €0vév ToUTwy...o0lx1 Otd THY dtxalogUvyy
oov 0UdE i THY datdTNTa THS xapdiag gou oU eloTopely xANpovoudicat THY Yiv adTév, GAla O
™V aoéPetay v bvév TovTwy (Wevers)
...do not say in your heart, saying: “It is because of my righteousness that the Lord has
brought me in to inherit this good land, but because of the impiety of these nations...it is not
because of your righteousness or the holiness of your heart that you are going in to inherit
their land, but because of the impiety of these nations... (NETS)

There are perhaps echoes of Gen 18 and its similar evaluation of the Canaanites in this
text. But in contrast, the point here is to drive home the fact that Israel is not P*TX. Again, this
seems to relate to both the court and YHWH, who is assumed to sit in the position of judge.
Presumably, the reference to aoéfeix can be understood as presenting these nations’ offenses
as being against YHWH or sacrilegious in some way. In their comment on this text, Dogniez
and Harl suggest that this rendering is an exegetical move aimed at framing the conduct of
Israel and the nations not so much in the legal or ethical realm, as the more general Hebrew
terms may imply, but as decidedly religious in nature. The Hebrew pW1, it is argued, not
only denotes a crime against YHWH, but wickedness, the breaking of civil law, while the
Greek doépeta is restricted in meaning to religious wrongdoing.*® The use of éaiéra to
translate " is also unique to Deuteronomy (here and 32:4), and perhaps also indicates a
similar focus in evaluating both Israel and the nations according to their conduct vis-a-vis

YHWH or his law. The combination of two terms that are related to gods and the things they

35 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 175.
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are interested in would suggest that the translator is not rendering terms mechanically but

purposefully choosing ¢aéBeia to describe the nature of the Canaanite’s wrongdoing.>®
6.2.3.1. The Rebellious People and the Golden Calf

The next instance of agéfeia vocabulary in Deuteronomy is later in the same chapter

(9:27), where we find YW matched again with doéfeia.

-5R1 WWAHRI A opn wptHR 1an-HR apy ™ prxh onnanb 7Tayh 9o

(MT) INKXRLN
wiedntt ABpady xal Toadx xal Taxd t6v Bepamdvtwy gov, ol duooas xatd ceavtol- Wi
emPBAEYNS Eml Y oxAnpétnTa Tol Aaol TolTou xal émi Ta dgefuata xal émi Ta
apapminata adtédy (Wevers)

Remember Abraam and Isaak and Iakob your attendants to whom you swore by yourself; do

not look upon the stubbornness of this people and upon the impieties and upon their sins.
(NETS)

This passage recalls Moses’s prayer in favor of Israel following the episode of the
golden calf. Their YW refers perhaps to their guilt or their wickedness. There is nothing
exceptional here about the use of aoefyuata given the cultic context of the offense. The plural

would favor the sense of multiple acts, sacrilegious ones.

6.2.3.2. The Presumptuous Judge and Prophet

In 17:13, a person (most likely a local judge or delegation) takes a difficult case to the

central court to have it render a verdict. The ruling of the high court must then be precisely

36 In which case, this would rightly qualify as theologically motivated exegesis, where the translation adds
theological elements to the source text. See Emanuel Tov, “Theologically Motivated Exegesis Embedded in the
Septuagint,” in The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, ed. Emanuel Tov, VT Sup 72
(Leiden; Boston: Brill, 1999), 259.

289



and completely adhered to. Whoever does not heed the ruling of this court is to be put to
death. Such a consequence is intended to set an example so that the people will not be tempted

to become presumptuous (37°17). This verb is here translated by doeféw:

(MT) T I 891 IR wnaw opn 9o
xal Tég 6 Aadg axovaas doPnbioetal xat odx doefyoet &t (Wevers)

And all the people, when they have heard, will be afraid and will not act impiously again
(NETS)

We can assume that the translator is familiar with this Hebrew root since in the
preceding verse, the cognate noun {177 is translated with dmepndavia (“arrogance”), which
seems more closely aligned. The Hebrew verb is also employed in 1:43 to describe the
disposition of the people as they decided to go up the mountain and fight despite YHWH’s
warning not to do so. There, the translator employs the Greek mapafiddopar (“to act in
defiance”). Both Greek terms would have been appropriate here, but the translator proceeded
differently. As Pearce remarks in her study of this text, recourse to impiety in the concluding
sentence perhaps serves to underline the fact that disobedience to the high court is
disobedience to God himself.*” Such a conclusion is not explicitly stated in the Hebrew text,
but one could argue that it is implied.*® Josephus argues along the same lines in Against Apion

(2.194), where speaking of the high priest, he describes his responsibilities: “to see that the

37 Pearce, The Words of Moses, 272-73.

38 Pearce also points to other features of the translation of this section (vv. 8-13) all of which attempt to equate
the court’s verdict with YHWH’s word. 1) The location of the court is that of the name formula but expanded in
Greek to add “for his name to be called on there,” implying that the court is where YHWH is worshiped. 2)
Instead of the priest serving YHWH there (MT), we find the priest standing to officiate in the name of YHWH
(OG). 3) The language of disobedience employed in Greek is elsewhere in Deuteronomy linked to disobedience
to YHWH. 4) The word to be communicated by the priest is the one laid down (past tense in Greek) perhaps a
reference to the Torah. See Pearce, The Words of Moses, 271-74. It seems more likely, however, that item #1 was
present in the Vorlage and therefore not the translator’s interpretation. Likewise, the mention of the priest as
serving in YHWH’s name may be an assimilation to a similar phrase found in 18:5, 7. For a discussion of this
possibility (and others), see McCarthy’s comments on these verses in McCarthy, Deuteronomy, 54.
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laws be observed, to determine controversies, and to punish those that are convicted of
injustice;...He that does not submit to him shall be subject to the same punishment, as if he
had been guilty of impiety [éoeBév] towards God himself.”* It is impossible to establish
whether Josephus’s statement issues from an interpretative tradition identical to that which
motivated this translation, whether he is coming to this conclusion based on his study of the
Greek text, or some other source. But the implications of the use of dcéfeia language are clear
and Josephus spells them out for us. This language is much stronger than that of arrogance.
The same Hebrew term is found again in 18:20 and 22 to describe the prophet who dares
to speak in YHWH’s name when he has not been mandated, or speaks in the name of other
gods.*® Such a prophet speaks with arrogance (both verb and noun are employed here), and

this 1s also rendered using doeféw and doépeia.

K117 1737 11773...12'[5 POME KD WK OR AW 7927 79270 T WK R0AI0 IR

(MT) 1301 9130 R
AN 6 mpodNTNS, O &v daelhan Aarfjoat pHiua éml ¢ dvduati wou, 6 ob mpocétata
Aafioal...&v doefela ENdAnoey 6 mpodnTNg éxeivos, olx ddékeabe am’ adtol. (Wevers)
But the prophet who acts impiously by speaking a word in my name that I have not ordered to
speak...that prophet has spoken it in impiety; you shall not spare him (NETS)

Such an association with impiety is not surprising given the nature of the offense. While
the previous case dealt with the arrogance that ignores a word from YHWH, here it is dealing

with someone who announces a word that YHWH has not mandated. Again, the choice of

39 Flavius Josephus Ag. Apion 2.194, as translated in Josephus, The Works of Josephus. “Ottog puetd Tév
cuviepéwy Bloel TG Bed, duldgel Tols vépoug, dixdaet Tepl TEY dudioByToupévay, xodael Tolg Eleyxbévtas. 6
ToUTW N metbépevos Vdéer dixny w eig Bedv adTdv doePidv.”

40 The Hebrew text’s connecting 1 could be read as discriminating between two types of prophets. The Greek use
of xal here would more naturally link both of them together, perhaps implying that the word that is not from God
is a word in the name of other gods.
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acéPeia goes beyond the arrogance or presumptuousness found in the Hebrew text but is not

far-fetched since presumably, this arrogance is understood to be in relation to YHWH.*!
6.2.3.3. The Person Leading Others Astray

In 19:16, the Hebrew 170 is employed to describe the accusation made by one who

bears false witness against another in the context of a legal inquiry.

(MT) 330 13 My vKRa onn Ty opY "2

v 0¢ xataoT] uapTus &dixos xata dvlpwmou xatadéywv adtol doéfetav... (Wevers)

But if an unjust witness comes forward against a person, alleging impiety against
him...(NETS)

The Hebrew idiom “170 11V~ is normally understood as testifying falsely against
someone, especially in such contexts. Yet, 170 (or an homonym) can also have the meaning
of turning aside or apostasy in other contexts. In 13:6 (5-*X), we have another situation
involving a prophet attempting to lead Israel away from YHWH. There, the translator matched
170 with the Greek verb mAavaw, suggesting he understands 170 not so much as a false
claim, but as going astray. The same appears to be the case in 19:16, where the translator
seems to have read the last part of the phrase as describing the content of the accusation
(apostasy) instead of the way of the accuser (accusing falsely).*? Both must stand before

YHWH, the priest, and the judges and await their ruling. The use of doéfBeia again is not out of

41 Wevers suggests that words for arrogance or insolence were not strong enough for the translator to characterize
such actions. Wevers, NGTD, 305.

42 For the latter, see HALOT, s. v. “i10”. Cf. McConville, Deuteronomy, 308. Tiguay also argues that the Hebrew
phrase should be understood as “accusing falsely” in J. Tiguay, “The Significance of the End of Deuteronomy” in
Texts, Temples, and Traditions: A Tribute to Menahem Haran (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbraun's, 1996), 137-143
(note 20).
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place if the situation is understood as one where the accused is suspected of turning away from

proper worship.
6.2.4. The Semantic Field of Wrongdoing

Before returning to the text discussed at the beginning of this paper, another important
factor should be addressed. Words of the ¢oéfeia family span many Hebrew terms, so that we
may speak of semantic leveling, or as Oloffson describes it, a favorite word. A favorite word
is a Greek term that has many Hebrew equivalents, sometimes with no apparent reason. In
some circumstances, it may also suggest that the translator did not know the exact meaning of
the underlying Hebrew words.* In our texts, however, it seems the translator is perfectly
familiar with the underlying Hebrew terms as they are translated elsewhere in the book using
more appropriate matches.

In his investigation of the vocabulary of wrongdoing in Psalms and Ben Sira, Voitila
remarked that there are no clearly set one-to-one equivalencies between particular Hebrew and
Greek words describing the wicked. There were general tendencies (such as apaptwids for
VWA in about 80% of cases), but also a tendency to generalize a variety of terms for
wrongdoing by the use of a limited Greek vocabulary.**

We have already seen that in Deuteronomy, doéBeie words translate not only YW but a
few others as well. Moreover,

- &owéw and cognates translate PWY (“to oppress”), 11V (“a misdeed” or its guilt), ALY
(“perversity” or “injustice”), ©AMN (“violence”, “wrong”), IPW (“lie”, “dealing

falsely™).

43 See Olofsson, 4s a Deer Longs for Flowing Streams, 214,
4 Anssi Voitila, “Evildoers and Wicked Persons in the Septuagint Version of the Book of Psalms and the Book
of Ben Sira (Siracides),” Vetus Testamentum et Hellas 2 (2015): 54.
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- &paptave and cognates translate NRVM (“sin”, “wrongdoing”) and related terms**, as
well as DMWY (“to behave corruptly”, “ruin in the moral sense”) and 'Y (“a misdeed”)
only once.

- dvopéw words translate HyvHa (“wickedness”, “uselessness’), DMWY (“to behave
corruptly”, “to ruin in the moral sense”).*®

One the one hand, these matches confirm Voitila’s observations in that they suggest a
tendency to generalize wrongdoing under certain Greek umbrella terms. On the other hand,
these generalizations are done without much overlap in Deuteronomy and with an eye to the
context. We can therefore conclude that they are not haphazard and represent a categorization

of wrongdoing. As such, agéfeia stands for one of these categories encompassing several

Hebrew terms.*’
6.2.5. Evaluation

Returning to our question from the outset as to the meaning of doéfeia in Deut 25:1-2,
we are presented with several options.

One solution would be to argue that the translator is simply reverting to his default
match for YT and has no further motivation than his desire for consistency in lexical
matches. The incongruity of éo¢feia would be the effect of stereotyping. He might have

followed the trend initiated by the translators of Genesis and Exodus (or perhaps from another

45 In 24:4, the verb Xvrin the hiphil is translated into Greek using waive.

46 Excluded from this survey are texts where the Vorlage may be different from MT and thus difficult to evaluate
such as 29:18 and 30:3. The most consistent match (ROF — auaptavw) is also the most frequent occurrence in the
Pentateuch.

47 The translation that comes closest to the pattern observed in Deuteronomy (and the Pentateuch in general) is
Proverbs. In a way this is not surprising when one considers how the book of Proverbs contrasts those who “fear
YHWH?” with the “wicked.” One term is definitely religious but the other is not necessarily so. Contrasting them
suggests that wickedness is the absence of proper respect for God. But this could be said of some passages in

Psalms as well, so Proverbs stands out in this respect as many have observed. See the comments to that effect in
Johann Cook, “Hellenistic Influence in Proverbs,” BIOSCS 20 (2005): 40—41.
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source) where these two words groups were already matched. The variety of Hebrew words
translated by terms of the doéfeie family is simply explained by the process of semantic
leveling, which is not unusual in Deuteronomy.*® In this scenario, it would be tempting to read
the more general Hebrew meaning of “guilty” into the Greek word because of the surrounding
context.

In other circumstances, we might be inclined to agree. Yet in light of the translation
choices described above, it would seem that the translator is carefully examining the Hebrew
words in context. Improper worship, disobeying the high priest, and leading others away from
him (treason) are all portrayed as ¢oéPeia.*’ This demonstrates that the translator is well aware
of the Greek word’s range of meaning and associations. The semantic leveling that occurs is
also done in a contextually sensitive manner. As we have seen from our survey of the
Pentateuch, there were many other Greek terms that were possible options to translate Y.

Another explanation begins with Flashar, who argued that our initial assumption should
be that the meaning the translator intended is the overlap in meaning between the two terms
and no more.>® If we think of these words’ semantic range in terms of partially overlapping
circles, the non-overlapping meaning should be taken out of the equation and not read into the
Greek text. But when we consider the usages of these terms overall, the overlapping meaning
is that of wrongdoing that concerns gods, parents, and the dead. But this is not what this

particular law is about in the source text. Consequently, we have to inquire whether the

48 Both semantic leveling and differentiation can be found, as observed in previous chapters. These categories
remain rather vague and call of a more precise determination of motivations, such as wordplay, variatio, etc.
Nevertheless, they remain valid labels to identify specific linguistic phenomena and widely employed in the
fields of in translation studies and diachronic semantics.

49 As noted in chapter 4, another aspect that deserves mention is that there are definite echoes between 25:1-2 and
19:16-17. Both describe an dvttdoyia between men who then appear before judges. The vocabulary used by the
translator would associate these two laws more closely, perhaps suggesting that they were understood to be
related.

50 Flashar, “Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter,” 92.
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translator might have understood the Hebrew term differently. The evidence at our disposal
suggests that the judicial meaning of the term fell into disuse in late biblical Hebrew. The
hiphil verb is no longer used in this sense, but takes on the more general meaning of “doing
evil” or even “transgressing” the covenant, as in Dan 11:32.%! This is also true of the nouns
(MYWA and YWI) with the possible exception of Eccl 3:16. The break is not as pronounced for
the adjective YW, but there seems to be a similar trend. While he still knows the judicial
meaning of the hiphil verb, as demonstrated in verse 1, there would be a strong impetus to
understand the noun and adjective in their more common meaning of the impious one, the one
who opposes God and transgresses his law.>? Here we are not so much in the domain of
forensic guilt but rather in a context where impiety is quite proper. Should this be the case, this
would be the meaning in view for the Hebrew term and for which doefss is a proper match.

A third possibility is theological in nature. It has been shown that there is a tendency in
the translation of later books to portray wicked behavior as lawbreaking, or aimed at YHWH
and his law.> In the context of Deuteronomy, this would be natural since all of its laws
originate from YHWH via Moses. Thus, offenses against a brother (Deuteronomy’s favorite
term designating a fellow Israelite) or against the law are offenses with which God is

concerned. These could be conceived as a type of sacrilege. Again, the fact that impiety is to

51 Out of 25 instances of ywA in the Aiphil in the Hebrew Bible, only three are translated using doeféw verbs, and
these are later translations: Job 9:20, 10:2, and Dan 9:5. This last text is a good example of how, the more
technical meaning of the Hiphil verb seems to have been replaced with the meaning of the Qal verb in later
Hebrew. See also Dan 11:32, 12:10, 2 Chr 20:35, 22:3, Ps 106:6, Neh 9:33. Job 34:12 appears to be the exception
within the book of Job as it is the only one of eight instances of the hiphil form that does not have the meaning of
“pronouncing guilty.” Both meanings were known and employed in Dead Sea Scrolls texts.

52 As confirmed indirectly by Voitila’s study quoted in note 44, where ywA is translated predominantly by
apaptwAds (“sinner”).

33 Some have noted how the most interesting development in this respect is the use of &vopog words in some
translations (Ezekiel, Psalms) portraying misbehavior even more sharply in terms of crime against YHWH’s law.
See Tov, “Theologically Motivated Exegesis Embedded in the Septuagint,” 264; Frank Austermann, Von der
Tora zum Nomos: Untersuchungen zur Ubersetzungsweise und Interpretation im Septuaginta-Psalter (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003).
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be understood as including improper behavior in key human relationships should not restrict
the context simply to offenses dealing directly with YHWH. Yet, the use of such language
does frame these offenses as behavior with which YHWH is concerned.>* The use of a more
general term such as &dixog was possible, but doéfeia is the term by which the translator
clarifies the implications of this law. The fact that such ideas circulated in Hellenistic Judaism
is well documented. This theme is, of course, taken up and expounded in Wisdom of Solomon,
where the many vices of the pagans are shown to emerge from their idolatry, that is, their lack

of proper respect for the true God.»

6.2.6. Conclusion

In her study on Greek terms for sin and forgiveness in the Septuagint, Anna Passoni
Dell’ Acqua concluded that these lexical choices are probably the result of both linguistic and
theological factors.’® This is very similar to what was observed in this study. First, there are
the linguistic factors. These would be the reframing of the semantics of YW1 so that the
Hebrew terms are interpreted with a more specific, deity-oriented meaning, and the tendency
in translation to generalize terms of wrongdoing. These two factors may explain how one

guilty in a court setting becomes more generally identified as the impious. By the same token,

% Another possibility is to envision the translator reworking this law in light of existing legal practices where
only specifically religious offenses are implied. However, this does not seem likely given the translator’s modus
operandi. 1t is true that later interpreters understood this law to apply to specific offenses (i.e., Josephus linking it
to the previous law) and that the 40 blows it prescribes were later administered in a synagogue context. But there
is no way to determine whether this was the intent here, and the evidence suggesting that Deuteronomy was
translated for the purpose of acting as law for Egyptian Jews is scant at best. For a recent discussion of the
evidence, see John J. Collins, The Invention of Judaism: Torah and Jewish Identity from Deuteronomy to Paul,
The Taubman Lectures in Jewish Studies 7 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2017), 142-50.

55 Of particular relevance in this context is Wis 14:22-31. See also Josephus, Ag. Apion 2.184.

56 See Anna Passoni Dell’ Acqua, “Sin and Forgiveness,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons and
Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 339.
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this linguistic change also aligns perfectly with the growing importance of Torah observance

and provides a convenient way of highlighting how various offenses relate to God.

6.3. RIGHTEOUSNESS AND MERCY

29 e

The translation of the Hebrew lexeme NpPTX (“justice”, “righteousness”) by the Greek
éAenpoatvy (“mercy”, “deeds of mercy”) is another unusual match found in OG
Deuteronomy.”’ It has received sustained attention in recent years.’® Kim’s study discusses
this particular rendering throughout the Septuagint’s translational corpus, but the motivations
for its use within particular books deserve further exploration.’” This is especially the case in
Deuteronomy, where the motivation for employing éAenupoctvy in two particular texts raises
intriguing questions. It may reflect a way of conceptualizing the relationship between Torah
observance and divine mercy which differs from that found in the Hebrew text.

There are six instances of the Hebrew P in Deuteronomy. The first instance is found

in chapter 6, at the conclusion of a key section of the book underscoring the importance of

57 This section reproduces in large part a study published in the Journal of Septuagint and Cognate Studies,
“Righteousness and Mercy in Greek Deuteronomy: On the Translation of fIPTX by éAenpoaivy”, Journal of
Septuagint and Cognate Studies 52 (2019): 107-117. I am the sole author of this article and have obtained written
permission from the journal editor, Siegfried Kreuzer, to include its content in this thesis.

38 See for example Jong-Hoon Kim, “Zur Relevanz der Wiedergabe von 197X mit "EAcoc/EAenpocvvn,” in Die
Septuaginta - Orte und Intentionen: 5. Internationale Fachtagung Veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch
(LXX.D), Wuppertal 24.-27. Juli 2014, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer, Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund, WUNT 361
(Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 510-19. The topic is also dealt with in the context of OG Isaiah and the subject
of an entire chapter in Seulgi L. Byun, The Influence of Post-Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic on the Translator of
Septuagint Isaiah (New York; London: Continuum, 2017), 35-65. The unconventional nature of this match has
been discussed for some time, with scholars commenting on it mostly in passing or as part of a study on the
Greek or Hebrew terms. For example, Olofsson spent about two pages on the translation of 7P7X in his 1992
study on consistency, relying on the extensive study of these terms by David Hill. See Olofsson, “Consistency as
a Translation Technique,” 55-56; David Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings: Studies in the Semantics of
Soteriological Terms, SNTSMS 5 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967). Olley also discusses this term
as part of his study of Isaiah in John W. Olley, Righteousness in the Septuagint of Isaiah: A Contextual Study,
SCS 8 (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979). Shorter discussions can also be found in earlier literature, for example in
Edwin Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1889), 50.

% Wevers and Dogniez/Harl only deal briefly with this phenomenon in their comments on LXX Deuteronomy, as
will be discussed below.
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obeying YHWH’s commands as discussed in chapter 3.%° Verse 25 concludes this section,
describing the result of obedience by stating that “NPTXR will be ours if we are careful to

observe this commandment before YHWH our God.”®!

WK AHR M 1185 AR menn 52 nR mwyh nwi o 1uh an apT
(MT) 198

xal é\enpoaivy Eotat nuiy, éav pulacowueda motely macas Tag évrolag TavTag Evavtt xupliov
ToU Beol Nuiv, xaba éveteidato nuiv. (Wevers)

An almost identical formulation is found in Deut 24:13 where a specific example of law

observance is said to result in APTX:

1195 ApTR A0 79 79731 1nnbwa 20w wawn 832 viayn nR 1Y 2'wn avn
MT) T'IHR i

amoddael Amodwaelg TO évéxupov adTol mept duouas Aiov, xat xoundnoetal év 16 inativ adtod

1 b A \ b4 3 A 3 4 14 ~n ~n
xal eDAoYNTeL g€, xal oot Eotal EAenpoaivy évavtiov xupiov Tol Beol gou. (Wevers)

Commentators have traditionally understood the use of fPTX in these verses as referring

29 ¢

either to one’s right standing in relation to covenant requirements (“‘innocence”, “uprightness”,

or “approved conduct”)®? or some kind of merit or credit that is acquired.®® This is easily

verified when comparing modern translations:

60 Otto speaks of a Musterkatechese, which is also a fitting description. See Eckart Otto, Deuteronomium 1-11.
Zweiter Teilband: 4,44 - 11,32, HThKAT (Freiburg: Herder, 2012), 821.

61 Perhaps another possible translation would be: “It will represent npT¥ for us to carefully observe....”

62 “That is, ‘being in the right’, as in a verdict of acquittal, or ‘being in a right relationship with Yahweh’s
requirements (24:13).”” See Richard D. Nelson, Deuteronomy: A Commentary (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2002), 87. In a slightly different perspective, Otto summarizes this behavior before YHWH as
Gemeinschaftstreue. Otto, Deuteronomium 1-11. Zweiter Teilband: 4,44 - 11,32, 778, 825.

63 “That is, ‘it will be to our credit,” implying that one accumulates credit for meritorious deeds (see also 24:13).
The concept is like that of acquiring “principal’ in the Talmudic idea that ‘a good deed yields a principal and
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It will be therefore to our merit before the LORD our God to observe faithfully this
whole Instruction, as He has commanded us.” (NJPS)

If we diligently observe this entire commandment before the LORD our God, as he has

commanded us, we will be in the right. (NRSV)

In OG Deuteronomy, four of the six instances of NPT are translated using dixatootvy,
and the other twelve appearances of PTX cognates are also translated using words of the dixato-
family.® The aforementioned texts are the only two where the translator has chosen to render
1P TR with the Greek éenpootvy.

One way of explaining this rendering would be to simply posit that f1pTX had a broad
semantic range and that the translator recognized that dixatootvy, despite its general sense of a
quality or state of justice, righteousness, or upright behavior, was not sufficient to account for
all of its meaning.® This is certainly a possibility, but before concluding as much, one must
also examine whether the Hebrew term actually acquired this meaning, when this might have
taken place, or whether this meaning was read into the word by the translator. Moreover, it is a
well-known fact that the Septuagint translators were influenced by postbiblical Hebrew and

Aramaic.®® One should also consider whether there is an explanation as to why specific Greek

bears interest,” as in the list of ‘deeds whose interest one uses in this world while the principal remains for the
hereafter’—except that in the Bible the concept refers only to this world.” See Tigay, Deuteronomy, 83. For the
same understanding, see also Jack R. Lundbom, Deuteronomy: A Commentary, 325. Moshe Weinfeld,
Deuteronomy 1-11: A New Translation With Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible 5 (New York:
Doubleday, 1991), 331.

64 Of the 157 occurrences of ;1P7X in the Hebrew Bible, 133 are translated as dixatog0vy. More pertinent to this
study is that 7P7X is translated by Aenpoclvy in eight passage: Deut 6:25, 24:13, Ps 23:5, 32:5, 102:6, Isa 1:27,
28:17, and 59:16.

% In other words, the resources of the target language could not account for the semantic range of npTX. See the
discussion to this effect in Olofsson, “Consistency as a Translation Technique,” 55-56. Others have worked in
the opposite direction, attempting to use the translation to recover or confirm the full range of meaning of the
Hebrew term. This is the approach taken by Kim, who sees the semantic range of NpT¥ in BH as already
including the concept of mercy. See Kim, “Zur Relevanz der Wiedergabe von pT mit "Eleos/Elenpooivy.”
While the versions are sometimes useful in enriching our understanding of biblical Hebrew lexical semantics, it
seems more fruitful in this particular instance to approach the problem by starting from the perspective of the
translator and his technique.

% For example, the comments by Loiseau: “Hence, we should not be surprised that, even in their translations, the
LXX translators provide evidence of semantic interferences of Aramaic origin.” Anne-Frangoise Loiseau,
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words were chosen in some contexts and not others. Because of this, it seems more
appropriate to focus first on how these words would have been understood at the time of

translation. Each of these issues will be addressed in turn.
6.3.1. ’EXlenpogivy in Contemporary Literature

In the Greek literature and documentary evidence roughly contemporary with the
translation of OG Deuteronomy, éAenuootvy 1s found with the meaning of “pity” or “mercy,” a
disposition which in context is often associated with benevolent actions. It can be portrayed in
a negative light and listed along vices such as envy and contentiousness.®’” The Zenon archive
also contains one instance of the use of é\enuooivy. In a letter, two swineherds who had been
imprisoned for a fault they do not deny, appeal to Zenon for their release, fearing their herds
would perish in their absence and that they would die for lack of basic necessities. The letter
concludes thus:

o o0v émioxear €l oot doxel ddelvat. 0 yap Exopey 00Béva xlpiov dAAL €. mpds ot olv

xaTabUYYAVOUEY, (VL EAENLOTUVYS TUXWHLEY.

You could review then if it seems good to you to set us free. For we have no other master but
you. We have therefore appealed to you, that we might obtain mercy.*®

As can be expected, this request stands in stark contrast with a number of similar

petitions which appeal for justice.%’ Here, the petitioners, knowing they are not in the right,

L’influence de I’araméen sur les traducteurs de la LXX principalement, sur les traducteurs grecs postérieurs,
ainsi que sur les scribes de la Vorlage de la LXX, SCS 65 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2016), 241.

%7 For a positive reference, see Callimachus, Hymn. Del. 4.152. For a negative connotation, see Chrysippi,
Fragmenta. Moralia, Fr. 422, line 6. Conceived as a weak disposition, pity would not be welcome in the
administration of justice as it implies partiality from judges.

8 P_.Cair.Zen. 3.59495 = TM 1133. John Lee also mentions this text as background for our passage, adding that in
Deut 24:13, the resulting meaning is not quite clear. See Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the
Pentateuch, 108.

% Note the many letters from the same period and location concluding with a phrase like “lva émi o€, fagidel,
xataduywy Tol dixaiov TUxw”. See for example P.Col.4.83 = TM 1796, P.Polit. Iud. 6 = TM 44622, and
P.Enteux. 2 =TM 3280.
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appeal to mercy instead, that is, for Zenon to act mercifully on their behalf. Such a disposition
appears very different at first glance from the Hebrew NpTX, which usually refers to a quality
of uprightness, justness, or right conduct.”® The concept of pity or mercy may overlap
somewhat with one of the uses of pTX which denotes righteous intervention (vindication and
deliverance) in favor of the oppressed.”! This salvific sense is said of YHWH’s 1% and
found mostly in the context of Isaiah 40-55 and Psalms.” In any case, recent interpreters have
not understood NPTX in this way in the Hebrew texts before us, which provide no hints of a
perilous or oppressive situation inviting pity, mercy, or even deliverance on behalf of the party

receiving i1pPTX.
6.3.2. PTX in Postbiblical Hebrew

Another solution has been to posit that the Hebrew npTX, already a polysemous word in
biblical literature, sees its semantic range broadened in postbiblical Hebrew. Wevers notes
how the word NPTX acquired in later Hebrew the meaning of “mercy” and even “deeds of
mercy,” and that perhaps this new meaning influenced the translator.”® This is supported by

texts from the Dead Sea Scrolls, where NPT is best understood as referring to a “deed of

"0 See HALOT, s.v. “nip78”, where the term is found under the heading “justness, meaning community loyalty.”
DCH identifies 12 distinct usages of fp7X and locates these two Deuteronomy passages under heading #3:
“merit.” It is worth noting, however, that heading #4 is described as “divine beneficence, benevolence”, that is,
the justice of YHWH as judge. It notes that the distinction between this usage and #7, “vindication, deliverance”
is not always clear. See DCH, s.v. “Tip7%”. In his TDOT entry, Johnson suggests that {I27X is concretizing the
underlying notion of p7X, usually in actions manifesting righteousness. However, he understands 727¥ in Deut
6:25 and 24:13 as YHWH’s positive and beneficent intervention. This sense is difficult to construe based on the
syntax and immediate context, esp. in 6:25. See Bo Johnson, “pTX,” TDOT, 12:252-253.

! In many of these instances, 117X is found in the plural, confirming that it refers to a specific type of action.
Otto postulates that éxenpoctvy does translate part of the Hebrew concept of fip7X Otto, Deuteronomium 1-11.
Zweiter Teilband: 4,44 - 11,32, 781. It might be better said, however, that éAenuocivy demonstrates semantic
overlap with one of the usages of 7177X in the Hebrew Bible. 1iP7X is a polysemous word employed in a variety of
contexts.

2 Byun provides a helpful survey of the history of research on this term, also allowing for various nuances based
on context. See Byun, The Influence of Post-Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic on the Translator of Septuagint
Isaiah, 36-41.

3 Wevers, NGTD, 126. This observation is also made by Kim and Byun.
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mercy” or even “almsgiving.”’* Such a meaning eventually converges with the semantic range
of é\enuoctvy, which can also denote not only “pity” or “mercy,” but also more concrete
manifestations such as “charity” or “alms,” as the many instances found in Tobit, Sirach, and
the New Testament demonstrate.”

The Aramaic 1PTX also exhibits a range of meaning which could be seen as developing
along the same lines. On the tomb of a 7" century BCE priest found near Aleppo, one finds
the inscription: “Because of my righteousness (bsdqty) in his presence, he gave me a good
name and prolonged my days.”’® Here n{>TX could describe either the priest’s quality of
uprightness, or more concretely his faithful conduct in service of the deity.

A construction similar to the one found in Deut 6:25 and 24:13 is found in Cowley, Arm.
Pap. 30.27.77 This letter implores its recipient to fund the rebuilding of the Elephantine Jewish

temple, here describing the outcome for him:

. PAT MYY 19297 7T 123 0 RIW THR T 0T T M npT

And it shall be a merit to you before Ya’u the God of heaven more than a man who offers to him
sacrifice and burnt-offerings...

74 Francesco Zanella, “Between ‘Righteousness’ and ‘Alms’: A Semantic Study of the Lexeme ;127X in the Dead
Sea Scrolls,” in Hebrew in the Second Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and of Other
Contemporary Sources, ed. S. E. Fassberg, M. Bar-Asher, and R. Clemens, STDJ 108 (Leiden; Boston: Brill,
2013), 280-85. A fuller treatment of the Hebrew terms that comes to a similar conclusion is Ahuva Ho, Sedeq
and Sedaqah in the Hebrew Bible (New York; Bern: Lang, 1991). Several texts from the late Second Temple
period demonstrating this semantic shift are discussed in Byun, The Influence of Post-Biblical Hebrew and
Aramaic on the Translator of Septuagint Isaiah, 41-51.

5 For example, Matt 6:2, Tob 4:7, 16. Gary Anderson also traces the development of the Hebrew terms in Gary
A. Anderson, “Redeem Your Sins by the Giving of Alms: Sin, Debt, and the ‘Treasury of Merit’ in Early Jewish
and Christian Tradition,” Letter & Spirit 3 (2007): 36—69. Cf. Byun, The Influence of Post-Biblical Hebrew and
Aramaic on the Translator of Septuagint Isaiah, 52-55.

76 “The Tomb Inscription of Si’gabbar, Priest of Sahar,” trans. P. Kyle McCarter (COS 2.59:185). See KAI 226.2-
3.

7 A. Cowley, ed., Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923), 114. The translation
is by Cowley. Papyrus 71.5 also contains a similar use of 7%, but its fragmentary nature renders all interpretation
uncertain.
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While the syntax of this phrase is not identical to that found in Deuteronomy, both are
fairly close in meaning.’® The term is also found once in Dan 4:24 (27*%), where the king is
encouraged to remove his sins through 7PTX and his iniquities through mercy for the

oppressed:

199K RN 1 7Y N2 TONYI PO ARTRA UM TP Nawr *abn Rabn b
TnHwh

Therefore, O king, may my counsel be acceptable to you: atone for your sins with
righteousness, and your iniquities with mercy to the oppressed, so that your prosperity may be
prolonged. (NRSV)

adTol 0enfnTt mepl TGV auapTI@Y xal Taoag Tag adixiag cou &v EAenuoaivals AVTpwoat, iva
émieixeta 000 goL xal moAvuepos yévnoat emt Tol Bpdvou i PagiAeiag gov, xat wi)
xatadbapiic. TovToUg ToVs Adyous dyamyaov. (Ziegler)

Entreat him concerning sins, and atone for all your iniquities with alms so that equity might
be given to you and you might be long-lived on the throne of your kingdom and not be
destroyed. Gladly receive these words. (NETS)

o todito, Pagthel, 9 Bouln wou dpesatw oot, xal Tag auaptias oo &v EAenuoaivals AVTpwoal
xal Tag adxiag gou év oixTippols meviTwy- lows EoTat paxpéfupos Tols Tapantwuaciv ocou 6
Beds. (0")

Therefore, O king, let my counsel be acceptable to you and atone for your sins with alms and
for iniquities with compassion to the needy. Perhaps God will show forbearance for your
transgressions. (NETS)

The context suggests that 1pTX denotes deeds of mercy, perhaps even acts of charity
when considered in light of the parallel line. While the extant Greek translations are the
product of different individuals and different periods, both have é\enpocivy in the plural, also
confirming this understanding of the term. This would suggest that in the Second Temple

period, the Aramaic NPTX also had as part of its semantic range the usage that also develops

8 The Aramaic construction differs from the Hebrew in one significant point. It places the feminine RPTX in the
accusative since it varies in gender with the verb, while the Hebrew, with its feminine verb form, places fP7X as
subject. The Aramaic phrase can thus be read as: “It (your generous gift) will be NpT® for you before YHW,”
hence the translation as “merit,” or “reward.” Deuteronomy 6:25 would be better translated as: “71p7X will be to
you (will be yours)....”
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in Qumran and Mishnaic Hebrew. By the rabbinic period, NPTX was more consistently linked
to alms.”

Therefore, there is reason to think that while the classical meaning of NPT was still
known, there was growing semantic overlap between PTX and é\enpocivy in the period when
the Greek translation of the Pentateuch was produced.®’ However, this solution does not
answer the question as to why OG Deuteronomy’s translator chose éienpoctvn here and
dueatoovy elsewhere in the same book. In theory, dixatootvy would have been a suitable choice

in Deut 6:25 and 24:13 and remains the default option to translate 1pTX.%!
6.3.3. Translation Patterns in OG Deuteronomy

Part of the difficulty has to do with whether PR is to be understood as that which
characterizes one’s obedience, or something received from YHWH. In the context of 24:13,
could fPTX refer to the act of giving back the pledge, an action which is considered as a
merciful deed before YHWH? Such a reading does not easily fit the grammatical construction

of the Hebrew phrase, where PR is clearly the subject, the thing being obtained or validated

7 The targumim consistently translate 7177% by 137 or X237, perhaps suggesting that by that time, the Aramaic
7?7 no longer carried the same sense as its Hebrew counterpart, at least in the variety of meanings found in the
Hebrew Bible. Byun concludes that “it is apparent that the trajectory in the meaning of 7P 7¥ moves from the
general sense of ‘rightness’ or ‘normative behavior’ to qualities constituting right behavior and, ultimately, to
concrete examples of righteous behavior such as ‘almsgiving’ and ‘charity’.” See Byun, The Influence of Post-
Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic on the Translator of Septuagint Isaiah, 51.

8 There is only one other instance of éAengoatvy in the Pentateuch. In Gen 47:29, it translates the Hebrew 7017,
which is paired with DX (PRI 701 = élenuootvy xai dARbeia). For a study of the relationship between 70m and
gheog in the LXX, see Jan Joosten, “Hesed ‘bienveillance’ et éleos “pitié’. Réflexions sur une équivalence lexicale
dans la Septante,” in « Car c’est [’'amour qui me plait, non le sacrifice... ». Recherches sur Osée 6:6 et son
interprétation juive et chrétienne, ed. Eberhard Bons, SJSJ 88 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2004), 25-42. Joosten
suggests that many of the apparent mismatches between Hebrew words and their Greek translation can be
credited to the fact that the meaning of Hebrew words changed between the time of their original context and that
of the translation.

81 This incidentally suggests that dixatoatvy retains it Greek meaning and does not assimilate to the meaning of
PR,
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in his sight.®” It seems preferable to understand the use of é\enpostvy in 24:13 as stating in
effect that when one shows mercy, there will be mercy for him before YHWH.* This is the
rendering adopted by NETS, and it reflects an understanding that is different from both
interpretations mentioned in our introduction. Here Torah observance does not result in credit
or merit, nor even in right standing or proper conduct within the covenant relationship. Rather,
the outcome is that of placing Israel in a position to receive divine compassion or
benevolence.

Dogniez and Harl also point out that f1PTX has in the Hebrew Bible the occasional sense
of divine justice which brings about acts of benevolence (“des actes de bont¢”). Since this is
not naturally rendered by dixatootvy, which is never employed to describe the justice of the
gods, the translator had to resort to another word instead. In the context of Deut 6:25, he
would have understood obedience as “justifying” Israel before YHWH which would then
make it the object of divine mercy. Hence, they translate éAenuooivy into French as
compassion.® Even though they are probably right in assuming that the translator has
“compassion” in mind, this does not answer the question as to why the translator thought
benevolence was in view here. Moreover, the claim that dixatooctvn does not describe the

justice of gods seems overstated. We find in Deut 33:21 a description of YHWH as executing

82 While in the Hebrew text 7p7X is the feminine subject of the verb, éAenpooivy could be either subject or
predicate of the verb eiui. Therefore, the Greek translation is ambiguous and allows for both understandings. This
should be considered an accidental “feature” of the translation since it is a limitation of the Greek language. La
Bible d’Alexandrie chose the latter option by translating: “Ce sera pour toi un acte de justice devant le Seigneur
ton Dieu.” See Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 268. The translation of éAenuocivy by “acte de justice” is
somewhat surprising given the philosophy adopted by the Bible d’ Alexandrie project, which seeks to read the
Septuagint as a Greek text. Here it translates the meaning of the underlying Hebrew term. However, in their note
on 6:25, Dogniez and Harl suggest a longer meaning, “acte de justice méritant la miséricorde de Dieu.” See
Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 158-59.

8 Otto also suggests that the connection made between the two texts in Greek implies that Israel is to show mercy
as it is shown mercy. See Otto, Deuteronomium 1-11. Zweiter Teilband: 4,44 - 11,32, 781.

8 Kim also sees in this understanding a significant shift in emphasis from the meaning of the Hebrew text. See
Kim, “Zur Relevanz der Wiedergabe von 17X mit Ekeog/élenpocivn,” 515.

85 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 158-59.
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dixatootvy, and numerous other examples throughout the Septuagintal corpus where various
translators did not hesitate to employ duatostvy to render divine PTX.*¢ Dogniez and Harl
further cite Gen 15:6 and Ps 106:31 for support. These texts speak of MpPTX being credited to
individuals, in a way similar to what is discussed here. But this line of argumentation is
problematic for several reasons: 1) In both cases NPTX is translated by dixatoctvy, which is the
opposite of what we find in our texts and favors an understanding of the term as relating to
one’s standing or conduct vis-a-vis covenant obligations. 2) These are also the work of
different translators who may have had various reasons to use this vocabulary. 3) Going back
to Deut 6:25, the proposed meaning of “acte de justice méritant la miséricorde de Dieu” is a
great deal of semantic baggage to place on a single word.?” This solution does not provide a
satisfactory answer to the question as to why the translator of Deuteronomy thought that
“obtaining mercy” was a better rendering in this context than the other possibilities before
him.

Three other instances of NPTX are found in Deut 9:4-6, a text mentioned in section 6.2.3
above. It states in no ambiguous terms that Israel will not inherit the land because of any
PR of its own, but because of YHWH’s covenant promises. Israel’s fpPTX would be
insufficient to deserve such an inheritance. In all occurrences of the term in this passage,
PR is translated by dixatogtvy. In the context of chapter 9, Israel was transgressing the law
as soon as it was given, leading Moses to break the tablets and to plead for the sparing of the
people’s lives. Israel has no NPT — at least not sufficiently to form the basis for its

inheritance of the land.

8 This claim is also stated in Kim, “Zur Relevanz der Wiedergabe von 27X mit &leoc/élenuocivn,” 514.
However there are numerous examples outside of Deuteronomy where YHWH’s PR is translated as
dixatootivy, suggesting that this was not problematic for the Septuagint translators. Among the most striking
examples are Ps 5:9, 30:2, 35:7,11, Isa 46:13, 51:6 and Mic 6:5.

87 This would appear to conflate several meanings of 7P7¥. One could also question the extent to which mercy
and merit are compatible.
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The sixth and final occurrence of NPT is found in 33:21. The first part of this verse
presents some textual difficulties, but the last two lines can be discerned clearly enough. 3 MT
has 7PTX in a genitive construction with YHWH, describing YHWH’s NpPTX being executed
by (in context probably) Gad, the subject. The Greek translation reworks this phrase while
preserving the word order. The Hebrew npTX is translated as duxatogtvy, but YHWH becomes

the subject:

(MT) ORI DY POAYN WY M DPTR
He executed the justice of the LORD, and his ordinances for Israel. (NRSV)

deatoavny xVplog émoinaey xal xpioy adtol peta lopand. (Wevers)
The Lord executed righteousness and his judgment with Israel. (NETS)

Wevers suggests that the idea of Gad practicing righteousness was theologically
questionable to the translator, who without shifting word order, places x0ptog in the
nominative, attributing righteous conduct to YHWH instead.® Moreover, Nj>7TX is here
understood as righteous or upright conduct and not acts of benevolence as the translation
confirms. This is to be expected since when found in colocation with ©AWI, APTX usually
denotes righteous rule.

Perhaps a picture emerges when one considers all the occurrences of NPTX in
Deuteronomy. Since 9:4-6 clearly states that Israel has no PTR/dixatoctvy of its own, the
possibility of attributing just conduct or right standing (dwaioctvy) to Israel elsewhere might

present a problem. The use of é\enuootvy in 6:25 and 24:13 reflects a reading of these texts

88 Wevers states: “I can make little consistent sense out of MT’s Q¥ WX RN 1190 Ppin NP2, See Wevers,
NGTD, 551.

8 See Wevers, “The LXX Translator of Deuteronomy,” 88; Wevers, NGTD, 551-52. 1t is also possible that the
Hebrew text was misread, understanding 77X instead of NP7X. Unfortunately, our only manuscript from Qumran
which includes this text (4Q35Deut") only preserves the first and last line of this verse. MasDeut (a Hebrew
fragment from Masada) is another witness from this period but it is identical to MT.

308



which removes the tension between the statement of chapter 9 and those of chapters 6 and 24.
It states that Torah observance simply places Israel in a position to receive mercy, that is,
YHWH’s compassion or compassionate action. The overall portrait is one that avoids
attributing dixaiogtvy to Israel, emphasizing YHWH’s é\enpoatvy instead.”® Therefore,
obedience leads only to mercy. It is worth noting that the programmatic statement of Deut
30:1-10 follows a similar sequence: If once in exile Israel returns to YHWH and
wholeheartedly obeys his voice according to all that has been commanded, YHWH will 1)
return the captives — OG reads “iaoetat xUpiog Tag apaptias oov”, 2) show them mercy, and 3)
gather them from all the nations where they were dispersed. The language of obedience is
reminiscent of the earlier sections of chapter 6, and this is perhaps the chronological grid
through which Deut 6:25 is understood in the context of the translation. It represents another
way to account for the choice of éAenuooivy in 6:25: Obedience will lead to mercy and
restoration despite past failures.”! If Deuteronomy is read through the grid of 30:1-3, then sin
remains in Israel’s past despite its present (albeit imperfect) obedience. Therefore, instead of
understanding NPT in this context as Israel’s righteous conduct or merit obtained, the
translator understands it rather as YHWH’s compassion or benevolent action towards his

people.”?

% This is also how Aejmelaeus interprets this rendering in Deut 6:25, along with a few others in Deuteronomy,
which appear to stress YHWH’s mercy. See Aejmelaeus, “Die Septuaginta des Deuteronomiums,” 171-72.

! The importance of Deut 30:1-10 in Second Temple Jewish contexts has been documented elsewhere. Of
particular interest are the recent studies by Lincicum, here discussing the similar sequence in Tob 13:5-6, and
Matusova discussing Philo and other interpretations of this passage. See David Lincicum, Paul and the Early
Jewish Encounter with Deuteronomy (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2013), 92-93; Ekaterina Matusova,
“Deuteronomy Reworked, or Composition of the Narrative in the Letter of Aristeas,” in XV Congress of the
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Munich, 2013, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, Micha¢l N.
van der Meer, and Martin Meiser, SCS 64 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2016), 516-20.

92 Olley observes a similar pattern in the translation of 77X in Isaiah. See Olley, Righteousness in the Septuagint
of Isaiah, 112—16. On Isaiah, Joosten also comments: “Dans tous les cas ou le traducteur accentue ou ajoute cette
notion [de piti¢], il s’agit de la pitié de Dieu. Ainsi le traducteur d’Esaie témoigne de ce que la pitié¢ de Dieu
n’était pas, dans la communauté juive d’Alexandrie, une idée étrange imposée bon gré mal gré par les écritures
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6.3.4. Conclusion

Such a translational shift in meaning is made possible because of the evolution of the
word’s semantic range in this period. Since the translator had several options available for the
meaning of 11PTX, he could resort to the meaning of “act of mercy” against the usual sense of
the Hebrew text. The same solution was also applied in 24:13 based on similar syntax and
vocabulary. Given the norms guiding the translator’s work, it appears unlikely that one of the
principal objectives for the translation was to harmonize its message.”> What seems more
likely is that the Hebrew text was read in a particular way in the context of the translation, and
that it therefore reflects this understanding. This interpretation would more plausibly explain
the sporadic but punctual adjustments that would stress YHWH’s mercy or tenderness towards

Israel.”*
6.4. WHY THE BELOVED?

A related but more puzzling rendering is found in chapter 32, where the Hebrew text
refers to Israel as “Jeshurun” (J37W?), which is translated into Greek as ¢ #yamnuévos (“the
beloved”). Could this be another indication of the translator’s emphasizing YHWH’s
benevolence towards his people? The difficulty in this case is that 37" is a noun whose
precise meaning and origin remain much a mystery. It occurs only four times in the Hebrew

Bible, three of which are found within the poetic sections of Deuteronomy 32-33.%° In context,

hébraiques — selon I’exégése contemporaine — mais au contraire une notion centrale, et chérie, de leur théologie.”

Joosten, “Hesed ‘bienveillance’ et éleos “piti¢’. Réflexions sur une équivalence lexicale dans la Septante,” 42.

93 It also appears unlikely that the translator, reaching 6:25, suddenly realized that he would have to harmonize this
rendering with other 7P 7X occurrences in the book. After all, chapter 6, where we find this unexpected rendering,
is the first in the book.

%4 For some examples, see Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 39-40; Aejmelacus, “Die Septuaginta des
Deuteronomiums,” 170-72.

%5 Outside of the Hebrew Bible corpus, the term is also found once in Sir 37:25.
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it usually stands in parallel with Israel or Jacob, and therefore probably consists of a kind of

2 ¢

epithet. It is usually understood as deriving from the root " (“to be straight”, “upright™).”
Its origin could also be that of a diminutive of the name Israel, perhaps even as a
hypocoristicon (term of endearment).”” But this last point is often supported by appealing to
the Greek rendering of the term, which for our purposes becomes a circular argument. The
small number of occurrences, all found in poetry, suggests that its use was limited. There are,
however, a number of Amorite and Akkadian personal names built on the root IW?, which
gives plausibility to this theory. The use of a name associated with uprightness in Deut 32:15
suggests irony. The one named in such a way is in fact not living up to his name, although in
context, he has benefited from the best of circumstances.’®

The Three also understand 17" as a derivative of W, calling on the usual Greek

rendering for this root: Aquila resorts to ebfitatos (probably “the straightest™) while

Symmachus and Theodotion employ 6 £06ns (“the upright”, or “just one”).
6.4.1. The Translation of Proper Names

The OG Deuteronomy translator proceeds differently. He does not hesitate to use
etymological renderings (MO = év 6 Ieipaoud in 6:16) when encountering proper names
whose meaning is transparent. In fact, this is the most common strategy employed to translate

proper names throughout the book.”® In other cases, the name can be transliterated or

% Some have argued that it could also derive from T (“to see”). See the brief discussion in Sanders, The
Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 179—-80.

7 Otto thinks it is derived from " and functions as a diminutive. See Otto, Deuteronomium 12-34. Zweiter
Teilband: 23,16 - 34,12, 2179-80. Cf. M. Mulder, “1\W°,” TDOT 6:472—-77. See also Driver, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on Deuteronomy, 361; Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy, 382.

%8 Buis and Leclerc thus remark that the use of this term is quite appropriate here, as a reminder of the ideal to
which Israel is called but failed to maintain. See Pierre Buis and Jacques Leclercq, Le Déuteronome (Paris:
Gabalda, 1963), 198.

% See the many examples of this strategy in Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 97-98.
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actualized, particularly geographical names, to those in use in the Hellenistic context of the
translation.'® But “6 vyamuévos” is neither an etymological rendering nor a transliteration, and
it remains to be seen whether it represents an effort at actualization. In any case, this suggests
that we should investigate the presence of other factors. !°!

The expression 6 #yammuévos is found three times in chapter 33, where twice it translates
the same 1. In verse 35, it speaks of Moses a ruler in [17W" (perhaps best understood as a
ruler among the people of Israel). Verse 26 states that there is no God like the God of J17W?.!%?
The term ]17W” is found only once outside of Deuteronomy, in Isa 44:2, where it is also
translated in the same way.'* More telling is the third instance of #yammuévos in Deuteronomy,

in 33:12, where it translates the Hebrew T*7” ("beloved"):

(MT) 12w 18°02 P21 o152 vhy qam v noab jpwr mn 77 0K pnab
Kai 16 Beviapelv eimev Hyammuévos Omd xuplou xataoxqvwoel memolbag, xai 6 Beds oxidlet ém’
adTé magas Tag NuEpas xal ava puécov T@v Guwv attol xatémavaey. (Wevers)

And to Benjamin he said: Beloved by the Lord he shall encamp in confidence and God
overshadows him all the days and he rested between his shoulders. (NETS)

This is a more common rendering in the Septuagint corpus as a whole. Of the nine
instances of 17" (or its diminutive NYTTY), all are translated either by the participle, or the

related substantive dyamytés.'® The more common rendering of 7" by #yamyuévos confirms

190 Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 98—-100. See the more extended discussion in chapter 3, on 6 :16.

101 Even Frankel admits that it is difficult to determine which etymology the translator has in mind. See Frankel,
Ueber den Einfluss der paldstinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik, 211.

102 See Mulder, “11Mw°.” Mulder agrees with the interpretation offered here, but it is not impossible that 172
could refer to a place or a divine name.

103 In Ps 28:6 (29:6M™), the Greek rendering appears to be a misreading of the Hebrew source text, which in MT is
7. This would imply that 6 yyamnuévos was selected because the Vorlage was interpreted to be (or was) 1170
and/or that the translator did not know "W as a geographical place name.

194 See Deut 33:12, Ps 60:7MT, 84:2MT 108:7MT, 127:2MT Isa 5:1(2 instances), Jer 11:15, and 12:7. Some
translators use the participle and the substantive interchangeably. In the song of the vineyard of Isa 5, the
vineyard represents the beloved, here rendered once by the participle and the other by the substantive ayamytés:
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indirectly the way in which the translator understood the Greek term: that of someone
cherished or especially favored.

Deuteronomy 33:12 also represents the closest parallel to the most frequent occurrence
of this participle in the contemporary documentary and inscriptional evidence. The Rosetta
Stone (OGIS 90a/Pierre sur pierre 16) contains a very similar formula. On it, King Ptolemy V
Ephiphanes is repeatedly said to be Byamuévos vmo tot ®ba. This is the only context where
Nyamnuévos 1s found in inscriptional evidence — though there were many copies of this
inscription. A similar description of his father Ptolemy IV Philopator (yamyuévos Omo tol
"To1d0g) accounts for the only surviving occurrence of the participial form of dyamaw in the
documentary evidence from the Hellenistic period.'%> These are dated between the late 3™ and
the early 2™ century BCE.

In Deut 33:12, Benjamin is described as one who is ““Hyamnuévos 0md xupiov.” The
preposition vmé has no correspondence in Hebrew but is required to specify the agency of
YHWH, instead of a genitive of possession, for example.'% It is also noteworthy that the
inscription has this phrase among a number of titles for the King. To be “Ayamyuévog vmd ol
"To1dos”™ is but one title among many others such as “vids To0 ‘HAlov” or “cixav {Boa Tol Ads.”
The use of this formula as a title brings us back to 32:15, where ¢ yyamuévos functions in a
similar way. The agent of this affection is not stated explicitly in v. 15, but the context clearly

identifies him as YHWH. Six occurrences of #yamuévos are also found in classical literature,

“Atow 0% 16 Ayamnuéve dopa Tob dyamnrol ¢ dumeddvi wov.” (Isa 5:2) Outside of the biblical text, the use of
dyamyTés is far more common. It is also noteworthy that dyamytés often translates the Hebrew 71, particularly
in Gen 22, where Isaac is thus portrayed not as Abraham’s only, but beloved son.

105 See P.Muench.3.1.45 = TM 5248. See the brief discussion of this term in inscriptonal evidence in Aitken, No
Stone Unturned, 69.

106 Syuch a feature is also found in two other places in Deuteronomy, where the sense of the construct chain
requires it (See 21:23 and possibly 4:21). Thus the similarity in syntax should not be overstated.
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but many of these texts, such as Aesop’s fables or Pseudo-Hippocrates are difficult to date.!"’
In any case, they describe one who is esteemed of men for his skill in healing, or loved until
old age.'”® In Demosthenes, one is #yamuévos, favored of the gods for having many natural
qualities or esteemed of men for his skill in chariot riding.'” While these more general uses
need to be kept in mind, the Ptolemaic inscriptions remind us that to be the #yamnuévos of gods
is no insignificant title. Read in this light, the term stresses the great privilege and status of

Israel, whereas the Hebrew would be a more intimate term, perhaps employed with irony.
6.4.2. The Rendering in the Context of OG Deuteronomy

Harl suggests that the use of Ryamuévos modifies the way the privilege of Jacob/Israel is
construed. It is not his uprightness but divine affection that makes him his chosen people.'!°
This finds echo elsewhere in Deuteronomy. Deuteronomy 7:8-13 states that YHWH loves
Israel and its ancestors.'!! But in the context of Deut 32:15, one possible explanation for the
use of this term is the need to make sense of the text. The use of Ryamyuévos does fit the
broader context of Deuteronomy, but also the more immediate context. In the preceding verses
(9-14), the song describes how YHWH made Israel his possession, found him in the desert and
cared for him like the apple of his eye, like an eagle for its young. He then fed him with the

best produce of the land. Harl notes how this lavish care for Israel is underscored by the

107 A seventh instance, P.Oxy.5.842 is too fragmentary to be useful and difficult to date precisely although it
recounts events of the 4th century BCE. In what could be the oldest text, one of Aesop’s fables, a mother
addresses her child as Téxvov yyamyuévov: “Téxvov,” Aéyouaa, “Téxvov Ryamyuévov, Tov A0xov doveloopey, &l
uévov EABy.” The dating of these stories is complicated by the fact that later authors most likely wrote later while
attributing their additions to Aesop.

108 pseudo-Hippocrates, Power of Stones, 1.4., 30.3.

19 Demosthenes, [Erot.] 9.2, 26.2.

110 “_a traduction par ‘bien-aimé’, du verbe agapao, ‘aimer’, ‘chérir’, modifie le privilége de Jacob-Israél : ce
n’est pas ‘sa droiture’ mais I’amour de Dieu qui en fait un peuple de choix.” Harl, “Le grand cantique de Moise
en Deutéronome 32 : quelques traits originaux de la version grecque des Septante,” 134—-35. See also the similar
comments in Dogniez and Harl, Le Deuteronome, 329.

1 See also 10:15. In 4:37 and 23:5, it is said that this love motivated the deliverance from Egypt.

314



translator, underscoring the emotive aspect of this tenderness via his lexical choice.!'? Instead
of finding his people in the desert, YHWH sustained it (adtapxéw, v.10). Instead of the eagle
stirring up its nest, it covers it (oxenalw, v. 11). Instead of hovering over the young, it yearns
for them (émmoBéw, v.11). Harl provides several more examples in these verses that would
require more investigation. It is quite possible that some of the underlying Hebrew terms were
unknown to the translator or misread, but taken together, the Greek renderings display the
tendency to underscore YHWH’s care and affection for his people.

It seems fitting then that when verse 15 is reached and an unknown epithet is found for
Israel, the translator would opt for the contextually appropriate “beloved,” #yamuévos.'® In the
context of contemporary royal propaganda, this name not only underscores the tenderness of
care but the elevated status of Israel.!'* In fact, it would be difficult to use stronger language to
underscore Israel’s special status. We could speculate that it represents a type of actualization,
where the translator relied not on etymology or transliteration, but on the larger context and
cultural imagery to translate a name for which he apparently thought a W equivalent

(003, 8ato) was not suitable.!!
6.4.3. Conclusion

Though these conclusions are tentative, examining 6 fyanmuévos in the context of the

other renderings described in the present chapter raises such possibilities. Perhaps the

112 For a more extensive description of the examples discussed in this paragraph, see Harl, “Le grand cantique de
Moise en Deutéronome 32 : quelques traits originaux de la version grecque des Septante,” 136—40.

113 Peters also suggests that this rendering shows that the translator is not averse to interpreting metaphors. See
Peters, “Revisiting the Rock: Tsur as a Translation of Elohim in Deuteronomy and Beyond,” 43—44.

114 While the translator must certainly have been aware of the king’s special titles, it is difficult to assert that he
chose Ayammuévos as a kind of polemical stance to assert that Israel is the beloved. It appears more likely that the
royal title was but one use of the term in the cultural encyclopedia, which must surely have been commonly
employed to describe motherly care or affection for someone in particular.

115 In order to make a more solid case for actualization, such an argument would require that we establish that
17w is a kind of elevated title, almost kingly in nature, and we do not have such evidence at our disposal.
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translator wanted to avoid describing Israel as upright here also, for reasons similar to those
that lead him to never describe Israel as having dixatootvy. This rendering also reminds us that
the presence of specific vocabulary is often motivated by a plurality of factors, including the
strong possibility that the precise meaning of the Hebrew term was unknown, as well as the

desire that it would be contextually and perhaps even culturally relevant.!''®

6.5. CONCLUSION

These three case studies highlight the care and resourcefulness with which the activity of
translation was undertaken, qualities that are not as obvious when we focus on the more
typical aspects of the translation. We have seen that what may appear to be a stereotypical
match between YW words and those of the ¢o¢f3- family reveals instead a more intricate
process at work in the selection of lexical equivalents. While stereotyped renderings may
require less reflection, they do (at least in OG Deuteronomy) undergo a process of evaluation
for suitability. This is also demonstrated by the alternance between dixatogtvy and élenpoaivy
in translating NpPTX. In both cases, such inquiries also contribute to the furthering of our
knowledge of the semantics of Greek and Hebrew terms in this period. We can also, on
occasion, catch a glimpse of the ideology of the translator and his milieu. In the case of
nyamnuévos, the connection to the translation’s cultural milieu is more striking, though the
limited and partial nature of the historical evidence at our disposal suggests prudence in our
conclusions.

Nevertheless, the hermenteutical grid provided by the descriptive analysis of
translational norms and related strategies can lead to a fruitful examination of specific aspects

of the translation that are significant for historical exegesis. Given the constitutive character of

116 Aitken affirms on this basis that “the Septuagint participates in the politico-theological language of the
Hellenistic monarchs.” See Aitken, No Stone Unturned, 69.
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the translation, it is not surprising that the sampling of interpretative renderings studied here
are all confined to lexical choice. This is in keeping with the highly valued translational norms
and the type of equivalence observed, which is predominantly at the level of individual words.
In some cases, the influence of postbiblical Hebrew or Aramaic was also a factor. More such
cases likely exist, and further studies will enable us to gain a better picture of how OG
Deuteronomy can shed light on the theological conceptions or ideology of its production
milieu.!!” The above studies hopefully exemplify how this can be done in a principled manner.
It 1s striking, however, that these glimpses into the theological or ideological tendencies of the
translator and his milieu are sporadic and rarely systematic. In this sense, we can also affirm
that the translator did not set out to adapt his scriptural text to contemporary exegesis and that

we should exercise due caution before ascribing theological tendencies to his renderings.

117 Joosten speaks of the unconscious reflexes of the translators, which provide a glimpse into their theology. See
Jan Joosten, “Une théologie de la Septante ? Réflexions méthodologiques sur I’interprétation de la version
grecque,” Revue de Théologie et de Philosophie 132 (2000): 41. Perkins also argues that even a literal translation
provides the translator with opportunities to “put his stamp upon the material and ensure that his understanding of
the Hebrew text, or the understanding of his Jewish community, finds expression.” See Perkins, “Deuteronomy,”
79. See also Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “The Semantics of Biblical Language Redux,” in “Translation Is Required”:
The Septuagint in Retrospect and Prospect, ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, SCS 56 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2010), 51.
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CONCLUSION

Our main question at the outset was that of identifying a framework that is appropriate
for the characterization of OG Deuteronomy, so that information concerning the translator, his
milieu, the translation process and the prospective function of the translation can be extracted
in a principled manner. We then argued that a modified version of Toury’s Descriptive
Translation Studies (DTS) approach was particularly well suited for the task. It was then tested
on three sections of OG Deuteronomy. Equipped with a descriptive profile of these
translations and a clearer picture of the translational norms under which the translator
operated, we then set out to examine specific renderings that may point to ideological
concerns in the translation’s milieu. The major findings of this study will be discussed here,
followed by the highlighting of some implications and avenues for future research.

A few preliminary remarks are in order: The results of this inquiry are provisional in
that only three sections of text were examined. It must be noted, however, that the features
they contained were described in light of the translator’s work throughout the book, so that the
description provided covers in fact a larger cross-section of the translation than these three
sections. Nevertheless, it is expected that continued study of the translation will further refine
some of the observations offered here. Another way in which these findings are provisional is
related to the nature of the surrounding evidence. Other Deuteronomy manuscripts may come
to light, helping us better understand the nature of the translator’s Vorlage and improve our
critical edition of the Greek translation itself. Moreover, since one aspect of our task was to

describe OG Deuteronomy in light of Greek literature of the same period, this picture is also



bound to come into clearer focus as more studies on the language of the papyri and other

sources of this period become available.

1. THE CHARACTER OF OG DEUTERONOMY

Without repeating what has been said in the previous chapters where the character of
each unit under study was analyzed in detail, we may nevertheless attempt a brief summary.
Doing justice to any Septuagint book as a translation and as a text is extremely difficult, and
many disagreements concerning the characterization of these works have to do with focusing
on one aspect at the expense of another. One predominant feature of OG Deuteronomy’s
character as a translation is its grammatical-wellformedness. Very little interference from the
source text was observed at the level of grammar and syntax. This was apparent in all three
texts examined, thus a significant constitutive norm for this translation. It also relates to the
comments made by Dogniez and Harl to the effect that the Greek text remains understandable
for a Greek reader despite its careful reproduction of the source text’s individual lexemes and
word order.

Also significant are the observations at higher levels of discourse concerning
collocations (syntagmatic relationships) and text linguistics. The text’s uneven nature,
especially in terms of stylistic homogeneity, remains striking. Some differences were observed
in each section: The legal text manifested a concern for clarity of structure and terminology,
while the poetic section saw a greater number of stylistic devices introduced. Nevertheless,
these were implemented sporadically and inconsistently. This is apparent in 32:5-6 where in

the first verse, a difficult Hebrew text is translated in the most mechanical manner possible,
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passing on the interpretative problem to the reader. In verse 6, however, words are rearranged
to produce a rhetorical effect contrary to the translator’s usual practice.

That being said, it has become apparent that the largest unit of discourse in the
translator’s scope of work is the legal case, that is, the sequence of conditionals that make up a
single case (for example 25:5-10). Otherwise, discourse markers are not translated as
pragmatic units but simply as lexical items.! The resulting style is consistent in many respects
with non-literary Greek of the period, though in several sections its pervasive parataxis
borders on the colloquial.? Several of its features would have appeared odd to a reader of this
period (and later periods, as has been abundantly documented).® This was apparent not only in
specific renderings, but also at the level of discourse, where target language discourse markers
are rarely introduced without warrant from the source text. In the end, though OG
Deuteronomy is uneven in terms of cohesion, it is largely coherent as a text. Here also, this
corresponds in some respects with Dogniez and Harl’s comment to the effect that interference
(the reproduction of the source text’s word order and syntactic features) yields a strange text
that must have sounded harsh (“rude”) to its readers.*

Another challenge presents itself at this juncture. From the perspective of acceptability,

the translation is described in light of the conventions of compositional Greek. However, the

!'See, however, the discussion concerning the apodotic Ywhich is sometimes omitted.

2 Instructive here is Blomqvist, who, broadly speaking, places part of the Septuagint in the mid-level strata of
Hellenistic prose based on its use of Greek particles. The more colloquial aspects here observed may perhaps be
associated with the lowest strata, which he describes as that of “everyday conversations of unlearned people, only
occasionally preserved by written documents.” See Jerker Blomqvist, Greek Particles in Hellenistic Prose.
(Lund: Gleerup, 1969), 20. Cf. Voitila, “Septuagint Syntax and Hellenistic Greek,” 118.

? See the research by Leonas, though it applies to the Septuagint corpus more broadly, in Alexis Léonas,
Recherches sur le langage de la Septante, OBO 211 (Fribourg: Academic Press Fribourg, 2005); Alexis Léonas,
L’aube des traducteurs. De I’hébreu au grec : traducteurs et lecteurs de la Bible des Septante (Ille s. av. J.-C.-
Ve s. ap. J.-C.), Initiations bibliques 8 (Paris: Cerf, 2007).

4 See their comments in chapter 1, section 1.4.1.
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evidence at our disposal is heterogeneous in nature. Such conventions vary, notably according
to the region (regionalisms), social situation (sociolect), and register.” Moreover, while a
particular language use can be deemed unconventional at a particular point in time, this should
not imply that it did not become so later. Conventions are inevitably broken as languages and
literary genres evolve over time. In some ways, OG Deuteronomy and the other translations of
this corpus influenced the development of the Greek language, at least within some circles.
Our concern here has been to identify novel uses, when possible against the linguistic
evidence available to us from the same period. Some of these uses persisted, but many did not
survive outside of Septuagint translations. This is certainly an area where more work is
needed.

We now come to the matter of literary and cultural features, and that of the translation’s
prospective function. Just as there is a danger of overemphasizing the few cases of incoherent
Greek, it is also possible to put too much emphasis on its overall conventionality, especially at
this level of analysis. Even though the translation is generally well formed, grammatically
speaking, we have observed that the resulting text is unlike contemporary examples of
speeches, law, and poetry. It certainly does not hide the fact that it is a translation. It could be
argued that these characteristics are the outcome of the translator’s limited abilities in Greek.
However, it has been observed throughout that he is able to render specific expressions

according to the grammatical, and even text-linguistic conventions of the target language. The

5 See, for example, the criticism leveled by Adams against a characterization of language that ignores such
particulars: “The role of language and dialect [as evidence] was insufficiently addressed. The authors sidestepped
the issue by suggesting that ‘Greek language was the same all over the place’ (60), so there is no difference
between the Greek used in Egypt and in Judea. Such a position is contested, and additional support would have
been helpful. This, however, does not address the issue of second-language acquisition and the potential influence
of the native language on rendering a translation into a target language.” See Sean A. Adams, “review of Law,
Prophets, and Wisdom, by Johann Cook and Arie van Der Kooij,” RBL (2013).
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resulting text is therefore not the product of a deficient knowledge of Greek or target literary
conventions. One could argue that some characteristics stem from a lack of experience in
translation work. We have noted how in one case at least (6:15), there seems to have been
some experimentation in the way a particular phrase is rendered throughout the book, going
from a translation calqued on the source to a more conventional Greek expression. But these
inconsistencies are also part and parcel of translation work. Overall, the translator was well
equipped to deal with the subtleties of Hebrew and Greek syntax, as many renderings
demonstrate. He even introduces elements of higher register Greek. The thesis that the
Septuagint translators chose this linguistic register unwittingly, or that it reflects their lack of
learning does not appear applicable here.® The translation’s style is better explained as a
conscious choice. Under the assumption that the translator achieved in the main what he set
out to do, we may surmise that this style was therefore acceptable (i.e., expected) from the
perspective of its production milieu.’

This begs the question as to the function this text was originally meant to have (i.e., its
prospective function). Based on the above considerations, it seems appropriate to conclude
that it was intended as a genuine discourse even though it does not correspond to conventional
legal or poetic discourse in the target culture.> While these characteristics may correspond to

conventional translation practices in Ptolemaic Egypt, a more precise comparison of the

® Contra Joosten, “Rhetorical Ornamentation in the Septuagint: The Case of Grammatical Variation,” in Et
sapienter et eloquenter: Studies on Rhetorical and Stylistic Features of the Septuagint, ed. Eberhard Bons and
Thomas J. Kraus, FRLANT 241 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 13-15.

7 See the discussion in chapter 2, section 2.2. See also Dhont, “Towards a Comprehensive Explanation for the
Stylistic Diversity of the Septuagint Corpus,” 398.

8 De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 298. De Crom goes on: “Interference is at
the heart of its specific literariness rather than a linguistic defect. It is what the translator intended rather than
what he was unable to avoid; it was what its readership expected rather than something they would have
disapproved of.” See De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation Studies, 300.
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findings laid out in this study with contemporary translations is needed in order to refine this
hypothesis.” A more literary style was also possible but such literary features were evidently

t.19 The non-

not important concerns or expectations in the translator’s sociocultural contex
literary character of the translation’s style may instead speak to the prestige enjoyed by the
source text (and language), to which the translation is made to appear secondary.!! In other
words, it would be peripheral in the literary system of the prospective target culture, that of the
community for which this translation was produced.

For whom and why remains somewhat of a mystery. We have argued against its purpose
being that of a legal code in its production context. Its non-literary character raises questions
pertaining to its suitability for a royal library. Other uses may be envisaged. The clarification
of the structure and terminology of legal cases, though localized, may point to a context where
readers who do not have access to the Hebrew text might want to familiarize themselves with

the Torah by recourse to a text that nevertheless retains its Hebraistic flavor.'

% Aitken’s study is instructive in this respect but the translational features he identifies in Egyptian translations
are primarily based on two papyri — both contracts of sale — so that the range of evidence is rather limited. See for
example his discussion of prepositions in Aitken, “The Septuagint and Egyptian Translation Methods,” 289-90.
One could argue that this type of translation is to be expected for contracts. For a broader perspective on
translation in the Greco-Roman world, especially that of literary texts, see Sean A. Adams, “Translating Texts:
Contrasting Roman and Jewish Depictions of Literary Translations,” in Scholastic Culture in the Hellenistic and
Roman Eras: Greek, Latin, and Jewish, ed. Sean A. Adams (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2019), 147-67, and esp. 155.

10 Under the assumption that Exodus was translated first and that its Greek version was available to the
Deuteronomy translator (see the discussion in chapter 1), we could also argue that the style OG Exodus was
another possibility not retained by our translator. Though the two translations are similar, their underlying
translational norms were not weighed in the same way, particularly those of word-for-word reproduction and
consistency in lexical choices. These differences might point to a change in the expectations concerning what the
translation of an authoritative text should look like, or a different context altogether.

I “Tolerance of interference — and hence the endurance of its manifestations — tends to increase when translation
is carried out from a ‘major’ or highly prestigious language/culture, especially if the target language/culture is
‘minor,” or ‘weak’ in some other sense.” See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond, 314.

12 The possibility that OG Deuteronomy was produced to serve as a kind of interlinear for the Hebrew text (i.e.,
for side-by-side study in order to assist a reader whose Hebrew is deficient) appears improbable. Quantitative and
word order differences such as those observed in 25:2 and 32:6 make this translation impractical for such a use.
To this we could add the translator’s propensity to vary lexical matches in order to avoid repetition. At the same
time, OG Deuteronomy is not a commentary proper in that the translator was quite restrained in his explanations,
sometimes passing basic interpretative problems on to the reader (see 32:5).
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2. FUTURE AVENUES OF RESEARCH

One of the findings discussed in this study is the translator’s attentiveness to the text-
linguistic features of the translation, especially in the legal section. These observations do not
easily fit with the theory which states that the translators operated by working on short
segments (two to seven words) at a time without anticipating what follows.!*> We noted that in
the legal section especially, the translator demonstrates awareness of large segments of text.
This influences his choice of discourse markers (adversative vs. conjunctive), the alternation
of indicative and subjunctive moods, and even the rendering or omission of the apodotic 1. We
found that the translator still manages to introduce conditionality in complex cases while
working within the constraints of one-for-one reproduction and serial fidelity, thus preserving
in great part the parataxis of the source text. Commenting on the way the translator handled
this material, Aejmelaeus argued that overt Greek conditionals were avoided because “this
kind of radical change in the course of translation requires a mastering of the wider context
and anticipation of the effect clause that follows.”'* But in light of our observations, it is
difficult to avoid the conclusion that the translator is quite familiar with what follows as he
works his way around these complex cases. Though this theory should not be entirely
discounted, explanations concerning the conditionals studied here should be sought

elsewhere.!” It is perhaps the ambiguity of the Hebrew syntax that motivates and even forces

13 This theory has been argued by several members of the so-called Finnish school, a systematic treatment of
which can be found in IImari Soisalon-Soininen, “Beobachtungen zur Arbeitsweise der Septuaginta-Ubersetzer,”
in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus and Raija Sollamo, AASF, Ser.B 237 (Helsinki:
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 28-39. The theory has been restated and refined more recently in Theo A.
W. van der Louw, “The Dynamics of Segmentation in the Greek Pentateuch,” in The Legacy of Soisalon-
Soininen: Towards a Syntax of Septuagint Greek, ed. Tuukka Kauhanen and Hanna Vanonen (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2020), 65-80.

14 Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 17.

151t should be possible to distinguish here between the mental process of cognition that focuses on small
segments, and the translation process which implies the necessity to read ahead to find out how this segment fits
in the context. These are not mutually exclusive.
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the translator to undertake the delimitation of the various conditions, at least in these particular
cases. As we have argued above, features of this section also point to other factors, among
which is an impetus to clarify some aspects of these laws.

Chapter 32 stood out as well for its contrasting tendencies. Striking in this respect is
the absence of norms regulating homogeneity of register.'® On the one hand, the translator
employs otherwise unattested and grand words. A number of stylistic flourishes are also
deliberately introduced. On the other hand, we saw that a terse paratactic style is favored, to a
greater extent than in the other sections under study. The shorter lines of poetry are
undoubtedly more conducive to this style, but we also observed that the translator actually
introduces parataxis in a few instances. These observations, and the different configuration of
translational norms they entail, raise the issue of how to best explain this phenomenon.
Perhaps the most likely explanation is that the translator negotiated translational norms
differently in this chapter in light of the underlying genre. An argument in favor of this
explanation is the uncommon renderings it shares with the rest of the book (mpooéyw for J"TR;
atog for W), which would suggest the same translator is responsible for the whole. It is also
not impossible that the translation of this section (or at least parts of it) is the product of a
different translator. Two scenarios could be entertained: The first is that a translation of this
liturgical text pre-existed OG Deuteronomy and was incorporated by the translator into his
work. This scenario is not incompatible with the previous one if one were to assume that the
pre-existing translation was revised.!” Another possibility would be that the reconstructed text

at our disposal is in fact not OG but one that has been partially revised. There is very little data

16 For a similar finding on OG Song of Songs, see De Crom, LXX Song of Songs and Descriptive Translation
Studies, 291.
17 This scenario was alluded to in chapter 1, p. 17.
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to sustain this view in terms of the extent manuscript evidence, however.'® More research is
needed on this chapter and the rest of the book in order to shed additional light on the matter.
Finally, it should also be noted that DTS can not only highlight innovative uses of
language via its analysis of interference, but also accommodate theories of language change as
exemplified in the recent developments within cognitive linguistics. As Ross has argued, the
vertical relationship between the translation and its source text often triggers innovative uses
of language (negative transfer) or propagates marginal ones (positive transfer).!” In the end,
the tension described by Ross between the two maxims of “Communicating like the others
[i.e., Greeks] communicate” and of “Translating in a way that closely reflects the Hebrew
text” are, generally speaking, the two descriptive categories of DTS that have been adopted in
this study: Its acceptability in relation to conventional Greek usage and its adequacy vis-a-vis
the source text and its formal features.?’ Undoubtedly, translations of the Septuagint can be
studied from many angles (including their reception history), but this study has attempted to
demonstrate that there is a framework from translation studies available that can be deployed
fruitfully for a variety of purposes when studying these translations in the context of their

production.

18 Contrary to Leviticus, where a Qumran fragment would attest to an earlier, unrevised version of the Greek text.
See Himbaza, “What Are the Consequences If 4QLXXLev* Contains Earliest Formulation of the Septuagint.” In
the context of Deuteronomy, however, the presence of extensive pre-Hexplaric fragments renders this possibility
less likely.

19 Ross provides a nicely theorized explanation of the mechanism of positive transfer in William Ross, “The
Septuagint as Catalyst for Language Change in the Koine: A Usage-Based Approach,” in Die Septuaginta —
Geschichte, Wirkung, Relevanz: 6. Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D),
Wuppertal 21.-24. Juli 2016, ed. M. Meiser et al., WUNT 405 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2018), 385-87.

20 See Ross, “The Septuagint as Catalyst for Language Change in the Koine: A Usage-Based Approach,” 393-94.
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